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Chapter One 

THE CHALLENGE TO CRIMINAL JUSTICE OF DRUG-RELATED CRIME 

Overview of the Research 

As issues involving drugs and crime have been moving increasingly to center stage in public policy debate, 

localities, states and the Federal jurisdiction have been proposing and enacting a wide variety of initiatives aimed at 

the drug-crime dilemma. Underlying these efforts, of course, has been the rationale that the growth in the 

availability, use and trafficking of illegal drugs feeds society's "drug problem" which in turn seriously exacerbates the 

"crime problem." In contrast to the growing mainstream of research and policy development aimed at the impact of 

the drug problem on the crime problem, the current research has as its principal objective investigation of the 

impact of the drug-crime problem on government's ability to cope with crime. 

As the strain of responding to drug-related crime and criminal cases reaches crisis proportions in the 

various components of the criminal process, it has become clear that the burden is perceived to be systematic. 

Police argue that they are understaffed and "outgunned" by the weaponry in the hands of the drug-involved 

criminals. Prosecutors argue the need for more staff, new legislation and stiffer penalties to meet the apparently 

growing phenomenon of drug-related crime. The courts experience increased caseloads as a result of new laws and 

stepped up local enforcement policies and wonder how the mounting caseload demands can be met without 

additional court resources, including judges and processing reforms. Already overcrowded jails and prisons are 

s~unned by the prospect of impending population increases resulting from enforcement and legislative policies. 

One of the worst aspects of the impact of the drug-crime phenomenon is the additional burden it places on 

the already seriously strained judicial process with its endemic delay, overcrowding and resource difficulties. Thus, 

though not perhaps being viewed as the original source of these difficulties in criminal justice, the drug-crime 

phenomenon is increasingly perceived to be the "straw that breaks the camel's back," the catalyst that moves the 

system from a state of great strain to one of unmanageable crisis. 
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Although placed within the broad parameters of the effect of drug-related crime on criminal justice, this 

research focuses more narrowly on the impact of the drug-related criminal caseload on the criminal process, public 

safety and crowding. Its goals are modest and practical, to contribute knowledge of the impact of these kinds of 

cases on the criminal justice system. Our approach is to make use of data collected in three large urban 

jurisdictions to serve as the basis of what might best be characterized as three empirical case studies. As we 

examine the role of drug-related criminal cases within the entering caseloads in five courts in three cities, Miami 

(Dade County), Boston and Phoenix (Maricopa County), our purposes are twofold: to describe the actual contours 

of the drug-crime contribution to caseload, crowding and public safety, and to offer an informed discussion of the 

implications of the impact of drug-related crime for the future of criminal justice policy. 

We have organized the presentation of our investigation into a series of three related monographs. The 

first monograph (Volume I: The Impact of Drug-Related Criminal Cases on the Judicial Process. Crowding and 

Public SafeD:) describes the data which serve as the foundation of our descriptive analysis and develops a working 

definition of drug-related criminal cases. That definition includes two perspectives central to our analyses, 

defendants with cases involving charges relating to drug offenses and defendants who have been shown to be active 

drug abusers. Using an unique data set, we are able to examine the overlap between these two versions of "drug

related" cases movimg through the system, one based on criminal charges and the other on drug use. 

Volume I characterizes entering defendants using both perspectives of "drug-related" criminal cases and 

charts their role within and movement through the criminal process. The analysis is comparative at each stage, 

asking in what ways drug-related cases differ from cases that are not drug-related in the criminal caseload. 

Although the analysis best addresses questions about the role of drug-related criminal cases in the criminal process, 

it treats the implications of drug-related crime for public safety in its study of pretrial crime and for institutional 

crowding in its analyses of the comparative use of pretrial detention and incarcerative sentences. In concluding 

Volume I we attempt empirically to develop descriptive typologies based on both defInitions of drug-related 

criminal cases and provide a grounded framework for subsequent discussion of the problems posed by the drug

crime problem for the criminal justice system. 
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The second report (Volume II: The Impact of Dru~-Related Criminal Cases on Public Safety: Dru~

Related Recidivism) examines the often assumed relationship between drug-related crime and repetitive criminality. 

Part of the threat to public safety and the burden placed on the criminal process, many policy officials believe, is the 

continuing criminal activity associated with drug crime which distinguishes drug offenders from non-drug offenders. 

To investigate the relationship between drug-related crime and subsequent contact with the court system, our 

analyses make use of two four-year follow-up studies of the 1984 defendant samples described in Volume I (of 

Maricopa County and Dade County defendants) and one 18 month follow-up of the 1987 Dade felony defendants 

for whom drug test results were obtained. The question addressed in Volume II is quite straightforward: Do 

persons involved in drug-related crime (as defmed by drug charges or drug abuse) present a greater risk to public 

safety than other kinds of persons processed by the court system? 

In our third volume (Volume III: The Policy Implications of the Impact of Drug-Related Criminal Cases 

on Criminal Justice: Significant Problems and Issues) we review our empirical fmdings in light of their implications 

for criminal justice policy regarding drug-related crime. Once again, we limit our discussion to areas touched upon 

by our analyses in the earlier volumes and attempt to focus on questions that have been raised by our research. 

Because policy is often made faster than research can be conducted and reported, we conclude with a discussion of 

these issues with officials in the research sites so that the fmdings can serve as a resource in review of policy in the 

drug-crime area. 

I, Definitions. Assumptions and Data Measuring the Dru~-Crime Problem 

As political debate about the drug problem has become increasingly immated and proposals for innovative 

policies have become more numerous, choice of promising strategies has at the same time become more difficult. 

The development of policy to address the drug-crime problem has suffered from confusion in defmition (M to what 

the precise nature of the problem is), in assumptions about the relationship between drugs and crime and their 

reduction, and in information accurately describing various facets of the drug-crime problem. Contrary to widely 
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held beliefs, despite modem techniques of data collection and processing, the problem of drug abuse and its 

relationship to crime and criminal justice in this country still prove difficult to measure accurately--certainly in part, 

due to the complexity of the problem and its geographical diffusion. 

Research investigating the drug-crime problem, like policy debate, is faced at a most basic level with 

problems of defInition. Although many discuss the "drug problem" and debate the success of the "war against 

drugs," agreeing on precise defmitions of what is meant is not so simple, nor, therefore, is measurement of its 

characteristics. The defmitions employed in discussions of drug abuse and its treatment, for example, though often 

for the purposes of reducing crime, may be quite different from those employed within a legal framework when the 

objective is the elimination of the drug trade. Even after efforts to develop model Federal legislation in hopes of 

encouraging greater consistency of defInition of drug offenses and penalties in the states, signifIcant diversity still 

exists.1 Moreover, even though we may assume we are speaking about the same substances when describing 

concerns about illegal substances most threatening to public health, we may have different substances in mind. 

They may change over time (such as the shift from concern about heroin use to concern about marijuana, LSD, 

cocaine and crack). They may differ greatly by geographic location. These defmitional problems, obvious too many, 

affect the organization of this research--and likely interpretations of some of the fmdings. 

Compounding the defmitional problems are problems of data currently available describing the drug-crime 

problem. As will be clear in our subsequent review of current information, there are many kinds of data--ranging 

from self-reports of drug use by offenders to drug test results to criminal caseload statistics--used to describe the 

drug-crime problem in its different facets. These data are disparate, usually aggregate in nature and often suffer 

important limitations--important enough to raise questions about their reliability or their generalizability. This state 

of affairs notwithstanding, taken in toto the picture presented by these indicators is of a drug-crime problem posing 

a mounting challenge to criminal justice and public health. 

1 For an excellent review of the Federal Controlled Substances Act of 1970 and the organization of drug laws in the 
states, see Criminal Justice Association (1988). See Appendix A for a summary of some of the features of these 
laws adapted from that source. 
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II. Current Drui Use in the United States 

Three seiected sources of data provide relatively recent indications of the extent of drug abuse among 

Americans. One, the National Institute on Drug Abuse's National Household Survey on Drug Abuse (U.S. 

Department of Health and Human Services, 1988a and 1988b) reports lifetime, past year and past month prevalence 

of illicit drug use in American households during 1985. In asking respondents about use of illicit drugs during their 

"lifetimes," "past year," and "past month," the 1985 National Household Survey shows that, then at least, 

marijuana/hashish was the category of illicit drug of choice on all three measures, followed, not very closely, by 

cocaine. (See Figure 1.1.) In reporting trends from 1974 to 1985, the Survey reveals that although marijuana was 

still the most commonly abused illicit drug in the United States in 1985, with past year use rates exceeding 15 

percent of the U.S. household popUlation aged 12 and over, its use had been declining slightly since 1982. (See 

Figure 1.2.) While only 6 per cent of the U.S. household popUlation aged 12 and over had used cocaine "during the 

past year," the trend in use appeared to differ by age group (see Figure 1.3): cocaine use remained stable from 1982 

to 1985 for the 12 to 17 year age group, declined slightly for the 18 to 25 year age group and increased somewhat 

among the 26 and older age group. Use of hallucinogens (not shown) between 1979 and 1985 continued to be rare 

overall. 

Johnston et al. (1987) have conducted annual surveys among high school students and young adults and 

have included questions about drug abuse. (See Figure 1..4.) Their data show that the proportion of senior high 

school students who claimed to have used marijuana 'within the past 30 days' actually declined slightly from 1975 to 

1986 after cresting notably in 1978. Use of cocaine by high school seniors appears to have remained relatively rare, 

but has increased from about 2 to 6 percent over the decade. Use of hallucinogens has remained very low as well. 

Use of alcohol, which peaked at around 72 percent between 1978 and 1982, remains the most commonly employed 

substance among the seniors, roughly two-thirds of defendants used alcohol within the last 30 days. Johnston et al. 

found that nearly nine-tenths of seniors thought marijuana was "easy or fairly easy to get"; nearly half thought 

cocaine was that accessible, a noticeable increase over earlier years. In addition, they reported similar results for 

college students, who also used alcohol most often: roughly 80 percent admitted its use within the last 30 days from 



Figure 1.1 Lifetime, past year. and past month prevalence for selected 
illicit drug use, by type of drug, 1985 
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Figure 1.2 Trends in reported marijuana use 'during past year', by age group, 1974 to 85 
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Figure 1.3 Trends in reported cocaine use 'during past year', by age group, 1974 to 85 
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1980 to 1986. Marijuana use dropped notably among college students during that period, from 34 percent to 22 

percent. Cocaine use remained infrequent at armmd 7 percent of college students throughout the period. 

A different sort of estimate of drug abuse is provided by the National Institute on Drug Abuse's Drug 

Abuse Warning Network (DAWN). These data refer to episodes in whi~h a drug abuse patient visits a DAWN-

participating emergency room or where a drug abuse death is encountered by a DAWN-participating medical 

examiner (U. S. Department of Health and Human Services, 1987 and 1988c). The data do not represent a random 

sample of emergency rooms or medical examiner facilities in the United States. In addition, the DAWN data 

provide estimates based on visits to emergency rooms, not based on individuals who visit emergency rooms (thus, 

for example, one person making repeated visits to an emergency room during the year would be counted upon each 

visit). Nevertheless, even given the limitations of DAWN data, they provide a useful and quite different measure of 

the extent of the drug problem in the United States--at least in localities contributing to the DAWN data-base. 

Figure 15 shows tltat the heroin/morphine category represented the most frequently mentioned drug in 

emergency room episodes in the reporting cities between 1976 and 1985, with cocaine becoming increasingly 

common. Although the most recent, 1987, DAWN data are not directly comparable with those of previous years 

(primarily because of changes in the number and composition of participating facilities), they indicate that cocaine 

had replaced alcohol-in-combination2 and heroin/morphine as the primary drug mentioned in emergency room 

visits (Figure 1.6). Among medical examiner data describing drug-related deaths, alcohol-in-combination and 

cocaine were documented in nearly equal numbers of deaths, followed very closely by heroin/morphine. (See 

Figure 1.7).3 

The DAWN data illustrate not only the pervasiveness of drug abuse throughout the United States but also 

its r.hanging character over time, and from region to region (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 

1988c). In recent years there has been an increase in the abuse of LSD in Atlanta, Denver, Phoenix, Dallas and 

2 Mentions of alcohol are reported only when mentioned in combination .. vith one or more drugs. The other drugs 
mentioned are also recorded separately. 
3 The percentages include mentions made in combination with other drugs. 



Figure 1.5 Number of emergency rooom episodes, by drug type, 1976-85 
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Figure 1.6 Number of emergency room mentions for selected drugs, 1987 
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Figure 1.7 Number of medical examiner reports for selected drugs, 1987 
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Seattle, for example, while the aVailability and abuse of PCP continue to be an extremely serious problem in 

Washington D.C., where the number of mentions per 1,000 visits was over eleven times the national average for 

1987. At the same time, data from Miami, San Francisco, San Diego and St. Louis all reported the emergence of 

increased PCP abuse as measured at the emergency room or medical examiner level. The combination of PCP and 

crack cocaine continued to be highly visible among street drug abusers in New York and in Chicago where PCP was 

increasingly being used in combination with freebase cocaine. These DAWN data reveal that cocaine was wid~ly 

used throughout the country but also that the number of mentions per 1,000 visits in Washington D.C., Detroit, New 

York and New Orleans far exceeded the national average. Fmally, the number of emergency room mentions of 

heroin/morphine were over twice the national average in Detroit, Washington D.C. and San Francisco. 
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These recent sources of data (among others not reviewed), in short, paint a rather dismal portrait of dtug 

abuse in the United States. Estimating the number of addicts in the United States, particularly for new drug uses 

such as crack, is quite difficult. The most commonly quoted "best estimate" of the "pool" of heroin addicts--based 

generally on NIDA data--suggest a relatively constant population of 500,000 whose average age continues to 

increase.4 This estimate does not appear to agree with the emergency room and medical examiner data reported 

above, which show a very clear increase in medical emergencies involving heroin/morphine since 1979. It is 

conceivable that the population of heroin/morphine users is relatively stable, although an increasing proportion of 

these are coming to the attention of medical practitioners and treatment programs. The stability of the "best 

estimate" figures may signal a future decline in the total number of heroin users as they age--although unforeseen 

changes in the trafficking and distribution of drugs may rapidly alter that picture. 

III. Drugs And Crime 

There have been several comprehensive reviews of the relationship between drug use (primarily narcotics) 

and crime (Ball, 1976; Gandossy et al., 1980; Greenberg and Adler, 1974; McGlothlin, 1978; Speckart and Anglin, 

1985; Watters et al., 1985; Wish and Johnson, 1986). The general conclusion of the reviewers is that while there is 

much opinion, speculation and empirical research concerning the relationship between drugs and crime, there is no 

defInitive answer regarding the question of causality. The difficulty lies in determining whether (and to what extent) 

narcotics use leads to crime, is a consequence of crime, or whether both narcotics use and crime are sparked by 

similar, antecedent forces (i.e., that the relationship between drugs and crime is spurious). 

It seems undeniable that many drug users place substantial reliance on street crime to support their drug 

use (Johnson et al., 1985). Longitudinal studies of addiction careers have suggested a "substantial, positive 

covariation between levels of narcotic use and crime ... when traced throughout the addiction career" (Speckart and 

Anglin, 1986). However, research also indicates the existence of pre-addiction property crime at substantial levels, 

abstinent and non-addicted periods characterized by subsistence levels of property crimes and prodigious levels of 

4 Some of the problems associated with estimating drug use populations are discussed by Epstein (1977) and 
Michaels (1987). 
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property crimes during periods of addiction. Nonetheless, the debate about the precise nature of the role of drug 

abuse in crime does not undermine the criminological connection between drug use and crime. 

A review of the rapidly increasing body of empirical research on the relationship between drugs and crime 

indicates that much of the research has been conducted within the last three decades. To a large extent this has 

been due to the paucity of adequate data. Even as recently as 1967 the Presidential Task Force on Narcotics and 

Drug Abuse had to admit that "the extent of the addict's or drug abuser's responsibility for all non-drug offenses is 

unknown" (U.S. President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, 1967). One of the 

more significant catalysts for the present level of empirical analysis of the drugs-crime connection was the 

establishment by the National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) of a federally sponsored drugs-crime research 

agenda in 1975. Initially, this included studies in New York, Baltimore, California and Miami (Inciardi, 1979). 

Sin.ce then, research into the nature of the drug-crime connection has mushroomed. 

There are several discernible trends within the current body of research. At the aggregate level of analysis 

there are ecological studies which examine the interrelationships between area crime rates, availability of drugs, 

number of drug users and other social/psychological indicators. Silverman and Spruil (1977) investigated the 

relationship of property crime and violent crime involving no fmancial gain with the street market value of heroin. 

They reported a positive association between property criJ?:te and heroin prices but no association for violent crime 

and heroin prices. 

At the individual level, research has variously examined the nature of the crime-drug use relationship (ie. 

what types of erlmes are committed by drug users), the effect of treatment/supervision on drug use and crime 

(usually testing the hypothesis that, if drugs cause crime, treatment/supervision should reduce both), and the 

temporal relationship between drug use and crime. 

Johnson et al.'s (1985) study of self-reported offending by heroin addicts in Harlem identified an 

association between the amount of heroin use (daily users as compared with "regular" users --3 to 5 times weekly) 
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and the number of burglaries and violent crimes committed., They found daily heroin users committed almost twice 

as many of these crimes as the "regular" heroin users. The authors added that heroin addicts generally did not 

experience regular contact with either the criminal justice or drug treatment systems and that the most seriously 

criminal daily heroin users systematically avoided contact with either system. Ball et al. (1983) found high rates of 

criminality among Baltimore heroin users during periods of addiction and much lower rates during times of 

abstinence. Indeed, the authors reported that criminal activity increased as much as six-fold between times of 

nonaddiction and addiction. Furthermore, over the addiction career of the Baltimore addicts, the average number 

of 'crime days' per year-at-risk was 230, indicating frequent and persistent patterns of criminal behavior, often over 

a number of years. In Miami, Inciardi (1979) documented a large amount of often violent crime committed by drug 

users and argued that the criminality of heroin/cocaine users was already ~:~yc}ild the reach of law enforcement. 

The association of drug use with violent crime noted by Inciardl conflicts with several other studies which indicate 

no special association between violent crime and drug use (see Silverman and Spruil, 19n; Johnson et al. 1985; and 

subsequent sections of this chapter). 

Speckart et al. (1986) focused on the time-ordering of the drug use/crime connection and concluded that, 

while simultaneous relationships between narcotics and criminality are clearly demonstrable, it is not possible to 

predict either variable from the other over time. This would indicate that any causal relationship which exists 

between drug use and crime is not characterized by a significant time lag. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) have 

further argued that the active crime and addiction years do not overlap as causal interpretations would require, 

fmding instead that to date the "onset" and Rdesistance" of drug use comes later than that of criminal activity. 

Although many studies suggest that drug use (n~7rotic and non-narcotic) precedes the onset of regular 

criminal activity the inference of causality cannot be made. Inciardi (1986) suggests that the drug-crime relationship 

varies by type of user. He differentiates between narcotic and non-narcotic users, and claims that, for the latter 

group, "drugs and crime seemed to emerge hand in hand". For narcotic users, he fmds evidence that drug use 

prer..eded criminal activity, although heroin use "did not appear until after they were well into their criminal careers". 
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Such fmdings seem to suggest that narcotics use drives crime and that drug use careers intensify already existing 

criminal careers. 

In conclusion, the causality debate is unresolved largely for three reasons: the inapplicability of much 

official data to etiological analysis of the drugs-crime connection, the lack of valid user typologies, and basic 

methodological weaknesses in many of the research studies. Johnson et al.(1985) emphasized, for example, that 

even among those "heroin users· deemed to be criminal there exists a wide diversity of types--ranging from the 

highly predatory and dangerous violent criminals to the less threatening, low-level street drug-dealers. Speckart and 

Anglin (1986) concur, and argue that a prerequisite of meaningful future research in this area is the development of 

a practical, valid typology of drug users. Broad categorizations of "users· or "addicts" simply will not discriminate 

sufficiently for meaningful analysis of the causal relationship between drug use/addiction and crime--and, more to 

the point, will fail to pl'Ovide sufficient knowledge to drive promising public policy designed to reduce drug use and 

criminality among drug users. 

IV. The Impact oeDrug-related Crime on Criminal Justice: Current Indicators 

In the press, in reports of government agencies, we often fmd announcements of statistics demonstrating 

the growing dimensions of drug-related crime. However, as we noted in the introduction to this chapter and discuss 

later in more detail, our effort to assess the impact of drug-related criminal cases on criminal justice and public 

safety tries to come to grips with the two components of "drug-relatedness"--as well as their inter-relationship: one 

involving examination of the role of drug crimes, the another involving drug use and its connection to crime 

(whether or not drug crimes are involved). Stated another way, drug-related crime may be seen as falling into two 

categories: 

a) crimes related to the business of drugs; and 

b) crimes related to the use of drugs. 
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The first category of drug-related crime includes the various crimes associated with the production and 

distribution of drugs as well as other crimes associated with the drug enterprise, such as enterprise-related crimes of 

violence. The second category of the definition focuses on crime not related to the business of drugs, but rather 

crime committed by persons who use drugs. Ideally, we would like to be able to differentiate between drug users 

who commit crimes partly or largely because of drugs and drug users who commit crimes for whom drug use is 

coincidental and not a motivation toward crime. Full investigation of drug-related crime should include these two 

components as well as their overlap. Before turning to analysis of our data, we review here available data shedding 

light on the nature and magnitude of drug-related crime from these two perspectives. A characteristic these 

indicators share is their limited ability to estimate drug-related crime accurately. 

Crime Related to the Business of Drugs 

Of course, accurate data describing the production and/or distribution of illicit drugs into and within the 

United States are very limited and generally provide very sketchy estimates of the true extent of drug-related 

criminal behavior. Data depicting trends in the number of seizures of illegal drug laboratories serve as a good 

example. According to the Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics (Flanagan and Jamieson: 1987:406, Table 

4.30), the iotal number of illegal laboratories seized in the United States has increased from just 32 in 1975 to 682 in 

1987. However, it is difficult to gauge how much this reflects a real increase in domestic production of illicit drugs 

as opposed to increased and/or improved law enforcement practices (and/or better record keeping). Similarly 

limited data, statistics on confIScation and seizures by the U.S. Customs Service, the Coast Guard and the Drug 

Enforcement Agency, offer at least some perspective on the scale of drug production/distribution. Thus, for 

example, Figure 1.8 shows drug seizures by the U.S. Customs Service between 1975 and 1986 and reveals the 

primacy of marijuana transportation (by weight) as well as the changing quantities of seizures for specific drugs. 

Figure 1.9 summarizes data relating to drug removals by the Drug Enforcement Administration from the domestic . 

market from 1977 to 1987. Again, there are significant fluctuations in the amount of individual drugs removed from 

the market; however, the overall trend is clearly one of substantial increase over time. 
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The difficulty in employing these kinds of data to estimate the magnitude of "crime related to the business 

of drugs" is underscored by the view expressed in the 1988 annu'il report of the House Select Committee on 

Narcotics Abuse and Control which estimated that the three main federal interdictment agencies, the DEA, Coast 

Guard and u.S. Customs, probably intercept only from 5 to 15 percent of illicit drugs making their way to the U.S. 

each year. 

T.he difficulty in obtaining estimates of this kind of drug crime from official sources most closely parallels 

the difficulties associated with the measurement of white collar crime, although the problems with the drug 

enterprise are perhaps worse. Much has been written criticizing the reliability of Uniform Crime Reports "crimes 

known to the police" statistics in reflecting the "true" level of crime and detailing the extent to which the UCR 

under-reports "street" crime. (In fact, this limitation of police data was a major reason for the development of the 

National Crime Panel or victimization surveys (see, e.g., Hindelang, 1976; Hindelang, Gottfredson and Garofalo, 

1978).) Like some forms of white collar crime, much drug crime, at least crime in the category of "crime related to 

the business of crime," would never be reported to law enforcement agencies because of its near invisibility. 

Drug violations reported to the police and fmding their way into the FBI's UCR--consisting mainly of 

posse.ssion, s(.lle, distribution, manufacture or trafficking--would certainly represent only the "tip of the iceberg" of all 

such crimes. Far worse, of course, would be reliance on arrests for drug offenses as indicators of this kind of drug

related criminal activity, for all of the reasons long discussed in the literature.5 Nevertheless, a UCR statistic 

measuring arrests for "drug abuse violations" provides one of the only indicators of drug-related crime in this 

category.6 Arrests for drug abuse violations increased approximately 32 percent increase between 19n and 1986, 

compared with a 26 percent increase in all arrests, and 18 percent increase in all index crime arrests, and ,a 33 

percent in violent index crime arrests (U.S. Department of Justice, F.B.I., 1987:168). A major reason these statistics 

are not vcry helpful, however, is that a large majority of drug abuse violation arrests in the UCR is for drug 

possession offenses, not for the kinds of crimes we associate with the business of drugs. In short, we are left without 

a good estimate of crime related to the business of drugs. 

5 One of the principal questions raised about patterns in arrest data, for example, is whether they should be 
interpreted as measures of criminal activity or law enforcement arrest practices. 
6 F.B.I. data for drug abuse violations are generally classified into "sale/manufacture" and "possession" arrests. 



Figure 1.B Drug seizures by the U.S. Customs Service, 1975-B6 
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Figure 1.9 Drug removals from the domestic market by the Drug 
Enforcement Administration, 1977-B7 

3000 

2500 

2000 

Amot.rlt of 
chJg. seized 1500 
(In pot.rlda) 

1000 

'. 

..... 

.' .. 

...---.......... 

.. UcrfjucrtO/hashleh 
(1 ,ODD's) 

.- Cocaine (100'.) 

_. Heroin/morphine 

500 

~ .. -- ......... -~---.... 
~-------- ~--------------~ ----- ~" ~ .......... . ................ ....-,,.' ---.",........~ 

.... -- .-.-' .... _------ -----.--~ 
O+----~----~-.-~I~===FF---~~rl-----rl----rl----+I----+I--~I 
1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 

Yerr 

Soiree: U.S. Oepcriment of ..kJetlce, Drug Enforcement AdrnJnlatrotlon, acq,ted 
from ~lIatlon in Flcrtagcrt of Jamlnon, Scxrcebook of Criminal 
..kJatlce statJatlc •• (1987: Tobie 4.28) 



18 

As difficult as it is to obtain accurate estimates of the incidence of such crimes as sale, manufacture, 

distribution and trafficking, indicators of the other kinds of crime related to the drug enterprise--involving violence 

particularly--are nearly impossible to come by. Although we are made aware by the media of drug-related murders, 

in most instances, we are not able to distinguish violence related to the business of drugs from violence by drug 

users (which falls into the second category of drug-related crime) from "normal" violent crime--unless, of course, an 

arrest results and drug charges are placed in addition to other charges for violent offenses. We may be able to 

document the incidence of drug-related homicide best, because of the investigatory resources focused on homicides, 

but even the "drug-relatedness" of many homicides may be uncertain. 

Crime Associated with Drug Use 

In contrast with crime associated with the drug enterprise, crime linked to drug use forms the second part 

of the focus on the impact of drug-related crime. This kind of crime includes two categories, both also difficult to 

measure accurately, 

a) crimes committed by persons motivated by their drug use (either to support their drug habits or 
because their drug use encourages criminal behavior in itself); and 

b) persons committing crimes who happen to use drugs, but whose drug use plays no role in the 
commission of crimes. . 

To estimate the magnitude of this kind of crime generally, we would need to know which persons 

committing crimes were using drugs. However, even if we were able to obtain these estimates, we would then need 

to determine the proportion of drug using criminals for whom drug use played no criminogenic role. Because 

presently this would be nearly impossible, we are left with the task of at least seeking the grosser measure of drug 

use among persons committing crimes--which would thus provide to an unknown extent an over-estimate of crime 

associated with the u.,e of drugs. In trying to obtain measures of drug-related crime that is crime by drug users, 

three kinds of data are available: arrest statistics for drug possession, self-reported data reporting drug use among 

"criminals" (at least some persons arrested and/or convicted of crimes) and data obtained by means of drug testing. 
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Each of these sources, while offering estimates of the incidence of drug use among the population of persons 

committing crimes, again, suffers important limitations. 

Arrests for Dru~ Possession 

In our discussion of estimating the extent of crime related to the business of drugs from the UCR arrest 

data for drug violations, we noted that it largely reflected possession offenses. If we were to infer drug use among 

persons committing crimes from the FBI measure of arrests for possession (assuming most people possessing drugs 

to be users of drugs), we would conclude that less than one-tenth (6.6 percent) of all arrested persons in 1986 were 

drug users (U.S. Department of Justice, F.B.I., 1987:166,167). We would then, of course, still have to debate the 

question of how many of these were "merely" drug users who, except for buying, possessing and using drugs (each 

acts, of course, nevertheless consisting of crimes), were not otherwise involved in crime. 

Drug Use Estimated through Self-Revol't 

Perhaps the most common source of data used to estimate the extent of drug use among populations of 

persons committing crimes is provided by self-reports. Delinquency literature, for example, has often relied on this 

approach in studying the relationship between drug use, other forms of deviant behavior and delinquency. Studies 

of recidivism have long included self-reported measures of offender drug abuse as factors related to repeated crime. 

A number of sources of self-report data, several of which '?Ie point out here, ~e currently available describing drug 

use among recent populations of arrested or institutionalized youths or adults. 

For example, the 1987 Bureau of Justice Statistics (U.S. Department of Justice, 1988e:7) survey of juveniles 

and young adults in long-term, state operated juvenile institutions showed that 83 percent reported some use of 

illegal drugs in the past, 63 percent reported regular use of drugs and 39 percent said they were under the influence 

of drugs at the time of their current offense (Figure 1.10). The same self-report source showed the age of frrst use 

of illicit drugs by youth in custody: Almost two-ftfths (38 percent) of those who had ever used drugs reported frrst 

using drugs before the age of 12, and a further one third (34 percent) reported frrst drug use between the ages of 12 



20 

and 13. First use of major drugs only7 occurred among 13 percent by age 12 and among 29 percent between ages 12 

and 13. 

The 1983 National Jail Census (U.S. Department of Justice, BJS, 1985b:6-7) asked jail inmates whether 

they had used drugs at any time during their lives and asked convicted inmates whether they had used drugs just 

before the current offense. Overall, three-quarters of all jail inmates in 1983 reported using illegal drugs at some 

time in their lives, a sizeable increase over the 68 percent use reported in a comparable 1978 jail census. Thirty

eight percent admitted use of cocaine, an increase from 29 percent in 1978. Nearly similar proportions indicated use 

of amphetamines, barbiturates, heroin and other drugs. Roughly one in four convicted jail inmates admitted using 

drugs just prior to commiting the offenses of which they had been convicted. 

In its 1986 survey of state prison inmates, the Bureau of Justice Statistics (U.S. Department of Justice, BJS, 

1988a) reported that almost one-ruth of state inmates admitted being daily users of heroin, cocaine, PCP or LSD in 

the month prior to the commission of their crime. A total of 43 percent of all state inmates reported daily use of 

other illegal drugs (including marijuana, barbiturates and amphetamines). Figure 1.11 shows that the proportion 

claiming to have been under the influence of a drug at the time of the "current" offense increased from 25 percent of 

state prison inmates in 1974 to 35 percent in 1986. The percentage admitting to heroin use at the time of the offense 

dropped more than half during that time, while the reported use of marijuana nearly doubled and the use of cocaine 

at the time of the offense increased ten-fold. The same survey showed variation in self-reported drug use by prison 

inmates by the seriousness of the conviction, ranging from a low of 19 percent of persons serving sentences for 

weapons offenses to a high of 42 percent of persons serving sentences for burglary, drug possession or drug 

trafficking. (See Figure 1.12.) 

Inferring a level and kind of crime-related drug-use among persons committing crimes overall from self

reports of confined persons, of course, is hampered by problems of reliability (Do inmates remember accurately? 

Do they tell the truth about drug use?) and sample bias (To what extent are confmed persons like the general 

population of persons committing crimes but who are not confmed?). 

7 In this survey, major drugs included heroin, cocaine, LSD and PCP. 



Figu-e 1.10 Use of illegal drugs by youth in long~term state operated juvenile 
institutions, 1987 
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Figure 1.11 State prison inmates under the influence of drugs. by type of drug used, at 
the time of the current offense (1974, 1979, and 1986) 

40 

30 

Perc.lt 20 
U1der the 
Influence 
of auga 

10 

o 
1976 

• Arr; aug 

I?J Cocalr.e 

&J Heroin 

1979 

Yeer 

[] Uarfj,lana/ 
Ha8h11lh 

. 35 

1986 

8 Amphetcrnlnea/ 
Barblbratell 

[Note: IndlvIGJal Qouga may not add to total U1der "orr; aug" becCIIH an Irmate may have been 
LI1dIr the InfllB1Ce of r1'IOnI than one aug] 

Solrce: Acq,ted from (mo, Drug U. and Crime, BJS. U.S. Dapcrtment of .brilce (1988: Table 1) 



22 

Dru~ Use Estimated through Dru~ Testin~ 

Very recently, additional data describing drug use among arrested persons have become available through 

the introduction of drug testing at the booking stage, fIrst in the District of Columbia (e.g., Carver, 1986; Toborg et 

al., 1988; Yezer et al., 1988) and then in selected additional pilot sites funded through a Bureau of Justice Assistance 

program (See, e.g., Pretrial Services Resource Center, Pretrial Reporter XII/5-6 (1988), XIII/1-2 (1989). Although 

this is a new area for criminal justice in which study and debate continue (see, e.g., Belenko and Mara-Drita, 1988; 

Goldkamp, Gottfredson and Weiland, 1988; Smith et al., 1989; Rosen and Goldkamp, 1989), two results are certain: 

data regarding the use of drugs among persons entering the criminal process are being made available that have not 

been previously available; arrest statistics for drug offenses and defendant self-repmt data greatly understate the 

amount and kind of drug use, at least in the cities studied so far. One result of the innovation in the District of 

Columbia has been the National Institute of Justice's decision to sponsor the Drug Use Forecasting (DUF) program 

which collects urine specimens from small samples of arrestees in a number of cities on a quarterly basis to provide 

a pictun~ of the level and kind of drug use experienced in those cities. Wish (1987:5) explains the NIJ rationale for 

the DUF program in the following way: "In addition to uncovering national trends in drug use, the DUF system will 

enable each site to gather information useful for the early detection of drug epidemics .. " 

Early DUF data collected by Wish (1987), for example, compared 1984 and 1986 samples of arrestees in 

New York City (see Figure 1.13), finding a majority testing positively for some drug and increasing proportions 

testing positively for cocaine. DUF results in 12 cities from June to November, 1987, showed that a majority of all 

male arrestees who were sampled8 tested positively for an illegal drug--and that many tested positively for cocaine 

use in particular, depending on the location. (See Figure 1.14.) 

Although drug testing in the selected localities that have adopted such programs can provide measures of 

drug use among persons entering the criminal process better than arrest data or self-reports from offenders, like 

self-reports from inmate surveys, drug testing data cannot estimate the level of drug use among the larger offending 

population. (All offenders--most of whom are not in custody--may use drugs to a greater or lesser extent than those 

entering the criminal process.) In addition, the results are usually sample specifIc and are closely tied to the 

8 Samples of arrestees are not comparable across cities. 



Figure 1.12 Drug use by state prison inmates, by most serious conviction offense, 1986 
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Figure 1.13 New York: Percentage of aTestees testing positively for selected drugs, 
1984 and 1986 (DUF data) 

80 

80 

70 

eo 

P.-cent SO 
tatlng 
polltiv.ly 40 

30 

20 

10 

0 

S8 

21 

111S4 

en - 4,847) 

22 

B 

1886 (SipL/Oct.) 

en - 414) 

~I. 

SoIRe: Adapted from WlIh (1I1S7: Tcill. 3) 

73 

1886 (Nov.) 

en - 201) 

• Arrj drug 

~ Cocaine 

[J OpIates 

a MethadI)ne 

P.aPa:' 

3 



24 

composition of the samples of arrestees provided in the jurisdicitions, which may vary within jurisdiction over time 

as well as across jurisdictions. Recall as well, that to estimate the numbers of persons using drugs and committing 

crimes for whom drug use is a motivation or cause, we will still need to be able to estimate the numbers of all those 

testingpositiveiy for drug use for whom drug use is not a factor in the decision to commit crimes. 

f.'{gure 1.14 Percentage of male ClTestees testing positively for drugs (June to November. 1987) 

80 

70 

60 

50 

Pere.tt 
tuting 40 

po81t1ve 

30 

20 

10 

0 
I 8. '0 

& .!! 6 
c Q i .c; ! Q. 
III 

.9 

)C 

I 
It g, .!! 1 

., 
1 l I I I "0 0 

I u 

If 0 ~ 6 Iii 
Q 

'0 I ::E: 

I i u .. 
! 

0 

1i 
City ii 

E • Cocaine 

t] ArrI Drug 
~: Adapted from HId Report/SN1 20S (198!) 

Ib!t!mpact of DQl~ Cases on the Criminal Justice S,ystem 

The impact of drug-related crime cannot, of course, be neatly divided into an impact on public safety 

and a separate impact on criminal justice. To an extent, the larger the threat that drug-related crime poses to the 

public safety, the larger the challenge to the performance of the full range of criminal justice agencies. The 

relationship between these two kinds of impacts of drug-related cr.m::· is, of course, not as simple as -the greater the 
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rate of drug-related crime, the greater the volume of arrests, criminal cases and correctional populations." Some 

argue, for example, that drug policies--of legislatures, police and prosecutors--account for the impact on criminal 

justice as much as the level of drug crime itself. We do not investigate, but only note the importance of the issue of 

the relative importance of policy versus the actual incidence of drug-related crime on criminal justice here. Instead, 

we set that question aside for a later discussion, and focus on the growing symptoms of increased burden of drug-

related crime on criminal processing. 

To begin with, although we have discussed the limitations of available data to measure the current level of 

drug-related crime, we can agree that these data--particularly arrests, self-reports and drug-tests--do provide 

somewhat more useful estimates of the characteristics of persons entering the criminal process. While the picture 

we derive of their attributes may differ from that of all offenders at large, it is an increasingly better picture of the 

role of drug use and drug crime among the criminal justice ,population, the population that is in custody and with 

which the system deals. 

Thus, however generated, arrest statistics at least tell us quite well about the persons entering processing in 

the courts; in this sense, at the least growing an'ests for drug-related chcrrges translates into growing numbers of 

drug cases that must be handled by the system. FBI figures (U.S. Department of Justice, BJS, 1989: Table 13), for 

example, show an increase of 80 percent in arrests for drug violations from 1980 to 1986, a 113 percent increase in 

the number of sale or manufacture arrests and a 71 percent increase in the number of possession arrests (still the 

dominant category). 

Full and systematic criminal justice processing data describing the impact of drug-related crime on arrests, 

adjudication, sentencing and confmement are not readily available.9 When such data are available they tend to be 

limited in scope and sometimes of questionable reliability given the many difficulties involved in combining law 

enforcement, court and corrections information from numerous sources and locations. A number of disparate 

9 Although we attempted to contact many states for reports providing this information, we were not successful in 
obtaining responses from a sufficient number by the time of thls writing to describe state data. We refer the reader 
to forthcoming publications from the Bureau of Justice Assistance for further information in this area. 
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sources of data do, however, give the impression of a substantial impact of drug-related cases on the functioning of 

criminal justice in the states. 

Data reported by two states, for example, illustrate this theme: In Pennsylvauia, the number of drug arrests 

increased 39 percent between 1982 and 1987, in contrast with non-drug arrests, which decreased by almost 5 

percent. Drug convictions increased by 16 percent during that period, compared with an almost 15 percent oecline 

in non-drug convictions (Pennsylvauia Commission on Cldme and Delinquency, 1988). Data for Connecticut show 

that total arrests increased 87 percent between 1980 and 1988 while drug arrests increased an even more 

extraordinary 270 percent during the same period (Connecticut Prison and Overcrowding Commission, 1989). 

In contrast with data suggesting that state criminal justice is being overwhelmed by the nature and volume 

of drug-related criminal cases, some data suggest that the processing of !Jersons charged with drug offenses differs 

little from the processing accorded other kinds of cases. A recent Bureau of Justice Statistics study, for example, 

tracked from arrest to eventual case disposition 532,000 persons arrested in 1984 in eleven states providing 

Offender-Based Transaction Statistics (U.S. Department of Justice, BJS, 1988d). Figure 1.lS contrasts the numbers 

of arrests, prosecutions, convictions, and incarceraiive sentences for this data base. Compared to dispositions in 

arrests for property or violent crimes, persons arrested for drl~g offenses seemed slightly below average in each 

category, not standing out as a category of arrestees for any' 'Of the processing outcomes. 

Data compiled by the National Center for State Courts (Goerdt et al., 1989; Rottman, 1989) show a 

substantial increase in many of the urban courts they have been studying for the last 6 years. Figure 1.16 indicates 

that in a comparison of 17 urbilll courts, general jurisdiction caseloads (from indictment forward) averaged 18 

percent drug-related cases (possession and manufacture/sale) in 1983 and 28 I>ercent in 1987, with considerable 

variation in composition and rate of change associated with the caseloads depending on the location of the court.10 

Using 1987 data for 26 urban trial courts, Goerdt et al. also found substantial proportions of the caseloads to be 

10 This estimate of drug c$eload underestimates the presence of drug charges because only the most serious 
charges are used to charact~rize each case. Often drug charges were found among less serious charges as well. 



Figure 1. 15 Disposition of felony arests in 11 states by type of offense (1984.) 
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Fi gure 1.17 Percentage of drug-related cases in 26 urban trial courts. 1987 
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Fi gure 1.18 Drug filings as a percent of felonies in trial courts. 1980-87. by state 
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made up of drug cases, though more often drug possession cases. Once again, this varied notably by the particular 

court. (See Figure 1.17.) The Court Statistics Project of the National Center (Rottman, 1989) compared caseloads 

of general jurisdiction courts in six states and found that the percent of felony filings accounted for by drug offenses 

had grown from 1980 to 1987 in four, and rather sharply. (see Figure 1.18.) Goerdt et al. sought to determine 

whether there was a relationship between the presence of drug-related cases and court processing time (hence, 

backlog) in each jurisdiction. The authors found that, although the percentage of drug possession cases had very 

little impact on a jurisdiction's case processing time, there was a positive association between the percentage of drug 

sale cases and processing time. That is, slower courts tended to have a higher percentage of drug sale cases.11 Of 

course, it is a matter of interpretation whether these drug cases contributed to delay or whether courts experiencing 

delay also caused slow turn around in the processing of drug cases. Court administrators surveyed by Goerdt et al. 

in connection with their stl!dy ranked drug-related cases as the most serious factor influencing delay. 

According to BJS (1988a: Table 2), roughly 20 percent of "suspects" in criminal matters were referred to the 

U.S. Attorney for drug offenses during 1986, nearly all for distribution/manufacture offenses. A similar proportion 

(21 percent) of cases fIled by U.S. Attorneys in Federal courts involved drug charges as the most serious offense. 

Federal defendants in drug matters were less often released before trial (62 percent) than defendants in non-drug 

matters (73 percent). Twenty-seven percent of Federal convictions during that period were for drug violations, an 

increase from only 18 percent in 1980. Between 1980 and 1986, persons convicted of drug law violations in Federal 

courts received incarcerative sentences notably more often than persons convicted in non-drug matters (e.g., 77 

versus 43 percent respectively during 1986). The same data showed that the total number of convictions for federal 

drug offenses increased by 134 percent during 1980 and 1986, compared with an increase of just 27 percent for non-

drug offenses. The enormity of the increase in the number of federal drug convictions is demonstrated by the fact 

that 51 percent of the total increase in federal convictions between 1980 and 1986 was attributable to drug cases. It 

may be difficult to assess the role played by drug related crime on the correctional populations within the United 

States. Part of the impact of new sentencing laws may only now be translating into higher rates of incarceration for 

11 Drug sale cases tend to be longer because they frequently go to trial and generally involve private counsel, 
frequent challenges to the admissibility of evidence and laboratory testing. 
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longer periods in state facilities and such current data are not yet available. Earlier data have shown that a notable 

but not major proportion of inmates were serving time or being held pending adjudication for drug offenses. The 

Bureau of Justice Statistics (U.S. Dept. of Justice, BJS, 1989b) report on correctional populations during 15186, for 

example, showed that only 9 percent of state prison inmates had been incarcerated for a drug offense. An earlier 

but more detailed 1983 census of state jail inmates--including sentenced and unsentenced inmates--indicated that 10 

percent were held on drug crimes (U.S. Department of Justice, 1985b). 

Other sources of data show an increasing role for drug cases in the processing of criminal cases in the 

Federal courts. Figure 1.19, for example, shows the growth in the number of dispositions in U.S. District Courts 

from 1945-85. While dispositions of non-drug law violations declined by 15 percent during that period, dispositions 

for drug law violations increased significantly (by 69 percent). To an unknown extent, the increase in Federal 

dispositions may be related to the decision of authorities in some localities tp process drug offenders through the 

Federal courts rather than the state or local systems. 

Figure 1.19 Defendants charged with violation of drug laws in U.S. 
District Courts, 1945-85 

12000 

.... 
10000 

BODO 

~ 
of BODO .J ~ 

4D00 
, " 

2000 •••••••• It'. • ... 

----,..::.~ 

/ ". 
,..1 , .. , 

I' , : \, ....... ' 
I 
I 
I 
I , 
I 

O~~r+~~~~~~~JI-+I~I~I~I~I+I~I~I~I+I~I~I-I~I+I~I~I~I+I~I~I-I~I I 
4 5 5 6 6 7 7 e B 

Year. 5 0 5 0 5 0 5 0 5 

Sot.rce: Aciq)ted from the Acmlnlatratlve OftIce of the UnIted statea, Federal 
ot'fei1dens In lkllted statea Dilltrfct Cotria, 1955 

.. Total 
DtrfendcI1ta 

- ConvIcted md 
s.ntenoed 

--I~d 



31 

The Impact of Drug-Related Crime on Public Safety as Recidivism 

In trying to obtain estimates of drug-related crime in its various forms, we are addressing the question of its 

impact on public safety. In itself, the incidence of drug-related crime forms a dimension--both qualitative and 

quantitative--of the concern for public safety. Much of the current debate, however, focuses more specifically on 

fears that much of drug-related crime is committed by repetitive offenders, that there is something about the drug 

enterprise and/or about drug use among likely offenders that contributes to repeated, serious crime. 

Because the purpose of this chapter has been introductory, we want to be careful to limit our discussion of 

recidivism here to focus on the belief or assumption by many that recidivism is associated with persons involved in 

drug crimes and in drug use. The reader is referred to a very large body of literature dating back at least 60 years 

(see, e.g., Burgess, 1922) which has tried to identify the correlates of repeated criminal behavior. As early as the 

early 1960's (Gottfredson and Ballard, 1964), self-reported drug use was found to be one of the factors predictive of 

parole outcomes, for example. In the 1970's, drug use was included as one of the risk scoring items in the "salient 

factor" dimension of the Federal parole guidelines (Gottfredson, Wilkins and Hoffman, 1978). More recently, it has 

been argued to be predictive of likely criminality of defendants during pretrial release (Toborg and Kirby, 1984; 

Toboltg et aI., 1988). 

Data are not in agreement on the role of drug-related crime in recidivism, however. For example, data 

from a BJS (U.S. Department of Justice, BJS, 1987b) study compared the rearrest rates of young parolees (aged 24 

to 28) in twenty two states, showing that 69 percent of non-drug offenders compared with 49 percent of drug 

offenders were rearrested for a serious crime within six years of their release from prison. Similar trends are found 

when re-convictions are used as the repeat crime measure (53 percent of non-drug versus 30 percent of drug 

offenders were convicted of a new offense within six years) and as well as when re-incarcerations are the focus (49 

percent and 25 percent respectively returned to prison within six years). Recidivism rates for drug offenders in that 

study were the lowest for any offense type. 



Figure 1.20 Recidivism rates of state prisoners released in 1983. by most serious 
conviction offense 
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Figure 1.21 Rearrest rates of state prisoners released in 1963 after 3 year follow-up, 
by most serious conviction offense, by kind of rearrest offense 
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A second example is provided by another BJS study. A recent study of recidivism among 108,000 persons 

released from prisons in eleven states during 1983 confIrms the generally lower recidivism rates for drug offenders 

(BJS,1989c). Figure 1.20 presents the recidivism rates of released drug and non-drug offenders and shows that 50 

percent of drug offenders were rearrested within three years compared with 60 percent rearrest rates for violent 

offenders and 68 percent rearrest rates for property offenders. Reconviction and reincarceration measures reflect 

the same pattern. Figure 1.21 describes the nature of the offenses for which released offenders were subsequently 

rearrested. Generally, released drug offenders who were rearrested during the three year follow-up showed lower 

rates of proportions rearrested for violent, property and public order crimes than other kinds of offenders, and only 

showed greater proportions rearrested for drug offenses. Interestingly, released prisoners with one or more prior 

drug arrests were found to be more likely to be rearrested within the 3 year follow-up period than those without a 

prior drug arrest (69 percent compared to 59 percent). Indeed, within each offense category for which prisoners 

were released, 2 prior drug arrest was associated with a higher rate of rearrest. 

In our Volume II report, we will examine the relationship between drug-related criminal cases and 

subsequent recidivism in two of sites. Thus, we will return to the discussion of the impact of drug-related crime on 

public safety at that time. 



1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 



Chapter Two 

THE PROCESSING OF CRIMINAL CASES IN mREE URBAN JURISDICI'IO'NS: 
mE RESEARCH SITES AND MEmOD 
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The current research was based on recently collected and comprehensive data bases describing criminal 

processing in three major American jurisdictions. In addition to fIScal efficiency, utilization of existing data was an 

optimal strategy because the data provided an opportunity for detailed consideration of drug-related criminal cases 

in the criminal processes of three large cities in the very recent past (ranging variously from 1984 to 1989, depending 

on the focus of the data). We reasoned that other American jurisdictions not the subjects of such a research 

investigation could benefit from discussion of the fmdings of the empirical description of processing in Boston, 

Maricopa County and Dade County, that themes or lessons from these case studies would have applicability to them 

in their attempts to address similar drug-related crime concerns. 

The current investigation builds on data collected in an earlier research project which had a more limited 

analytic focus, dealing with bail/pretrial release decisionmaking processes and the development of a resource for 

their improvement. Though narrower in focus, the earlier research accumulated a substantial body of data relating 

to the processing of the cases of large cohorts of criminal defendants in the urban court systems in Boston (the 

Boston Municipal and Suffolk County Superior Courts), Miami (Dade County Circuit and County Courts) and 

Phoenix (Maricopa County Superior Court) beginning in 1984, with follow-up through 1987 and 1989.12 

Supplemental data collection was conducted in Miami and in Phoenix to chart the subsequent recidivism and fmal 

case outcomes of the original sample defendants. Though initially focused on front-end criminal processing, the 

representative defendant-based samples were designed to permit analyses of broader questions pertaining to the 

caseloads of the courts in each of the sites. 

12 For a detailed discussion of the earlier research, its methodology and fmdings, see Goldkamp and Gottfredson 
(1988); Goldkamp, Gottfredson and Jones (1988); and Goldkamp, Gottfredson and Weiland (1988). 
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THREE CASE STUDIES: THE RESEARCH SITES 

The data we examine in this monograph track the cases of cohorts of defendants entering judicial 

processing during intervals in 1984 in five courts in three cities.13 In BostOD we sampled defendants entering the 

Boston Municipal Court, a limited jurisdiction, mostly misdemeanor court which also screened cases on their way to 

the major trial court and studied the cases of defendants processed by the major trial court, the Suffolk County 

Superior Court. In Dade County (the greater Miami area), we studied a large sample of defendants representative 

of both misdemeanor and felony cases entering County and Circuit Courts. In Maricopa County (the greater 

Phoenix area), the focus was on the processing of felony defendants into the Superior Court. As diverse as these 

settings were, each shared concerns of growing caseloads, jail overcrowding and serious crime. In our earlier 

research we characterized each of these sites in some detail; here we briefly note some of the relevant attributes of 

the sites at the time of the data collection. 

Figure 2.1 compares the population growth of the metropolitan statistical areas served by the court systems 

under study. From 1970 to 1984, the populations of the Miami and Phoenix areas showed steady growth to over 15 

million inhabitants in contrast to the population of the greater Boston area which remained rather steady over the 

long term (first declining, then increasing) near 3 million. 

Figures 2.2 and 23 compare the levels of crime knewn to the police in the three locations over the ten year 

period preceding the research. Index crimes had increased in Miami during that period, with a sharp peak around 

1980. Index crime was down noticeably in Phoenix during that period and was very slightly down in Boston. Violent 

offenses known to the police increased markedly in Miami and slightly in Phoenix and Boston by the end of the ten 

year period preceding the research. FIgUre 2.4 shows that property offenses had dropped over the ten years in 

Boston and Phoenix and increased in Miami in a pattern similar to its rates of index crime and violent crime. 

13 This description is adapted from a more in-depth description of the sites presented in the earlier research 
reports. See Goldkamp and Gottfredson (1988). 



Figure 2.1 Population trends in Boston, k4iami and Phoenix metropolitan statistical areas 
from 1970, 1980 to 1984 
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Figure 2.2 Total index offenses known to police per 100,000 inhabitants in Boston. Miami 
and Phoenix (MSAs), 1975-1984 

12000 

10000 

8000 

......•. - Boston 

6000 --------- -- Marnl 

~f3.~ .. Phoenix 
4000 

2000 

o+-----+------+----+----r----r------r----r-----r---, 
1£175 1976 19n· 1978 1979 1980 1i81 1982 1983 1984 

Veer 

SOiree: U~ 1975-1984 



Figure 2.3 Total violent offenses known to police per 100,000 inhabitants in 
Boston, Miami and Phoenix (MSAs), 1975-1984 
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Figure 2.4 Total property offenses known to police per 100,000 inhabitants in Boston, Miami 
and Phoenix (MSAs), 1975-1984 
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Arrest rates for index offenses are compared in Figure 25. In Bos!~(ru, arrests per 100, 000 remained at a 

stable, comparatively low rate through 1984. In Phoenix, index offense arrests dropped over the ten year period. In 

Miam~ however, there was a marked increase. 

Figure 2.6 compares the estimated CliSeload size of the key courts in the study. During 1984, the year the 

study began, the Dade County courts processed an estimated 56,000 entering criminal cases, more than thre~ times 

the volume entering the other two court systems.14 

The sites had in common longstanding jail overcrowding crises in facilities of varying sizes. The average 

annual daily population for 1984 was about 2,800 persons in Dade County, about 1,840 in Maricopa County and 

about 320 in Boston's Charles Street Jail. Figure 2.7 compares the estimated annual average daily pretrial 

populations for the ten year period iJetween 1975 and 1984. The Maricopa and Dade populations demonstrate a 

sharp increase over that period, in contrast to Boston's only slight increase. (Boston's more stable rate might be 

explained by the roughly 300 person limit in jail capacity that was reached at an early date and has been exceeded 

ever since.) 

From one day samples during the fall of 1985, Figure 2.8 compares defendants detained in local jails on the 

basis of selected serious charges. The Dade Coun!y pretrial population showed the highest proportions of 

defendants within each category of the charges, including those held for drug offenses. 

14 These estimates were projected from the samples studied to arrive at an annualized criminal caseload in the 
criminal court systems. For example, in Maricopa County, the sample include& all relevant cases entering the 
system during June and July or during one-sixth of a year. Multiplied by six, the sample provides a rough estimate 
of the court's annual criminal caseload. In Boston, the BMC sample included all cases entering between April and 
October, 1984, or during half the year. These estimates of annual caseloads have important limitations. First, the 
data were drawn to derme "entering cohorts" {;If criminal defendants. Thus, persons appearing for matters other 
than facing new ,charges as well as non-bondable defendants were excluded. Of course, as well, to the extent that 
defendants entering the systems in other months were not like those included in the samples of particular months, 
the annualized estimate will be biased. (This would be more of a problem in Maricopa County, which had a two 
month sample, than in Boston, which employed a six month sample, for example.) 



Figure 2.5 Arrest ra~~s for index offenses in Boston Miami and Phoenix between 
1975 and 1984 . • 
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Figure 2.6 Estimated annual criminal caseloac.\ of entering (llnewll) cases in Boston 
Municipal Court, Dade County Circuit Court and Maricopa County Superior 
Court during 1984, by seriousness of charges (modified index vs. non-index) 
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Figure 2.7 Estimated annual average daily pretrial population in the local jail, 
by research site, 1975 to 1985 
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Figure 2.8 Criminal charges of defendants detained in the local jail. by research site, 
on a single day in fall, 1985 . 
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The Boston Courts 

The Boston Municipal Court serves both as a limited jurisdiction court having complete jurisdiction over 

misdemeanor-like cases and as a screening court determining probable cause for cases involving more serious 

charges before they move to the Superior Court for adjudication. Bail is decided both immediately after arrest at 

the police station (not by a judge but by a bail commissioner who is a judicial designee) as well as at the defendant's 

frrst appearance in court ("arraignment") by a Boston Municipal Court judge shortly thereafter. All criminal cases-

whether the equivalent of felonies or misdemeanors--must be arraigned promptly in Boston Municipal Court and 

may be reviewed through petition· if not resulting in pretrial release by a Superior Court judge within 48 hours. 

Serious felony cases (having penalties of 5 years incarceration or more) are next scheduled for "probable 

cause" (preliminary) hearings in Municipal Court to determine whether they will be bound over to Superior Court 

for trial. After being bound over; cases are also reviewed by the grand jury which must issue an indictment before a 

case can move to arraignment in Superior Court. Generally, cases in which the penalty will not include a sentence to 

the state prison system (i.e., in misdemeanor and lesser felony cases) are scheduled for trial in Municipal Court. 

The Superior Court is also a court of original jurisdiction for cases resulting from direct indictment by the 

investigating grand jury. 

Circuit and County Courts in Dade County 

The Court system in Dade County is also structured as a two-tiered hierarchical system. Although the 

Eleventh Judicial Circuit of HOlida and the Dade County Court, the felony and misdemeanor courts respectively, 

are separate organizations, they are closely tied together by function and substantially influenced by the leadership 

of the chief administrative judge of the Circuit Court. Bail is largely the responsibility of the Circuit Court; however, 

County Court judges preside over bond hearing (the init~al bail decision in felony cases) for the Circuit Court during 

the week and Circuit Court judges preside on a rotating basis on weekends. All persons arrested in Dade County 

are booked in the central jail (Pretrial Detention Center) and, shortly after booking is completed, have the 

opportunity to post bond in an amount designated by the bond schedule-except for persons charged with 
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nonbondable offenses. If release is not secured at that point, felony defendants will have bond decided by a judge at 

the next bond bearing, which is scheduled twice daily and on weekends. 

Misdemeanor cases that have not secured release immediately through the bond schedule will have the 

opportunity to have bail decided by a County Court judge within a day at jail arraignments at which pleas are also 

accepted. Misdemeanors are scheduled for trial in County Court, while, after the bond hearing, felonies are 

scheduled for arraignment and then trial in Circuit Court. Preliminary hearings are not routinely held (an 

information is fIled by the state's attorney within about two weeks), but a probable cause determination is made by 

judges at the bond hearing. A number of felony cases (roughly one in five at the time of our study) are transferred 

to County Court for processing as misdemeanors after moving through the initial stages of the Circuit Court 

process. 

Superior Court in Maricopa County 

Maricopa County includes the City of Phoenix, a number of surrounding population centers and some other 

rather remote rural areas. Jurisdiction for processing criminal cases is shared by the Superior Court of Arizona, the 

Municipal Court of Phoenix and the local Justice Courts located in the outlying districts. With few exceptions, the 

Superior Court in downtown Phoenix handles all initial appearances, arraignments and adjudication of felony cases

-although some felony defendants arrested in remote districts are given their initial appearances in Justice Courts. 

The Phoenix Municipal Court is responsible for all misdemeanors falling within city limits, except during weekends 

at which time they are processed by Superior Court at the initial appearance stage. 

THE DEFENDANT-BASED SAMPLES 

As we noted above, the data discussed in these reports were collected originally for the purposes of 

studying the early decisionmaking stages of the criminal process in the three locations with an eye primarily to 

improving the bail and pretrial release function. Because of their design, the samples lend themselves to a broader 

examination of entering criminal caseloads and thus serve as an excellent basis for disCU&!iion of the lole of drug~ 
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related crime. In addition, we have supplemented and updated data in two of the three sites as resources allowed. 

This section describes the original data collection strategy and ways it has been supplemented for the purposes of 

this research. 

Data collection for the description of decisionmaking practices at the early stages followed a similar plan in 

each of the courts. In general, we sought to collect data describing the cases of a large number of defendants which 

had recently entered the criminal process at the initial appearance stage. Thus, we defmed "entering cohort" of 

defendants by the first judicial stage of processing. The sample frames were determined from booking lists in each 

site which were modified to exclude categories of persons not entering the system on new charges. 

The Maricopa County Sample: Felony Defendants Entering the Superior Court of Arizona 

The Maricopa County sample consisted of all "new" felo~y cases entering the process at the initial 

appearance stage in Superior Court during June and July, 1984. Although 3,667 persons appeared before Superior 

Court commissioners for their initial appearances during that time, 1,435 were excluded from study because they did 

not fit into the defmition of "entering" cases that we employed. The remaining total sample of entering felony cases 

included 2,232 defendants. A large amount of information describing defendants and their cases was collected 

including the progress of cases for an 8-month period and a 90 day-followup of defendants' performance during 

pretrial release. A single day, cross-sectional random sample (n=397 or 16 percent of the 2,484 inmate popUlation) 

of the local jail popUlation was also drawn on September 21, 1985 for descriptive purposes. 

The Dade County Samples: Circuit and Countv Courts 

Large defendant samples of Dade County defendants were drawn during a three month period in the 

summer of 1984 and a two month period in the summer of 1987. Although the greatest emphasis in the first sample 

was placed on entering felony defendants entering Circuit Court in Dade County, the sample was designed to reflect 

the overall entering caseload of misdemeanor and felony cases during weekends (Fridays, Saturdays and Sundays) to 

15 The samples were limited as well in their exclusion of non-bondable cases. This meant generally that defendants 
charged in capital cases, or in Massachusetts homicide punishable by life imprisonment, were not included. The list 
of offenses not bondable by statute was more extensive in Florida. 
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obtain the most representative picture. The population of entering cases was dermed with the help of court 

administration and the booking logs at the Pretrial Detention Center. After excluding cases not relevant to the 

research, 2,238 felony and 1,972 misdemeanor defendants entered the court system between June 1 and September 

2, 1984, the sample period. Because an overall sample size of about 2,000 defendants was required and an emphasis 

on felony defendants was considered important, a stratified disproportionate sampling ratio was employed. Roughly 

two-thirds of the weekend felony defendants (n=1,492) and one-fourth of misdemeanor defendants were taken 

(n=493) were selected randomly to produce an overall sample of 1,985 entering criminal cases. As with the 

Maricopa sample, defendants in the Dade sample were followed up during pretrial release for the purposes of 

recording crime or flight and the progress of their cases through the criminal justice process was also followed. 

A subsequent sample of 2,566 felony defendants entering Circuit Court during June and July,1987, was also 

collected. That sample included data similar to that collected in 1984 as well as results of voluntary drug tests from 

urinalysis conducted at the booking stage. It is these data that allow us to examine the relationship between ~he two 

kinds of drug-related criminal cases, those involving drug charges and those involving drug use.16 

A single day, cross-sectional random sample of the jail population (n=431 of the 3,455 population) on 

September 19, 1985 was also drawn. 

The Boston Samples: the Boston Municipal and Suffolk County Superior Court . 

Data were collected in separate samples describing the entering caseloads of the Boston Municipal and the 

Suffolk County Superior Courts. With primary emphasis given to the Boston Municipal Court, the two court 

systems were studied in the following manner: Cases entering the Municipal Court at arraignment were sampled 

using a booking list kept by Municipal Court Probation staff. So that a sufficient number of serious cases (which 

were relatively rare in the BMC caseload) could be included in the research, the approximately 4,500 cases entering 

16 Although we studied the role of drug charges among all 2,566 of these 1987 felony defendants, our study of drug 
Q.~e narrowed the sample to approximately 1,950 cases because drug testing was voluntary. Approximately 23 
'~ercent of entering defendants did not agree to provide a urine specimen for testing. For a detailed description of 
f'his sample, the urinalysis participation rate and its effect on the representativeness of the felony sample, see 
Gl)ldkamp, Gottfredson and Weiland (1988). 
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between the beginning of April and the end of October, 1984, (after subtracting non-relevant cases) were stratified 

on the basis of charge seriousness.17 All serious (index-level) cases entering during that period (n=603) were 

included in the sample, and one-third of the less serious cases were randomly selected, resulting in a sample of 2,193 

cases. 

Several smaller samples were taken to investigate processing in Superior Court. The one most pertinent to 

our current focus reflected the population of cases entering Superior Court directly (via "direct indictments") 

without having been screened by a lower court. In addition, we studied all the defendants (n=324) held in the 

Charles St. Jail on November 18, 1985. 

A Note Concerning Terminology: Defendants and Cases 

Throughout these reports the terms "defendants" and "cases" are used interchangeably. To avoid possible 

confusion, we emphasize that each sample consists of defendants entering the system at the initial judicial stages and 

moving forward into the adjudicatory process. In this study, therefore, we employ a defendant-based measure of 

cases, meaning the "cases of entering defendants." 

The distinctinn is important because we are discussing the progress and outcomes of the configuration of 

charges associated with defendants entering the criminal- process, not each case as a separate unit"-as court 

administrators might do in reporting caseload statistics. Thus, when we report that "cases were dropped or 

dismissed," for example, we mean that all related charges were disposed of for each individual by dismissal or 

discharge. The most obvious difference, of course, is that the number of "cases" processed by a court may be many 

times the number of persons (defendants) being processed. 

17 For seriousness we employed a modified version of the UCR index-versus non-index offense categorization (we 
dropped larceny and motor vehicle theft from the "index" category), oversampling index cases. 
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The aim this chapter is to describe the volume and nature of drug cases in these courts and to contrast 

cases involving drug charges with those not involving drug charges to determine whether their role in the criminal 

process differs in any significant way. To do this, we defme cases involving drug charges and, in a comparative 

analysis, seek to identify attributes that distinguish defendants in cases involving drug charges from those not 

involving drug charges (i.e., we treat drug charges as a dependent variable). Finally, we examine the role drug 

charges may play in various processing outcomes within the judicial process (i.e., we study drug charges as an 

independent variable). 

As we noted in Chapter Two, the courts studied in the three jurisdictions differed not only in structure but 

also in the make-up of their entering criminal caseloads. In Maricopa County, Arizona, for example, we studied 

Superior Court with its mainly felony level criminal caseload. In Dade County, Florida, the data describe a 

combined limited jurisdiction (misdemeanor) and trial (felony) court sample.of defendants--with a greater emphasis 

on felony defendants. In Boston, data describing the limited and trial courts were collected, but the greater weight 

was given to the defendants entering the limited jurisdiction court (the Boston Municipal Court). 

Because of the difficulty in fmding a measure of the severity of criminal charges (such as misdemeanor v. 

felony, for example) that .~pplies across jurisdictions, we employ the FBI measure "index offense-18 to compare 

simply the criminal charges associated with cases entering each of the courts. (See Figure 2.6 above in Chapter 

Two.) Using this rough standard, we see the essentially "less-serious" (misdemeanor) character of charges handled 

in County Court in Dade County and in Boston Municipal Court. The three remaining courts processed caseloads 

that involved felony cases predominantly, many of them of the index-level of seriousness. 

18 We modify the FBI defmition of index offense by dropping larceny and auto theft to produce a more restrictive 
measure of serious charges. 
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The Prevalence of Charges Involving Drug Offenses 

As the seriousness of cases handled by the courts varied, so too did the prevalence of defendants with cases 

involving drug charges. Figure 3.1 shows the different proportions of the cohorts of entering defendants charged 

with drug offenses (of any kind). Roughly one-fourth of the defendants entering the felony-level courts were 

charged with drug offenses. However, a sizeable proportion of the defendants entering the two misdemeanor level 

courts were charged with drug offenses as well. 

Figure 3.2 displays the percentage of cases involving drug charges among both index and non-index cases. 

Interestingly, very small proportions of the cases involving the most serious charges (involving index-level offenses) 

included drug charges, while rather substantial proportions of non-index-level criminal cases involved drug charges. 

The Kinds and Seriousness of Drug Charges 

Ideally, we would like to be able to distinguish among drug charges more specifically to learn the extent to 

which such offenses were typically of the ·serious" or "less serious" variety. The policy implications would be quite 

different if we found that drug charges most frequently involved possession for small amounts of controlled 

substances than if they most commonly involved sale or trafficking. Unfortunately, classification of drug charges 

into generic categories as "possession" versus "sale or distribution" and/or by the amount of the controlled substance 

allegedly involved is made difficult by the statutory definitions employed in each of the states and by limitations of 

arrest- and early processing-stage data. To illustrate, although the Massachusetts statute19 differentiates most 

clearly crimes involving possession from those involving sale and distribution, in Arizona and Florida, laws allow 

possession of large amounts of drugs to be treated as sale or as possession and the criteria for selecting either kind 

of offense are not uniform or uniformly applied. While one might suppose tha~ an alternative approach would be to 

classify charges as similar when they involved the same amounts and kinds of drugs, the information available at the 

early processing stages--included in arrest reports--is frequently not specific enough or is of questionable reliability. 

19 See Mass. Crime Code, ch 94c: ss 32,34. 



Figure 3.1 Entering criminal cases in three urban jurisdictions (Boston. Dade 
County, Maricopa County) during 1984 sample periods, by drug 
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Figure 3.2 Percentage of entering criminal cases with drug charges in three urban 
jurisdictions (Boston, Dade County, Maricopa County) during 1984 sample 
periods, by index offenses 
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(See Appendix A for a synopsis of the relevant drug statutes in the three states.) 

The charges serving as the basis for the defendant's entry into the judicial process were largely unreviewed 

by prosecutors in each of the sites until a stage subsequent to the initial appearance. Thus, the early stages of the 

system deal with information a great deal more general ("defendant found with three plastic envelopes containing a 

white powder consisting of an alleged controlled substance") than later stages. Clearly, as the process works to 

clarify the charges at preliminary hearing, indictment, and adjudication, belated categorization of charges into 

"serious" and "less serious" offense categories occurs. 

After some investigation, no convenient way of devising a universal drug-charge classification of drug 

offenses and their relative seriousness could be found that would allow for the desired comparisons across 

jurisdictions. Instead, we chose to adopt largely non-comparable rankings of seriousness specific to each jurisdiction 

and to consider the kind of drug involved in the charges (where this information was available) as a way of focusing 

the analyses on specific categories of dr~g charges.20 (See Figures 3.3, 3.4 and 35.) 

20 More specifically, for the Dade County sample, drug defendants were identified by searching the ten booking 
charges for each defendant, listed in ordeI' of severity, and taking the first drug charge on the list. Trafficking cases 
(statute number 893.135) accounted for about 9 percent of the drug cases in the sample. Cases charged under 
893.130 accounted for 89 percent, but that statute covered a wide range of drug offenses, from sale and distribution 
of Schedule I and n substances to possession of small amounts of marijuana (although, technically, Florida law 
considers marijuana a Schedule I drug). Offenses falling under that statute range in severity from a fIrst degree 
misdemeanor to a fIrst degree felony. Factors determining severity in anyone case include any combination of the 
following: the substance, the quantity, the inferred purpose (use or sale), and whether or not the defendant is a 
repeat offender. Besides the statute involved in the charge, information concerning the type of drug was available 
for almost all cases. Data concerning drug quantity were missing in more than half of the drug cases. Because of 
the complexity of factors determining charge severity, it was impossible to derive a meaningful possession versus 
sale/manufacture classifIcation based on the severity and type of drug alone. The only feasible approach was to 
classify drug cases based on severity, distinguishing misdemeanor, felony three and felony two or one charges. 

In the Maricopa County sample, four statutory sections accounted for 99 percent of the drug cases, again 
when the fIrst or most serious drug charge was examined. Arizona statutes were similarly nonspecifIc with respect 
to possession versus sale/manufacture of controlled substances (although they were more specific about the 
substance involved)--i.e., the wording of all statutes is "possession and sale of .. ." In determining the exact nature and 
severity of the offense, considerable weight is given to the inference of the arresting officer concerning the intended 
use of the substance. A pound of marijuana in bulk might be considered simple possession, while a pound divided 
up could be construed as possession for sale. Thus, while the quantities of the drugs were mostly unavailable for the 
sample, they would not have helped determine severity. The best approach we could adopt involved distinguishing 
between cases having drug charges equivalent of felony 6 (the lowest grade felony) and cases with drug charges 
ranked higher. 
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In Massachusetts, the criminal code distinguished handily between possession of controlled substances and 

their sale or manufacture--so we employed the statutory classification as our measure of the seriousness/kind of 

drug charges. As Ftgure 33 shows, in the Boston Municipal Court drug charges were predominantly of the "less 

serious" variety: of the roughly 18 percent of the entering criminal caseload during the 1984 half-year sample with 

drug charges, 14 percent involved defendants charged with possession and only 4 percent involved the more serious 

charges of sale or manufacture. In contrast, nearly all of the defendants with drug charges (25 percent of all 

defendants) entering Suffolk County Superior Court in Boston in 1984 were charged with sale or manufacture, the 

more serious category of drug charges. 

The "best" categorization of drug charges in Maricopa County relied on the felony-misdemeanor grading 

equivalent of alleged offenses. Drug charges involving felony 5 or higher offenses seemed to form a group distinct 

from drug charges involving felony 6 offenses, the least serious of the felony categories. Among felony defendants 

entering Superior Court in Maricopa County, proportionately twice the number of alleged drug offenders were 

charged with the more serious kind of drug charges than were charged with the felony 6 variety. 

In Florida, because the law classified a variety of drug offenses according to misdemeanor-felony gradings 

(some of which were rarely in evidence in our samples), we employed a three-part grouping based on misdemeanor 

(1 and 2), felony 3, and felony 2 or 1 gradings of charges. (In some of the later analyses we simplify this, combining 

misdemeanor and felony 3 level drug charges into one category.) In Dade County Court, as one might expect, all of 

the drug charges (10 percent of all entering misdemeanor cases) fell into the misdemeanor gradings. In Circuit 

Court, the bulk of the drug-related cases involved drug charges ranked as first or seoond degree felonies (accounting 

The Boston sample lent itself more readily to simple classification of drug J;harges according to relative 
seriousness because the statutory definition itself divided drug crimes into possession versus sale/manufacture. 
Because Massachusetts is a common law state and does not rely on formal misdemeanor/felony gradings of crimes, 
a classification of severity had to be based on the possible penalty, specifically whether the penalty was 5 years or 
more or not. Yet, not even 2 percent of the Boston drug cases would have been ranked as the most serious if this 
criterion had been employed. 



Figure J.J Distribution of drug charges anong defendants entering the Boston courts during 
the 1984 sample periods, by seriousness, by court 
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for about 19 percent of all entering felony cases). About 6 percent of all cases involved third degree felony charges; 

and 2 percent involved misdemeanor drug charges. 

The Kinds of Dru~ Involved in the Charged Offenses 

From arrest reports or other court documents examined during the research, the kind of controlled 

substance alleged to have been involved in the charges of entering defendants was recorded when available. Figure 

3.6 summarizes the kinds of drugs involved in the drug-related criminal cases in the five courts. The kind of drug 

appears to vary with the seriousness of the drug charges and/or the court jurisdiction. In the limited jurisdiction 

courts in Boston and Dade County, the kind of drug most often associated with the criminal charges was marijuana, 

while in the major trial courts cocaine was more prevalent. Among the 1984 Maricopa County felony drug charges, 

however, marijuana was the principal substance alleged. 

II. Drug Related Criminal Cases in the Local Jail Populations 

We sampled the populations of the local jails in each of the sites on a "given day" during the fall of 1985. 

One characteristic the jails had in common was their long histories of overcrowding. The jails differed in size and in 

function. The Dade County facilities were the largest, holding approximately 3,000 inmates in various statuses. The 

Maricopa County facility was almost as large, and the Boston jail (the Suffolk County or Charles St. Jail), with a 

population strictly composed of pretrial detainees about one-tenth the size of the Dade County facility. 

Make~up of the Populations 

Merely as a way of comparing the jails, Figure 3.7 contrasts the detention populations of each of the 

jurisdictions using the index offense measure employed earlier in describinlg the court caseloads. Note that the 

smallest jail, the Charles St. Jail, held the highest concentration of serious m; index-level cases. Not far behind is the 

Dade County jail population, of which nearly half was charged with index offenses. The Maricopa County facility, 

on the other hand, held defendants charged with index-level offenses at proportionately half the rate of the others. 

Defendants Detained Becausl1 of Drug Charges 

Figure 3.8 depicts the portion of the detention population in each site charged with drug offenses. Less 

than one in six of the detainees in Boston, less than one in ten of detainees in Maricopa County and one in four of 

detainees in Dade County were held on drug charges. 



Figure 3.5 Distribution of drug charges among defendants entering County and Circuit 
Courts in Dade County, June to September, 1984, by seriousness 
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Figure 3.7 Persons held in pretrial detention in three urban jails (Suffolk 
County. Dade County, Maricopa County) on fall 1985 study dates, 
by index offenses 
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Figure 3.B Persons held in pretrial detention in three urban jails (Suffolk 
County, Dade County, Maricopa County) on fall 1985 study dates, 
by drug charges 
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Length of Confinement 

In addition to determining the portion of the detention populations accounted for by drug related cases, we 

sought to learn whether drug-related detention was associated with lengthy periods of pretrial confmement. Figure 

3.9 compares the median lengt 3.9 compares the median length of stays associated with drug and non-drug cases in e 

in Boston the average length of stay for drug-charged offenders was less than half the average length of stay of 

defendants charged in non-drug cases. In Miami and Phoenix, drug related defendants averaged notably longer 

periods of confmement than their non-drug charged counterparts. (These findings should be taken in the context of 

later fmdings that shc,,v drug offenders to gain pretrial release more often than non-drug defendants.) 

Bail Holding Detainees 

We also were interested in learning whether the bails set for detainees--that were ultimately unaffordable 

and resulted in detention--differed for defendants held on drug charges. Once again, at least at this level of analysis, 

no rule-off-thumb summarizes the fmdings across jails. (See Figure 3.10.) In Boston and Miami, the bails causing 

the detention of drug-charged defendants were much higher than the bails of detainees charged with other kinds of 

offenses (in Boston on the average twice as high, in Miami three times as high). In Maricopa County, the bails for 

drug-charged defendants were slightly lower than the bails for other defendants. This may well be accounted for by 

the court's reactions to the different kinds of drugs involved--and/or the seriousness of drug offenses. (For 

example, commissioners may have been viewing alleged involvement with marijuana differently than involvement 

with other drugs.) 



Figure 3.9 Length of time in detention on a given day by detainees in three urban 
jurisdictions (Boston, Dade County, Uaricopa County) during 1984 sample 
periods. by c:tug charges 
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Chapter Four 

TOWARD A DESCRIPTIVE CLASSIFICATION OF DRUG CASES 

I. The Association ofDru" Charges with Other Defendant and Case Attributes 

In Chapter Three we discussed the prevalence of defendants with charges for drug offenses within the 

caseloads of the different courts. In this chapter, we ask whether characteristics of defendants with drug charges 

and/or their cases differentiate them from other defendants. Based on patterns of defendant or case characteristics, 

is the drug defendant a different kind of defendant? Does the drug case present a different kind of case? Although 

these questions are basic, they have important implications for assessing policy approaches. If drug 

defendants/cases cannot be readily distinguished from other defendants and/or are not treated differently by the 

system, then different conclusions about the nature of the impact of drug cases on the system and about proposed 

policy initiatives might be drawn than if sharp distinctions were found. 

Drug Charges and Companion Charges 

A fIrst question in trying to characterize criminal cases involvi!lg drug charges is whether drug charges are 

commonly associated with other kinds of alleged criminal offenses or whether they are relatively homogeneous, 

forming a category of cases rather distinct from other kinds of criminal matters. Figure 4.1 depicts graphically the 

proportions of defendants charged with selected offenses.(such as robbery, burglary, weapons, etc.} also charged 

with drug offenses and compares these proportions to the base-rates of defendants overall charged with drug cases. 

A first basic rmding is that persons charged with drug crimes are seldom also charged with other serious 

offenses, at least as dermed as index-level by the VCR. In addition, drug charges appear rarely to be associated with 

companion charges involving crimes against the person. 

Generally, these fIgures show that rather small proportions of defendants charged in these other kinds of 

cases are also charged with drug offenses. In fact, in only one instance--misdemeanor defendants entering County 

Court in Dade County charged with weapons offenses--was the proportion of defendants also charged with drug 



Figure 4.1 a Percentage of defendants charged with selected offenses (robbery. burglary. 
injury to victim. weapons) also having drug charges in three urban jurisdictions 
(Boston, Dade County, Maricopa County) during 1984 sample periods 
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Figure 4.1b Percentage of defendants charged with selected offenses (assault, theft, 
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offenses greater than the overall .rate (10 percent). These 1984 data suggest that in the court systems examined, 

drug cases were generally a homogeneous category of cases showing little overlap with other kinds of criminal 

matters. There were, however, some notable exceptions to this general rule. In Dade County, there was some 

overlap between weapons charges and drug charges. In addition, in each of the courts there appeared to be some 

association between drug charges and drunken driving charges, though this was most noticeable among Dade 

County felony defendants. 

One of our primary goals in this study is to contrast persons charged in drug €:ases with persons charged in 

non-drug cases to learn whether important differences can be identified. To do this we can examine patterns of 

criminal charges a second way. Table B4.1 divides persons charged in various categories of cases (robbery, burglary, 

etc.) into two groups, those charged in drug matters and those not charged in drug matters. In a sense, we are 

assuming that the percentage of non-drug charge defendants having, say, robbery charges serves as a "norm" or 

denominator and the percentage of drug-charged defendants having robbery charges is the comparison or 

numerator. Thus, among the Boston Municipal Court defendants, for example, we calculate a simple ratio by 

dividing.3 percent (drug-charge cases with robbery charges) by 5 percent (non-drug cases with robbery charges) to 

produce a ratio of .06. 

Because this ratio is less than 1--and is very close to O--we conclude that robbery charges were very under-

represented among Boston Municipal Court drug defendants. When ratios approach unity (1), we conclude that the 

charge patterns in the cases of defendants charged with drug offenses do not differ from the charge patterns in cases 

of defendants not charged with drug offenses. When the ratio exceeds unity, we conclude that a particular kind of 

criminal charge is over-represented among the charges of persons with drug charges. 

For each of seven "companion" criminal charge categories, Table B4.1 presents three variations of the 

companion charge ratio. The first compares the two groups, persons with drug charge and persons without drug 

charges. The second compar~s persons charged in drug matters of lesser seriousness21 with persons not charged 

21 By more or less serious we refer to the definitions discussed above in Chapter Three. Thus, among BMC and 
Suffolk County Superior Court we employ possession charges as the less serious charge category and 
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with drug offenses. The third compares persons charged in more serious drug cases with persons not charged in 

drug cases. 

When the simple measure (drug charges versus non-drug charges) is employed across sites, we find very 

few companion crime categories with ratios anywhere close to 1. This rmding suggests that other kinds of criminal 

charges appear much less frequently among the charges of defendants in drug cases than the norm represented by 

non-drug cases would project. Cases involving drug charges seem very rarely to involve other kinds of charges. 

Two minor exceptions are suggested by Table B4.1: Among Dade County misdemeanor cases, weapons 

offenses were found disproportionately among defendants with drug charges--and exclusively among defendants 

with drug offenses of lesser seriousness. Among Dade County felony defendants, drunken driving charges were 

found disproportionately among defendants with drug charges of the less serious kind. This rmding was echoed by 

defeudants entering Superior Court in Suffolk County (Boston). Although drunken driving related charges were 

found proportionately more frequently among defendants charged with drug offenses than those not so charged, the 

proportion of drunken driving charges among defendants charged with the less serious drug offenses was 7 times 

that among non-drug charged defendants. 

Demographic Correlates of Drug Charges 

In each of the jurisdictions we compared drug and non-drug defendants on the basis of demographic 

characteristics. Because the availability of demographic data varied in each of the sites, we cannot compare all 

defendants on all measures. Because of the availability of pretrial services interviews in Dade and Maricopa 

counties for felony defendants only and of probation screening in the BMC, demographic/defendant background 

information was best for these defendants and was quite poor for misdemeanor defendKDts in County Court in Dade 

County (except for the basics: age, race/ethnicity, gender, address, phone) and felony defendants in the Suffolk 

County Superior Court sample. 

sale/distribution as the more serious charge category. Among Maricopa County felony defendants we classify 
defendants charged with felony 6 drug offenses as less serious and defendants with felony 5 or higher as more 
serious. In Dade County, we grouped defendants charged in misdemeanor 1 or 2 or felony 3 drug matters as less 
serious and defendants charged with felony 2 and felony 1 drug matters as mpre serious. 



Figure 4.2 Distribution of drug charges among entering 1984 deff'\ndants in 
five courts by Clge (median years) 
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Figure 4.3 Distribution of drug charges among entering 1984 defendants in 
five courts by seriousness of drug charges, by gender 
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Perhaps because of this reason, clear demographic patterns differentiating drug and non-drug defendants 

did not emerge across jurisdictions. (See Table B4.2.) For example, little variation in age is noted when the kinds 

of defendant charges are compared. (See Figure 4.2.) The defendants' gender was slightly related to the kind of 

offense in the misdemeanor courts of Boston and Dade County, where smaller proportions of non-drug than drug 

defendants were male. (See Figure 4.3.) 

Persons charged in drug cases differed somewhat from persons charged in other kinds of cases when the 

race/ethnicity of the entering defendants was compared. However, no clear, cross-jurisdictional pattern was 

discerned. In the BMC sample, white defendants are under-represented among those charged with 

sale/distribution of drugs and hispanic/other defendants are over-represented. Among Dade defendants 

(misdemeanors and felonies combined), white defendants are over- and black defendants are under-represented 

among misdemeanor drug' charges, and black defendants are over-represented among felony 3 charges. 

Interestingly, black and white defendants are represented only at the expected rate (reflecting their respective shares 

of the overall sample) in the most serious--felony 2 and 1--drug categories. Among Maricopa defendants, drug 

charges did not vary by the race/ethnicity of defendants. 

The address of defendants (whether they lived in the areas served by the courts or not) did not appear to 

make a difference in comparing drug and non-drug cases. Whether a person had a local phone number did: 

proportionately more drug defendants had such numbers than non-drug defendants. 

Some of the most unreliable but most interesting background attributes of defendants involved self

reported substance abuse. Previous research (Goldkamp, Gottfredson and Weiland, 1988) showed --and common 

sense would dictate--that many entering defendants would not volunteer information regarding their use of 

controlled substances during their intake interviews. Nevertheless, noticeable numbers of defendants did admit to 

alcohol and other kinds of substance abuse in two of the court systems. Although we are aware of the limitations 
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Figure 4.4 Distribution of drug charges among entering 1984 defendants in two courts 
by seriousness of charges, by self-reported substance abuse 
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of such self-report data, the data suggest a Iloticeable relationship between drug charges and self-reported substance 

abuse among BMC defendants but not among Dade felony defendants. In Boston, those charged with drug offenses 

were more likely to have admitted substance abuse. (See FIgUre 4.4.) 

Drui Char~s and Defendants' Prior Criminal Histories 

It is often argued that drug offenders are frequent offenders, repeatedly processed by the criminal courts. 

To test this assumption, we sought to compare the prior criminal histories of the drug and non-drug charged 

defendants in the three jurisdictions. Once again, we could differentiate the two groups of defendants--but not often 

across all three sites. (See Table B4.3 and FlgW'e 4.5.) In fact, the conventional wisdom that defendants in drug 

cases are more serious, repetitive offenders is not supported by these data. 



Figure 4.5 The relationship between current drug charges and prior history 
of drug arrests cmong entering 1984 defendants. by court 
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Figure 4.6 The relaticms.hi~ be'tween current. drug charges and prior history 
of drug convictions among entering 1984 defendants. by court 

40 

30 

Perc«1t of 
.fendcrlta 
with /:Jor 
COny cllon. 20 

10 

o 
None 

39 

Two or more 

Prior conviction. for ciug offen ... 

n - 3.626. Bolton ...... Iclpal Colri 
n - 317. Suffolk COLrlty Superior Colri 
n - 4.215. Dade (combIned) 
n - 2.197. Ucrlcopa COLrlty ~or Colri 

• Bolton ...... Iclpal Cocri 

C Suffolk COLrlty SC4)8rior 
Colri 

Cl Dade (cormlnecl) 

E3 UCl'icc?po CoLrlty 
~or Colri 



~- ~--~----~-----

67 

Generally, defendants' prior arrests appeared either to be unrelated or related in a negative sense to 

whether or not defendants were charged with drug offenses. One exception to this was that defendants charged with 

drug offenses more often had prior arrests for drug offenses than their counterparts. They were not distinguished 

by other kinds of arrests, such as for crimes against the person or weapons offenses. When prior records of 

convictions were examined, a similar pattern was found: persons charged with drug offenses generally were no 

different than persons not so charged or they showed fewer prior convictions--except in the case of drug offenses in 

which they showed more extensive histories. In Maricopa County, this difference (and the difference in arrests) is 

explained mainly by greater arrest histories among defendants charged with the less serious variety of drug offenses. 

In the BMC, Dade felony and Maricopa County samples, we also recorded the kind of drug involved in the 

alleged drug offense when that was known or available. Interestingly, cases involving marijuana and cocaine 

offenses showed prior histories that were no different from persons not charged with drug offenses--except in the 

area of drug arrests and convictions--even across jurisdictions. The prior histories of persons with drug charges 

involving "other" kinds of drugs were somewhat more extensive. 

II. A T)!pology of Defendants Based on Charges for Drug Offenses 

An important emphasis of this research is to determine whether defendants entering the criminal process 

charged with drug crimes differ in any noticeable ways from other kinds of defendants. So far, our description of 

them has focused on single descriptors, sur.h as companion charges, demographics or prior criminal history. More 

helpful would be a classification using any and all available information simultaneously to differentiate defendants 

according to the prevalence of drug charges. Such a classification, if useful, should result in the grouping of 

defendants into a number of "types" that are distinguishable by the relative prevalence of drug charges. If such a 

typology is possible to construct empirically, it should offer a simple way of characterizing defendants in these 

different groups. 

A number of available multivariate statistical techniques could be employed to identify defendant or case 

attributes that separate defendants into different groups based on the likely presence or absence of drug charges. 
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Here we make use of predictive attribute analysis (PAA) because of its intuitive simplicity in developing descriptive 

classifications.22 Basically, this technique searches for characteristics of defendants most associated with the 

criterion or phenomenon of interest, the presence or absence of drug charges among entering defendants, and 

successively partitions the sample into groups differing in their relative prevalence of drug charges. In addition to its 

simplicity of presentation, P AA has the advantage that different attributes of defendants can be considered among 

different subgroups, thus allawing for the possibility of interaction effects. 

PAA begins by dividing the total sample of defendants on the basis of the attribute (independent variable) 

most related to the presence or absence of drug charges and stops when no further, related attributes can be 

found.23 The partitioning of the three primary 1984 defendant samples are displayed graphically in Figures 4.7 

through 4.9. The reSUlting groupings or "types" of defendants based on the relative presence or absence of drug 

charges are summarized in Tables 4.4 through 4.6. 

Although we will briefly describe these typologies, a first general rmding seems to stand out. With the 

miMr exception of Boston defendants, defendants with drug charges do not appear to be distinguishable from other 

kinds of defendants on the basis of demographic, prior criminal hic;tory or other kinds of defendant attributes. 

Largely, they are distinguishable by the absence of a variety of descriptors of companion charges. Among Dade 

County and Maricopa County felony defendants, in fact, only information related to defendants' companion charges 

proved to be related to differentiation of types of defendants. 

The Dade County P AA produced five groups or type:> of defendants differing widely in the presence or 

absence of charges for drug offenses (ranging from a low of 1 percent of Class 1 defendants to a high of 70 percent 

of Class 5 defendants having drug charges). (See Figure 4.7 and Table 4.4.) Essentially, having companion charges 

that were of index-level seriousness or were not index-level in seriousness but involved theft were indicators that 

22 For discussions ofPAA, see MacNaughton-Smith (1963; 1965). 
23 The selection procedure selects the next variable based on a minimum coefficient of association (we chose a 
Somer's d of .15) and a minimum size of the defendant group that would result if the sample were to be split on the 
basis of the particular attribute. We ruled out attributes if they would not produce a split resulting in at least 50 
defendants in weighted samples (Boston and Dade felonies) or 25 in unweighted samples (Maricopa), reasoning 
that smaller groupings would prove unreliable upon validation on a separate sample. 



Figure 4.7 Predictive attribute analysis of prevalence of drug charges 
among Dade felony defendants, Hay to Sept~mber. 1984 
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Figure 4.8 Predictive attribute analysis of prevalence of drug charges 
among Maricopa County felony defend.nts, June thru July, 1984 
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drug charges would almost never be found among defendants (see Classes 1 and 2). At the other extreme, 

defendants with companion charges that were not index-Ieve~ not theft-related, not assault-related and not weapons 

related involved drug charges in a strong majority of cases. 

Among Maricopa felony defendants, the predictive attribute analysis yielded results that were strikingly 

similar, this time producing six groupings of defendants ranging from a low of 2 percent to a high of 49 percent with 

drug charges. (See Figure 4.8 and Table 4.5.) Again, the key to absence of drug charges seemed to be companion 

charges of index-level seriousness. The key to the prevalence of drug charges seemed to be the absence of other 

kinds of companion charges. 

When Boston Municipal Court defendants were classified using this technique, seven groupings of 

defendants were produced, with the presence of drug charges ranging from a low of 0 percent among Class 1 

defendants to a high of 62 percent of Class 7 defendants. (See Figure 4.9 and Table 4.6.) Of the six defendant 

attributes playing a role in the definition of defendant types, three were related to the nature of defendants' 

companion charges. What is different about the Boston classification of ddendants--most of whom were being 

processed on misdemeanor charges, unlike defendants in Dade and Maricopa--is that the first two most strongly 

related attributes were not charge-related, but rather related to admitted recent use of drugs (first marijuana and 

then cocaine). In fact, the group (Class 1) showing the largest proportion (62 percent) of defendants with drug 

charges was designated solely by reported recent use of marijuana. The group with the second largest proportion 

(51 percent) of defendants with drug charges was dermed by two self-reported drug use items: those not admitting 

to recent marijuana use but admitting to recent cocaine use. The attribute entering third was the defendant's 

gender. 

The Boston typology departs from the others in its inclusion of self--teported drug USe and gender as the 

primary differentiating attributes probably for two reasons: first, the Boston Municipal Court sample was largely 

misdemeanor; second, many of the drug offenses associated with defendants in that sample were, therefore, of the 

less serious, possession variety. Thus, it may be logical that drug use would go hand-in-hand with possession \ 



Figure 4.9 Predictive attrfbute analysis of prevalence of drug charges 
amon" Boston Municipal Court defendants, Apr{ l to ,October, 1984 
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Table 4.6 Classes of Boston Municipal Cowt felony defendants using predictive attribute analysis, by 
prevalence of drug charges 
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charges--and not, as in the other felony jurisdictions perhaps, be associated with more serious, sale or trafficking 

offenses. 

Overall, we can report that typologies grouping defendants on the basis of the relative presence or absence 

of drug charges were successfully developed for each of the court samples only in a technical sense. The successive 

partitioning of defendant samples into defendant types was rather straightforward and did not involve any 

interactions. Viewed in a more practical fashion, however, the PAA results did not provide a powerful means for 

identifying characteristics differentiating defendants with and without dmg charges. A common theme across 

jurisdictions, for example, was that little demographic, prior criminal history or other background information 

differentiated defendants well; rather, the characteristics of companion charges--that is, the lack of particular charge 

characteristics among companion charges--proved to be the most important information. The conclusion that 

pensons having drug charges are mainly different from persons not having drug charges by their charges approaches 

the tautological, if not nonsensical. 

Ordinarily, the usefulness of a descriptive classification is enhanced by its validation using to other, similar 

kinds of samples. Because of our illustrative purposes in this chapter and limitations of space, we do not present the 

results of such a validation analysis. It is sufficient to note here that the typologies developed in our d\fferent 

samples (and see the results of the PAA using 1987 Dade County defendants in Chapter Six) are so similar as to 

serve as evidence of validation. 
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Cbapter Five 

DRUG CASES IN THE ADJUDICATORY PROCESS 

Introduction 

In this chapter, we shift the focus of our analysis from the description of defendants facing criminal charges 

for drug offenses to a consideration of the disposition of drug cases at various stages of the adjudicatory process. 

Once again, our focus is comparative, asking whether the outcomes of cases when defendants are not charged with 

drug offenses are any different from cases with drug charges. In other words, we are changing the focus of the 

investigation from one which treats the presence of drug charges as the phenomenon to be explained (i.e., as the 

dependent variable) to one which asks about the effect of drug charges on particular judicial outcomes of interest 

(i.e., viewing the presence of drug charges as an independent or explaining variable). To do this, we have divided 

the chapter into two parts, the fIrst describing the role of drug charges in the pretrial release decision and outcomes 

and the second examining the "outcomes of cases moving forward toward adjudication.24 

I. Drug Cases at the Pretrial Release Stage 

Certainly, one of the points of greatest impact in the criminal process is at the first judicial stage--variously 

referred to as "arraignment" (Boston Municipal Court), "bond hearing" (Dade County), or "initial appearance" 

(Maricopa County)25 --when pretrial release is determined: The importance of this decision stage stems not only 

from the volume of arrestees processed in each of the jurisdictions (obviously, the volume of cases alone is a major 

factor in processing at the earliest stages), but also from the fact that this juncture marks the court's first attempt to 

balance its several conC'.erns--public safety, the defendant's future attendance at court, the defendant's interest in 

remaining at liberty pending adjudication, equi!:y and, quite likely, the population crisis at the local jail facility. 

24 Although at this exploratory level of analysis we limit our discussion to a bivariate level of analysis, we point out 
that more in-depth multivariate analyses might show some of the differences in dispositions and outcomes to 
@ninish or to disappear when other kinds of factors related to the decisions are taken into consideration. 

For a full discussion of the judicial processes in the three sites and the bail/pretrial release decision stages, see 
Goldkamp and Gottfredson (1988). 
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Effective decisionmaking at this stage can minimize the threats to the public posed by unrestrained release 

of high risk defendants as well as reserve the use of pretrial detention for only defendants for whom no conditions of 

release can be devised to assure the safety of the community and the orderly administration of justice. Ineffective 

practices needlessly clog the jail with defendants who would have fared well during pretrial release and/or permit 

the release of high risk defendants who continue to wreak havoc on the community. Just as ineffective court 

practices can create a logjam at the local jail for failure to move cases through the system to their final dispositions, 

the kinds of cases entering the system--a phenomenon over which the courts can exercise little control generally-

can wield considerable influence on the choices that are made concerning release and detention and later processing 

outcomes. 

The potential impact a large number of drug offenses cases can make on the system at this stage depends 

on the assumptions held about the nature of such cases. If most drug cases involve possession of very small amounts 

of marijuana, for example, one might argue that they should be diverted or handled less than formally at a very early 

stRge to avoid draining away the system's resources, rightfully reserved for cases of a more serious nature. 

However, if persons involved in drug cases represent much greater than usual threats to public safety (because of 

the drug-crime connection) a large volume of drug cases might translate into frequent resort to high bails and 

pretrial detention, recidivism during pretrial release, protracted adjudicatory procedures and more prison sentences 

than the more typical criminal case. 

Table BS.l summarizes the relationship between drug charges and pretrial release decisions in the three 

sites using two measures. The fIrst compares the percentage of entering defendants in each of the sites receiving 

some form of nonfmancial release (OR with or without some restricting conditions). The second measure 

compares the median bails (treating nonfmancial release as $0) set in each site in drug and non-drug cases. 

In the two courts with the most misdemeanor-like caseloads, the BMC and the County Court in Dade, most 

defendants received nonfmancial bail (OR) and drug cases did not differ greatly from non-drug cases. In two of the 

three felony courts, Suffolk County Superior Court and Superior Court in Maricopa County, defendants with drug 
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charges received nonfmancial release notably more often than defendants charged in non-drug cases. In Circuit 

Court in Dade County, however, defendants with drug charges received nonfinancial release notably less often than 

defendants without drug charges. The same fmdings are reflected in the median bonds displayed in Table BS.l. 

Figure 5.1 examines these fmdings in more detail by making use of the less and more serious subcategories 

of drug charges described above in Chapter Three. By distinguishing between the kinds of drug charges according 

to our measures of seriousness, the picture clarifies noticeably. In the Boston Municipal, Suffolk County Superior 

Court, and Circuit Court in Dade County defendants charged with the less serious drug offenses received 

nonfinancial release more often and defendants charged with the more serious drug offenses received nonfmancial 

release substantially less often than defendants not charged with drug offenses.26 In Maricopa County Superior 

Court, as Figure 5.1 aiso shows, felony drug defendants received nonfinancial release more often regardless of the 

seriousness of the drug offenses. 

Pretrial Release 

The real importance of the bail decision--for the judicial process, the public and the defendant,'-of course, is 

the determination of release or detention before trial. Table B5.1 and Figure 53 contrast the me of pretrial release 

among defendants in each of the sites according to the presence or absence of drug charges using two measures. 

In every court, a greater proportion of defendants with drug charges gained pretrial release within two days 

than defendants without drug charges--with the greatest differences found among Suffolk County Superior Court 

and Maricopa County defendants. This fmding is repeated when release within 90 days is examined. Some 

variation in release rates is found when the seriousness of the drug charges is taken into consideration. In the BMC, 

defendants charged with drug possession had notably higher, and defendants charged with sale or manufacture had 

notably lower release rates within two days than defendants not charged with drug offenses. When release over a 90 

day period is considered nearly all defendants gained release no matter what their charges, although the highest rate 

26 Note that County Court in Dade County is not discussed because all drug offenses among defendants entering 
that court, involved only misdemeanors, the less serious category of drug charges. 
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Figure 5.2 The use of financial bail among entering 1984 defendants, by 
seriousness of drug charges, by court 
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of release was among defendants charged with sale/manufacture. In Bo~ton's major trial court, the Suffolk County 

Superior Court, drug-charged defendants overall were also more frequently released than non-drug charged 

defendants, and persons charged with possession (less serious drug charges) were released slightly more often than 

those charged with sale manufacture. 

Among Dade County defendants (both misdemeanors and felonies), persons charged with the most serious 

drug offenses (felony grades 2 or 1) were released within two days of booking at about the same rate as persons 

whose charges did not include drug offenses. Defendants charged with misdemeanor or felony 3 drug offenses were 

released at rates much higher than non-drug defendants. When release within 90 days is the measure, drug-charged 

defendants all gained release at rates higher than non-charged defendants. The greatest increase in pretrial release 

between the 2 and 90 day periods was experienced by defendants charged with the most serious drug cases. 

In Maricopa County, defendants charged with drug offenses--regardless of their relative seriousness--

received pretrial release more frequently than non-drug defendants, although defendants with the most serious 

drug-related charges were released slightly less often than defendants with le-ss serious drug charges. 

The granting of pretrial release also varied by the kind of drug involved in the charged offense, but not 

consistently across jurisdictions. (See Figure 5.4.) In the Boston Courts, defendants whose drug charges involved 

marijuana or cocaine were more frequently released within two days than defendants allegedly involved with other 

kinds of controlled substances. In Dade County, felony court defendants charged with offenses involving marijuana 

secured release more often than defendants whose charges involved other kinds of drugs and defendants not 

charged with drug crimes. Among misdemeanor defendants, defendants whose charges involved "other" drugs fared 

il better by far than all other categories of defendants. Cocaine defendants showed the lowest release rates within two 

days. By the time 90 days had passed, however, defendants having cocaine-related charges showed the most 

favorable release rate. Among Maricopa County drug defendants, cocaine defendants showed the highest rate of 

pretrial release, followed by marijuana defendants~ and then by defendants whose charges involved "other" kinds of 

controlled substances. 



Figure 5.3 Pretrial release within 2 days of entering 1984 defendants. by 
seriousness of drug charges. by court 

Percent 
releaHd 
within 
2 days 

100 

90 

80 

70 

80 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

0 
No aug charges 

92 

Le .. s«lous 
aug charges 

Serfouanees of aug charges 

Llore Mrious 
drug charges 

n - 4.554, Boston Lbllclpal CoLri 
n - 348, Suffolk CoLrttY S~or Court 
n - 1.9n, Dade: CoLnty Colri 
n - 2.308. Dade: Clrcul1 CoLri 
n - 2,204. Llcrlcopa CoLriy ~~r Court 

lNote: The classifications of aug charges according to a«Iouaness ere not Identical 
Tn each site end tws ere not directly COITfIcrable.] 

Figure 5.4 Pretrial release within 2 days of entering 1984 defendants. by 
kind of drug. by court 
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Figure 5.5 Percent of released 1984 defendants gaining release via nonfinancial 
means, by seriousness of drug charges, by court 
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FIgUI'e 55 compares the percentages of-released drug and non-drug charged defendants gaining release 

through nonfinancial means in each site. Here too the findings are not systematic. Only small differences in 

proportions of released defendants gaining release through nonfinancial means between drug and non-drug 

defendants can be seen in the Boston Municipal Court, Dade County Court and Superior Court in Maricopa 

County. Notable differences were found, however, in tWo felony courts: Suffolk County Superior Court and Circuit 

Court in Dade County. In these courts, a majority of released defendants charged in drug cases gained release by 

posting a financial bond; a minority of released non-drug cases achieved release through non-fmancial means. 
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Among both samples of Boston defendants, financial release was notably more prevalent among defendants 

charged with sale/manufacture than among defendants cb!!rged with possession. In Dade County, financhl bond 

was the vehicle for pretrial release roughly twice as often among the most seriously charged drug defendants as 

among the less seriously charged. Among Maricopa County defendants, "secured" (financial) bond explained the 

same percentage of releases regardless of charge category. 

Misconduct among Released Defendants 

Table B5.2 contrasts the rates of failure-to-appear (FTA), rearrest, rearrest for serious offenses, and 

"failure" (either rearrest or failure to appear) among drug and non-drug defendants released before adjudication in 

each of the locations. In four of the five courts, FTA rates were lower among released defendants with drug charges 

than among released defendants without drug charges. In the fifth court, the Suffolk County Superior Court, FTA 

rates were equally low. When rearrests, serious rearrests and "failure" rates are compared the same fmdings seem 

universally to apply. Misconduct rates among drug defendants appear to be either slightly or noticeably lower than 

among non-drug defendants. The one exception is in Maricopa County where a slightly higher rearrest rate was 

shown for drug-charged defendants. 

When the seriousness of drug charges is considered, the generalization that persons charged with drug 

offenses will fare better on pretrial release is qualified. (See Figures 5.6 through 5.8.) Among BMC defendants, 

failure-to-appear rates did not differ between possession-charged defendants and sale/manufacture defendants-

both showed lower rates than non-drug defendants. However, released sale-charged defendants were rearrested at 

roughly three times the rate of released possession-charged defendants. Among Dade County felony defendants 

released before trial, seriousness of drug charges was inversely related to likelihood of flight or crime during release. 

Among Maricopa defendants, both categories of defendants with drug charges showed lower rates of failure-to

appear during pretrial release than non-drug charged defendants--although the most seriously charged drug 

defendants had an FI'A rate roughly three times that of the less seriously charged drug defendants. Rearrests were 

highest among the seriously charged drug defendants, however, noticeably higher than the rates of the other two 

defendant groups. 



Figure 5.6 Misconduct (FTA, rearrest) omong released Boston Municipal 
Court defendants, April to October, 1984, by seriousness of 
drug charge 
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Figure 5.7 Misconduct (FTA. rearrest) among released Dade County felony 
defendants, June to September, 1984, by seriousness of drug charge 
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Figure 5.8 Misconduct (FTA, rearrest) among relear:ad Maricopa County 
felony defendants, June to July. 1984. by seriousness of 
drug charge 
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Misconduct rates associated with released defendants may provide a misleading statistic in that they depend 

largely on the jurisdiction's (implicit) detention as well as release policy. For example, one jurisdiction rel~asing 90 

percent of defendants among whom 10 percent were rearrested and another jurisdiction releasing 30 percent of 

defendants among whom 10 percent were rearrested cannot be said to be doing the same job. Thus, a fuller 

measure--and a better cross-jurisdictional basis for comparison-is the "effectiveness. of pretrial release" defined as 

100 percent of defendants minus the percent detained minus the percent released and "failing." Ineffectiveness, 

therefore, is contnbuted by detention and by erroneous release (releasing defendants who engage in misconduct). 

Figure 5.9 compares the effectiveness of pretrial release from the perspective of failure-ta-appear in the five 

courts. The rather striking general finding is tnat courts are generally more effective when it comes to pretrial 
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release decisionmaking involving defendants having drug charges. That is, at least at this level of analysis, in each 

court such defendants are both detained less and released "erroneously" (to generate an FfA) less. The same 

appears true when rearrest is the focus. Thus, courts appear to generate more effective pretrial release decisions in 

cases in which drug charges are involved. 

When the seriousness of the drug charges are considered in Figure 5.10, some differences between 

categories of drug charges are clearly found. Among BMC defendants, the effectiveness of pretrial release based on 

FfA showed no difference between the possession and sale categories (both showing more effective release than 

non-drug cases); however, when rearrests are considered, we fmd that largely defendants with possession charges 

account for the greater rates of effectiveness among drug defendants. Pretrial release for defendants charged with 

sale/manufacture showed no greater effectiveness than pretrial release for non-drug defendants. In Dade County 

among felony defendants, the seriousness of the drug charges did not make a noticeable difference ill effectiveness. 

In Maricopa County, however, the effectiveness of pretrial release among the less seriously charge.d drug defendants 

was notably greater than among the more seriously charged defendants. 

II. Drug Cases Moving through the Criminal Process 

To chart the role played by drug cases moving through the adjudicatory process, we tracked the dispositions 

of defendants' charges during a two-part follow-up study. In the flrst part, the objective was to record early case 

dispositions, outcomes occurring within 90 days of a defendant's entry into the system at fIrst appearance. Although 

many cases are not completed within the fIrst 90 days of entering the criminal process, the way in which a court 

system disposes of its caseload during this initial high volume processing period may have important implications for 

the size of the court backlog and the population of the local jail facilities, as well as for public safety. The second 

part of the follow-up extended the time period in order to gather information on later case dispositions. We were 

able to follow the cases of Boston Municipal Court defendants for nine months subsequent to initial appearance 

and, in this way, were able to obtain fmal outcomes of most cases. In Dade County and in Maricopa County, case 

dispositions were followed for a period of nine months.27 

27 Follow-up data for lengthier periods--up to fours years--were obtained for the Dade and Maricopa felony 
defendants, but are .DOt reported here. 



Figure 5.9 The effectiveness of pretrial release among entering criminal cases In 
three urban jurisdictions (Boston, Dade County, Maricopa County) during 
1984 sanple perfods, by drug charges: failure to appear eFT A) 
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Figure 5.100 The effectiveness of pretrial release (rearrest or FTA) among defendants entering 
Boston Municipal Court, April to October, 1984, by seriousness of drug charges 
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Figure 5.1 Db The effectiveness of pretrial release (rearrest or FTA) among 
1984 felony defendants In Dade County Circuit Court, by 
seriousness of drug charges 
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Fi gure 5.1 Dc The effectiveness of pretrial relea~", (rearrest or FT A) among 
1964 felony defendants in Maricopc;; County Superior Court, by 
seriousness of drug charges 
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A. The Disposition of Cases within the First 90 Days of Entering the Judicial Process 

Early Adjudication and Efficienc;y of Disposition 

In our attempt to characterize the disposition of criminal cases in the three sites and to compare the 

dispositions of drug- and non-drug cases within and between each, we do not rely on a single measure of Cici:comes. 

In fact, any single measure can be misleading if considered alone. 

For example, Figure 5.l1a contrasts the percentages of entering defendants having their cases reaching 

adjudication within a 90 day period in the various courts. The courts varied notably on this simple measure. First, a 

large majority of cases reached disposition within 90 days in two courts, Dade County Court and Superior Court in 

Maricopa County. Bare majorities, however, had been disposed in Circuit Court in Dade County and in the Boston 

Municipal Court. Only a small minority of cases had been resolved within that period among defendants entering 

Suffolk County Superior Court. 

That figure also shows that drug cases and non-drug cases differed very little in the proportions reaching 

disposition within the 90 day period in two jurisdictions, Boston and Maricopa County. In Dade County, however, 

drug cases did not reach disposition within 90 days as frequently as the non-drug counterparts, principally due to the 

processing of cases in the felony court. Without any other information, we might be led to conclude that from the 

point of view of timely adjudication, Maricopa County Superior Court was remarkably JTioficient--disposing of 

approximately 9 of 10 cases (whether involving drug charges or not) before it--and Suffolk County Superior Court 

was remarkably inefficient. 

The additional information presented in Figure 5.11b demonstrates that this might be a mistaken inference. 

A majority of the cases disposed ",ithin 90 days in Maricopa County consisted of cases that were dropped or 

dismissed ("scratched" according to the local jargon); thus, only a small proportion of the quickly completed cases 

were completed by means of prompt adjudication. In contrast, a tiny minority of Suffolk County Superior Court 

cases were disposed of by that means. If we assume that processing a large number of cases that later drop out of 



Figure 5.11 a The efficiency of early disposition of criminal cases (completion within 90 days VII. 
completion excluding dropped/dismil!lsed). by COI/rt. by drug charges 
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the system is a symptom of inefficiency (arguing, perhaps, that an efficient system would not have allowed such a 

volume of "droppable" cases to enter and burden the system in the first place), we would have to revise our 

characterization of the early adjudication of cases in the site court systems. 

Using the measure that excluded cases that were dropped or dismissed, Figure 5.11a shows that cases with 

drug charges were handled more efficiently than those without in the two courts with misdemeanor cases, the 

Boston Municipal Court and the County Court in Dade County. Drug cases were handled with roughly equal 

efficiency in Suffolk County Superior Court and in Maricopa County Superior Court. They were handled with 

noticeably less dispatch in Circuit Court in Dade County. 

The percentage of disposed cases accounted for by dropped or dismissed cases varied by drug charge in the 

Boston Municipal Court (in which both categories of drug charges showed smaller percentages of disposed cases 

accounted for by drop-outs) and in the Dade County courts (in which the felony-level drug charges were more often, 

and the misdemeanor drug charges were less often, disposed via drop-out than non-drug charges). 

Early Adjudication as a Contingency of Decisions 

Because of the sequencing of decisions in the judicial process, the prospect of formal adjudication of a 

criminal case depends on the outcomes of sometimes many decisions that occurred earlier in the process. That is, 

for a case to reach the trial stage for formal adjudication of charges, a number of earlier decisions must have already 

occurred: for example, a determination that the evidence was sufficient to warrant formal adjudication must have 

been made, or else the charges would have been dropped, dismissed or discharged. A negative decision concerning 

the appropriateness of diversion must also have been made. Moreover, adjudication via trial would also mean that 

resolution of the case by means of a guilty plea at an earlier stage had been ruled out. In short, only cases not 

screened out of the adjudicatory process at these earlier stages will be routed to trial. In contrasting the dispositions 

of drug and non-drug cases for defendants in each of the courts in Figures 5.13 through 5.16 below, we employ a 

sequential decisionmaking schematic. This schematic arranges decisions in stages starting with a drop/dismiss 

decision and ending with a trial disposition. Each decision is made only on the defendants continuing (surviving 
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from) the previous decision stage. Thus, we can compare the diversion of drug and non-drug defendants only using 

defendants whose cases were not somehow dropped or dismissed at an earlier stage. We can contrast the use of 

guilty pleas in drug and non-drug cases only among defendants who did not have their cases dropped and were not 

diverted earlier. Although we clearly simplify the decisionmaking process--for example, in considering cases that 

drop out of the process, we do not differentiate between charges dropped by the prosecutor or charges dismissed by 

the judge--comparisons based on this conceptualization are more specific and less misleading than othefwise would 

be the case. 

The Drop/Dismiss Disposition (Stage J) 

Figure 5.12 compares the screening of cases at the frrst critical processing stage, the point at which the 

prosecutor may drop or temporarily withdraw the charges or the court may dismiss them.28 When drug and non-

drug cases are compared without specifying the kinds of drug charges involved, it appears that only very slight 

differences can be noted in each of the courts. The single, marked exception, however, is found in the only 

exclusively misdemeanor court in the study, County Court in Dade County. There (misdemeanor) drug cases are 

seven times less likely to be dropped than non-drug cases. 

Figures 5.13 through 5.16 show, however, that dropout rates may differ noticeably when the seriousness of 

the drug charges are taken into consideration. Only a slight difference in dropout by charge category is seen among 

the Maricopa County felony cases (the least serious drug category drops out at higher rates than either non-drug 

cases or more serious drug cases). In the BMC the more serious drug cases are less likely to drop out. Conversely, 

in the Dade County criminal courts it appears that, oddly, the more serious the drug charges the higher the dropout 

rate. 

28 In characterizing the dispositions of defendants' charges, we refer to the most formal or "most serious" 
disposition. By more formal, we mean the decision advancing furthest into the process. Thus, for example, if in a 
particular defendant's case some charges were dropped but one survived and resulted jn a guilty plea, we would 
select "pleaded guilty" as the disposition by which to characterize the case. In order to classify a case as 
"dropped/dismissed," all charges would have to be dropped or dismissed. If only some charges are dropped, the 
case is not categorized in that fac;hion. In our simple hierarchy of outcomes, diversion is considered "more serious" 
than dropping/dismissal, disposition through plea is considered "more serioUS" than either of the previous outcomes, 
and adjudication through trial "more serious" than pleas of guilty. In cases resulting in conviction, sentencing would 
be considered more advanced than merely conviction and sentencing to incarceration more serious than a non
incarcerative sentence. 
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Few of the cases progressing to this stage (i.e., not dropped or dismissed) were subsequently diverted in 

Boston or Maricopa County. However, the diversion alternative to more formal adjudication of cases was employed 

as a dispositional option in the County and Circuit Courts in Dade County. Interestingly, the use of diversion at this 

stage in Dade varied according to the kind of criminal charges involved. Among criminal cases not involving drug 

charges and among misdemeanor level drug cases, diversion was employed rarely, in from 5 to 7 percent of cases. It 

was coployed much more frequently, from 3 to 5 times as often, among the more serious, felony level drug cases. 



Figure 5.13 Adjudication within 90 days of entering criminal cases in Boston Municipal 
Court, April - October, 1984, by seriousness of drug charge 
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Figure 5.14 Adjudication within 90 days of entering criminal cases (direct indictments) in 
Surfo1k County Superior Court, 1984, by seriousness of drug charges 
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Figure 5.15 
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Figure 5.16 Adjudication within 90 days of entering criminal cases in Maricopa County 
Superior Court, June to July, 1984, by seriousness of drug charges 
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Early Guilty Pleas in Criminal Cases (Stage m) 

Figure 5.17 compares the percentage of drug and non-drug defendants having their cases disposed within 90 

days through guilty pleas in each of the courts. This simple measure suggests that, with the exception of the Boston 

Municipal Court and the Dade County Court (the mostly misdemeanor courts), defendants pleaded guilty either 

less frequently or roughly as often in drug cases as in non-drug cases. In the BMC and in the Florida misdemeanor 

court, defendants charged in drug cases pleaded guilty more frequently than non-drug defendants. 

In contrast, Figures 5.13 through 5.16 measures the use of guilty pleas more specifically among criminal 

cases not disposed via dropout or diversion. Using this processing perspective, we found that about 1 in 6 (16 

percent) of the non-disposed defendants in the BMC with cases not involving drug charges reached adjudication 

within 90 days by pleading guilty. While a similar proportion of defendants charged with the more serious drug 

offenses (sale/manufacture) also pleaded guilty, twice that proportion of defendants with less serious drug charges 

so concluded their cases. Pleading guilty was much more common among possession cases than among cases 

involving more serious kinds of drug charges and among defendants charged with non-drug crimes. In Suffolk 

County Superior Court defendants charged in serious drug matters and persons not charged with drug crimes 

pleaded guilty at the same, relatively infrequent rate (from between 11 to 13 percent of the time). (possession-level 

cases were not handled in that court.) 

In Dade County roughly half (52 percent) of non-drug misdemeanor and felony defendants were 

adjudicated through guilty pleas within 90 days. The guilty plea rate for misdemeanor drug defendants was very 

similar (57 percent). This finding could explain the fact that hardly any misdemeanor-level drug cases "dropped out" 

of processing early (Figure 5.12). We might hypothesize that they may have been pleading guilty in exchange for 

short sentences or time-served. In sharp contrast, defendants with felony level drug charges pleaded guilty only half 

as often as other kinds 9f cases (from 25 to 30 percent of the time). 
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Most Maricopa County felony defendants not having their cases disposed through drop-out or diversion 

within the first 90 days pleaded guilty. Roughly three-fourths of felony defendants charged in non-drug cases and of 

defendants charged in the more serious drug cases (felony levelS or higher) resolved their cases through guilty 

pleas. Remarhbly, a substantially higher proportion--nearly all (93 percent)--of defendants charged with the least 

serious drug felonies (level 6) offenses pleaded guilty. 

Resolution via Early Trial (within 90 Days) (Stage IV) 

Following the sequential processing mode~ we have seen that the courts in the three sites have taken rather 

different means to dispose of varying proportions of their entering caseloads. Within 90 days of booking, a 

substantial majority of defendants' cases had been disposed of, by one means or another, prior to trial in the Dade 

County and Maricopa County courts. In the Boston courts, a minority of cases had been completed at that stage. 

(See Figure 5.18.) In the BMC, a greater proportion of defendants with possession charges had completed their 

cases short of trial than the other two categories of defendants. A similar fmding is found in Superior Court in 

Maricopa County. In Suffolk County Superior Court and Dade County Circuit Court drug charges or their 

seriousness did not affect the rate of case completion short of trial. In County Court in Dade, substantially fewer 

drug defendants than non-drug defendants had cases completed short of trial. 

For cases remaining unresolved--cases not dropped, diverted or concluded by means of a guilty plea-owe 

were also able to compare the occurrence of early trials versus longer-term dispositions occurring beyond 90 days. 

In examining the occurrence of early versus later trials, we expected early trial dispositions to be associated with 

misdemeanor level cases. In fact, in the Maricopa County and Suffolk County felony courts, early trials (completed 

within 90 days of booking) were rare. Among the heavily misdemeanor-level BMC cases, they were, predictably, 

more common. Roughly one-third of non-drug cases and of drug possession cases were concluded through trial 

within 90 days. Proportionately flewer of the more serious drug cases (involving sale/manufacture)--about one

fourth--were so resolved. 
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Figure 5.17 Percentage af entering cases pleading guilty within 90 days in 
three urban jurisdictions (Boston. Dade County. Maricopa County) 
during 1984 sample periods. by drug charges 

Figure 5.18 Completion of 1984 cases short of trial within 90 days of booking, 
by court. by seriousness of drug charges 
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Early trial disJ)l.')sition among the Dade County cases was not so simply explained. Early trial disposition 

was relatively rare among non-drug cases, occurring roughly one-fourth of the time. Among misdemeanor-level 

drug. cases, as might have been expected, early trial disposition occurred much more frequently, roughly half of the 

time. Among felony three level drug cases this disposition occurred even more frequently, in three-fourths of all 

cases. Among the most serious of drug cases--iliose involving felony 1 or 2 offenses--early trial outcomes occurred 

very rarely, in only about one in ten cases. 

Early Trial Outcomes (Stage V) 

In the )urisdictions where early trials did occur as the fmal disposition of cases, one additional fmding 

stands out throughout: regardless of whether the charges involved drug offenses, persons going to early trial 

overwhelmingly were found guilty. With the exception of misdemeanor drug offenders in Dade County Court--

where 19 percent of defendants were acquitted--nearly all early trial defendants were found guilty. 

B. The Later Outcomes of Criminal Cases 

Although the three sites varied widely in the proportions of entering defendants totally disposed of within 

the first 90 days of processing, early dispositions accounted for a sizeable share of the volume of cases in each 

court. We reported in our discussion of Figw'e 5.11 above that the overall90-day disposition rate did not, however, 

differ much based on the kind of criminal charges (whether drug offenses were involved or not)--with the exception 

that the most serious drug charges were less likely to be concluded early in the Boston Municipal Court.29 Figure 

5.19 further confi...'lllS that survival in the judicial process beyond the early stages did not depend on the presence or 

absence of dr'1,lg charges. Although the number of cases had been substantially reduced in each court by the 9O-day 

mark, the composition of lue defendant cohort from the pomt of view of criminal charges had changed little. 

29 (This is most likely explained by the fact that the more serious, felony-level cases in that court--including those 
involving drug charges--were assigned for trial in the major trial court after probable cause screening in the BMC.) 
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Conviction and Sentencing: Follow-up of Later Outcomes of Criminal Cases in Three Courts 

Conviction 

In criminal justice texts, the criminal process has been likened to a f.t.ltering process in which at each 

subsequent decision stage, some cases are screened out of further processing. To state the obvious, of all persons 

arrested by police, far fewer persons than began at the arrest stage remain in the judicial process through couviction 

and sentencing, for ex.ample. It is not our purpose here to IJi.SCUSS the various reasons for the successively selective 

functioning of the criminal court decisionmaking process; this has been extensively discussed in other studies. 

However, one might argue that the more efficient the law enforcement, prosecution and adjudication of criminal 

cases in given jurisdictions, the larger the proportion of cases reaching the fmal stages of the judicial process (i.e., 

resulting in conviction and being sentenced). In this sense" it is inefficient from the point of view of system 

resources to spend time processing cases that do not result in conviction. 

From this single perspective of efficiency, then, it would be appropriate to ask to what extent court systems 

have "produced" convictions30--whether from plea or trial--among the defendants being processed within given 

periods of time, such as the 8 or 9 months employed in our follow-up studies.31 Figures 5.21 through 5.23 which 

display the adjudicatory and sentencing outcomes of cases in three of the courts we studied, comparing drug and 

non-drug cases. 

Although we do see differences among the courts generally in the rate of convictions produced among the 

entering defendant caseloads, the differences in conviction rates between defendants charged and not charged with 

drug offenses were not great, with two exceptions (See Figure 5.20). In the Boston Municipal Court, roughly equal 

30 In this analysis we are setting aside consideration of the reasons why convictions might not have been produced. 
They include, of course, dismissal or diversion of cases as well as cases that have simply not reached trial or, if trial 
was reached, had not completed trial by the end of the follow-up period. 
31 In conducting our follow-up of cases as they reached their final outcomes in the judicial process, we chose 9 
months as our cut-off point. This was done for two reasons: First, this brought us past the 6 month framework 
adopted by many states as the "speedy trial" limit, the period within which most trial should be completed. Secondly, 
our time and resource constraints initially limited us to this framework. In Maricopa County, we were able to follow 
cases for only 8 months subsequent to their entry into the judicial process at the initial appearance stage. At the 
time of this report, four year follow-ups of a smaller sample of cases in Dade County and in Maricopa County were 
nearing completion but were not yet available. 
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proportions (about 44 percent) of defendants not having drug charges and defendants having sale/manufacture (the 

more serious) drug charges had been convicted. A larger proportion of defendants (54 percent) charged with 

possession (the less serious) offenses, however, had been convicted. 

In the Dade County Circuit Court, far fewer felony cases had resulted in convictions within 9 months. 

Approximately one-fourth (24 percent) of non-drug cases and of drug cases involving the less serious kinds of drug 

charges had resulted in conviction within the 9 month follow-up period. Notably fewer (only 14 percent) of the 

more serious kinds of drug cases, those involving drug charges equivalent to first and second degree felonies had 

resulted irI conviction during that time. 

Among the felony defendants we studied entering the process in Superior Court in Maricopa County, the 

conviction rate did not appear to vary notably by criminal charge, between 39 and 45 percent of defendants were 

convicted by that time. 

Sentencing 

The courts differed as well in the numbers of convicted defendants who had been sentenced during the 

follow-up period. In Maricopa County, for example, nearly all of the felony defendants who had been convicted 

within the 8 month follow-up period had also received their sentences, regardless of whether drug charges were 

involved or of their severity. In Dade County, less than half of the felony defendants convicted during the follow-up 

also reached sentencing. Among Dade felony cases, drug charges made a slight difference: defendants with 

convictions in serious drug cases were somewhat more likely to have been sentenced (49 percent), defendants with 

convictions in the less serious drug cases and in non-drug cases were less likely to be sentenced (39 and 42 percent 

respectively). 

The progress of the Boston Municipal Court defendants fell somewhere between the other two courts and 

varied more notably on the basis of drug charges. Roughly 81 percent of convicted defendants with the most serious 



Figure 5.21 conviction and sentencing of defendants entering Boston Municipal Court between April 1 
and October 30, 1984, during 9 month follow-up, by seriousness of drug charges 
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Figure 5.22 conviction and sentencing of felony defendants entering Circuit Court in Dade County between 
June 1 and September 2, 1984, during 9 month follow-up, by seriousneBs of drug charge 
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Figure 5.23 conviction and sentencing of felo~v defendants entering superior Court in Maricopa County, 
June thru July, 1984, during 8 mon~h follow-up, by ser10usness of drug charges 
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drug charges had been sentenced, 70 percent of convicted non-drug defendants and only 54 percent of convicted 

defendants with the less serious (possession-level) drug charges had been sentenced. 

The kind of sentences assigned to convicted offenders in three courts differed by court and by kind of 

criminal charge. In Boston Municipal Court, the majority of convicted persons rece;ved non-incarcerative 

sanctions--as might be expected in a court processing predominantly misdemeanor charges. Persons having non

drug and possession-level drug charges were sentenced to incarceration in roughly one in four cases. Oddly, 

convicted persons with the more serious kind of drug charges (sale/manufacture) were less of.en incarcerated. 

Among defendants convicted within the time frame of the follow-up study in the two felony courts, of 

course, incarcerative sentences were more common--most common in Circuit Court in Dade County. In Maricopa 

County Superior Court felony offenders without drug charges received incarcerative sentences morc often (58 

percent) and for longer terms (with a median of 18 months) than felony offenders with drug charges. Convicted 

persons with the more serious variety of drug offenses, felony 5 or higher, were given incarcerative terms 58 percent 

of the time averaging about half the length of the non-drug offenders (with a median term of 9 months). Offenders 

with less serious drug offenses equivalent to felony 6 or lower grades) were sentenced to incarcerative terms 31 

percent of the time, with terms averaging 15 months. 

Among Dade County felony defendants convicted within the 9 month follow-up period, the less seriously 

charged drug offenders received incarcerative terms most often (86 percent of the time), but with short average 

lengths (with a median of 1 month). The proportions of persons without drug charges and persons with the most 

serious drug charges (felony 2 or 1) still received incarcerative terms a majority of the time (74 and 68 percent, 

respectively) with longer average terms (with medians of 1 year). 

Conclusion 

The results of the follow-up analyses of case outcomes lor defendant cohorts entering processing in three 

central urban courts during 1984 have shown differences in conviction and sentencing rates, not only bctween courts 
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but also based on the type of offense involved (whether drug charges were involved or not). The differences 

between courts seem more pronounced than the differences between categories of cases, and these are probably 

mostly explained by the nature of the criminal caseload. For example, about two-thirds of the cases handled by the 

Boston Municipal Court were misdemean.ors, in comparison with the felony caseloads of the Circuit Court and of 

Superior Court. 

Although we fmd some slight differences in conviction rates and in sentences when drug-charged and non

drug charged groups of defendants are contrasted at a gross leve~ we do not see a consistent theme emerge. We 

might expect, for example, that less seriously charged drug offenses would receive incarcerative terms less often and 

terms of shorter duration and that more seriously charged drug cases would receive such sanctions more often and 

terms of longer duration than non-drug cases as a whole because non-drug cases represent a more general category 

of offenses, really an average of less and more serious non-drug cases. This was not consistently found. 

We do not attempt to draw strong lessons from these fmdings in part because of how small the samples 

become when we focus on the fmal judicial stages and, perhaps more importantly, how differently the "filtering" has 

affected the surviving defendant samples in each court by these later stages. In Circuit Court in Dade County, for 

example, under one-fourth of entering felony defendants had been convicted by the time 9 months had elapsed. 

Nearly twice the proportion of entering felony defendants had been convicted by the completion of the 8 month 

follow-up in Maricopa County. (Superior Court, thus, presents an interesting contradiction: on the one hand, we 

found earlier that a very large proportion of entering felony cases dropped out-were "scratched"--very early in the 

process, leading us to characterize early dispositions as less efficient. On the other, a comparatively (though not 

absolutely) large number of cases resulted in convictions during the follow-up period.) We remind the reader, 

fmally, that our analyses are intended primarily to permit within court comparisons of cases involving drug versus 

other kinds of criminal charges and that between court comparisons are largely illustrative, given the different 

make-up of the criminal caseloads. 
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Chapter Six 

THE ROLE OF DRUG ABUSING DEFENDANTS IN THE CRIMINAL PROCESS 

Introduction: The 1987 Dade County Sample of Felony Defendants 

Between June 9th and July 24th, 1987, we again studied a large cohort of about 2,600 felony defendants 

entering the criminal process in Dade County's felony cowt for the purposes of collecting information about drug 

use. Although the 1987 sample was not precisely similar to the 1984 sample of felony defendants,32 it was designed 

to represent entering felony defendants and to serve as a useful comparison with the former sample of defendants. 

Much of the same information collected in 1984 was again obtained for the 1987 defendants, with one major 

difference. We attempted to collect urine specimens from the 1987 felony defendants for subsequent testing for use 

of drugs. The testing procedures have been described in detail in earlier work (Goldkamp, Gottfredson and 

Weiland, 1988) and will not be discussed here. We would like to point out, however, that the testing was done on a 

voluntary basis and that the results were kept confidential, used only for research purposes. One result of the 

voluntary procedures, however, is that when drug test results are a focus of analysis, the sample size shrinks to about 

79 percent of the overall sample; 21 percent did not voluntarily provide a specimen for testing. 

THE ATTRIBUTES AND PROCESSING OF CASES INVOLVING DRUG CHARGES: 
CHANGES FROM 1984 TO 1987 IN DADE COUNTY 

I. Drug Charges Among the 1987 Felony Defendants 

Because we have examined the characteristics of drug charges in some depth in Chapters Three and Four, 

we do not repeat a detailed analysis here. Instead, we consider whether the patterns associated with drug charges 

have changed among felony cases in Dade County between the 1984 and 1987 study periods. One immediate 

change is that drug charges played a growing role in the JuneuJuly, 1987, sample of felony defendants. More than 

one-third of all defendants (34 percent) in the June-July, 1987, sample had been charged with drug offenses, 

compared to one-fourth (26 percent) of the 1984 defendants. Interstingly, the increase seems due to a 

32 See Goldkamp, Gottfredson and Weiland (1988) for a description of the sample and its limitations. 



Figure 6.1 The distribution of drug charges among felony semples, by study 
period (1984 vs. 1987). by seriousness of drug charges . 

80 

70 

80 

50 
P«ant 
of 40 .m.tng 
de1'a1dci1ta 

30 

20 

10 

0 

74 

No drug durvn Felony 3 or Ie •• 
drug Chargee 

n - 2,308, 1984-
n .. 2,560, 1987 

Felony 2 or CJ'8Gter 
drug chcr9llf! 

.1984 

lSI 1987 

greater proportion of defendants entering the system charged with the most seriolls of drug offenses. {See FIgUre 

6.1.) 

In examining the attributes of defendants and their aiminal cases associated with drug charges, few 

differences from the 1984 data were discovered.33 The similarity in patterns of attributes associated with drug 

charges is best demonstrated by the descriptive classification of 1987 defendants based on the prevalence of drug 

charges in FIgUre 6.2 and Table 6.1. Recall that the purpose of the descriptive typology is to identify types or classes 

of defendants that differ in the prevalence of drug-related criminal charges. Although the typology of 1987 

defendants results in several more classes, it otherwise resembles the typology of 1984 defendants quite closely. On 

the basis of characteristics of companion charges (no other kinds of information were found to be strongly related to 

the presence or absence of drug charges among the cases of entering defendants), seven groupings of defendants 

33 These data are not presented here in the interest of space. 



Figure 6.2 Predictive attribute analysis of pr~valence of drug charges 
among Dade felony defendants, Jun~ - July, 1987 
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Table 6.1 Classes of 1987 Dade felony defendants using predictive attribute 
analysis, by prevalence of drug charges 

Class Defining attributes 

1 Companion charges: index-level 
(II) 

2 Companion charges: not index-level; 
(VI) not theft, burglary 

3 Companion charges: not index level; 
(IV) theft 

4 Companion charges: not index-level; 
(VII) not theft; not burglary charges involving 

injury to victim 

5 Companion charges: not index-level; 
(X) not theft; not burglary, not involving 

injury to victims; assault 

6 Companion charges: not index-level; 
(XII) not theft; not burglary; not involving 

injury to victims; not assault; weapons 

7 Companion charges: not index-level; 
(XI) not theft; not burglary; not involving 

injury to victims; not assault; not 
weapons 

AU 1987 
defendants Base rate 
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ranging in the presence of drug charges from a very small proportion of group 1 defendants (only 2 percent were 

charged with drug offenses) to a very large proportion of group 7 defendants (SO percent had cases with drug· 

charges). Again, the thrust of this classification is that high probabilities of drug charges are not associated with 

other kinds of chargeDrelated attributes. Other defendant attributes, such as prior criminal history or social 

background measures did not appear to differentiate drug from non-drug charged defendants. 

II. Felony Defendants at the Bail Stage: 1987 versus 1984 

In Chapter Three we described the bail and pretrial release decisions made in the three court systems 

during the 1984 sample periods and discussed the impact of the bail decision on jail crowding and on concerns of 

public safety, as well as on court processing. Here we briefly compare the treatment of drug and non-drug cases at 

the bail stage during the two study periods and their consequent impact on detention and defendant misconduct 

during pretrial release. 

Table B6.2 compares the pretrial release decisions of drug and non-drug defendants in the 1984 and 1987 

Dade felony samples. The fIrst fmding is that the use of nonfmancial release decreased notably from 1984 to 1987 

within each of the charge categories. The most dramatic drop in ROR occurred among non-drug cases, but 

nonfmancial release was less often assigned by judges in both categories of drug-related cases. The use of fmancial 

bond also differed in the two periods. 

Pretrial Release 

As we noted previously, the real importance of the bail decision for defendants and for public safety 

purposes of course is the determination of release or detention before trial. Table B602 also contrasts the use of 

pretrial release and detention among defendants in the two felony samples according to the presence or absence of 

drug charges using two measures--release within two days and release within 90 days of initial custody. 

The most striking fInding is that releaseD-whether measured as within two days or within 90 days of 

booking--decreased precipitously in all charge categories among the 1987 felony sample. Persons charged in either 

category of drug matters in 1987, however, still gained pretrial release more frequently than persons charged in non 

drug kinds of crimes. 
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Figure 6.4 Rearrest among released Dade felony defendants, by seriousness of 
drug charges, by study period (1984 vs. 1987) 
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Misconduct among Released Defendants 

Figures 6.3 and 6.4 contrast the rates of failure-ta-appear and rearrest among drug and non-drug 

defendants released before adjudication in the 1984 and 1987 samples of felony defendants. In 1984 persons 

charged with drug offenses--regardless of their relative seriousness--showed very slightly lower rates of misconduct 

during pretrial release than persons charged with non-drug offenses. Rates of misconduct among released 

defendants in the 1987 sample did not vary greatly by kind of criminal charge. Failures-ta-appear (FfAs) remained 

at a relatively low level generally, although among 1987 defendants those charged with felony two or one-level drug 

offenses showed the highest rate of failure to appear. More notable is the fact that rearrests among released felony 

defendants appeared to increase markedly in 1987: among non-drug defendants, the rate more than doubled (from 7 

to 16 percent); among persons charged with misdemeanor or felony three-level drug offenses, the rate more than 

tripled; among the most seriously charged drug defendants, the rate of pretrial rearrest more than quadrupled. 

The Comparative Effectiveness of Pretrial Release in 1987 

In Chapter Four, we explained that misconduct rates associated with released defendants can be a 

misleading way to evaluate the effectiveness of pretrial release decisionmaking because they depend largely on the 

jurisdiction's (implicit) detention as well as release policy. We illustrated this concept by contrasting one 

jurisdiction releasing 90 percent of defendants among whom 10 percent were rearrested with another jurisdiction 

releasing 30 percent of defendants among whom 10 percent were rearrested and argued that they cannot be said to 

be doing the same job. Thus, a fuller measure--and a better cross-jurisdictional basis for comparison--is the 

"effectiveness of pretrial release," calculated as 100 percent of defendants minus both the percent detained and the 

percent released and "failing.· Ineffectiveness, therefore, is contributed 'JY detention and by erroneous release 

(releasing defendants who engage in misconduct). 
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Figure 6.6 The effectiveness of pretrial release (FT A or rearrest) omong Dade felony 
defendants, by seriousness of drug charges, by study period (1984 vs. 1987) 
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Figtre 6.7 The eftet::tiveness of pretrial release (rearrest) among Dade felony 
defendants, by seriousness of drug charges, by study period (1984 
VI. 1987) 
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Figure 6.8 The effechmcy of early disposition of criminal cases (completion 
within 90 days vs. completion excluding dr0fPed/dismiased), by 
kind of charges, by IItUdy period (1984 va. 987) 
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Figures 65, 6.6 and 6.7 compare the effectiveness of bail/pretrial release decisionmaking in drug and non

drug cases associated with the two study periods, focusing in turn on failure-ta-appear, rearrest and "failure" 

(measured as either rearrest or failure-ta-appear). Among 1984 felony defendants, bail/pretrial release decisions 

were slightly more effective for defendants having drug charges. In 1987, when decisions were apparently slightly to 

noticeably less effective overall regarding PTA, greater effectiveness was seen among persons charged with the least 

serious drug matters. Defendants charged in non-drug cases and in drug cases involving the most serious drug 

offenses experienced the same level of effective release. 

When effectiveness is considered from the perspective of defendant rearrest during pretrial release, the 

effectiveness of bail decisions was dramatically lower in the cases of the 1987 felony defendants, although the 

decisions in drug-related criminal cases were somewhat more effective still than in non-drug felony cases. The 

greater ineffectiveness seen among the 1987 defendants seemed, across categories, to be explained by notable 

increases in use of pretrial detention and in rearrest rates. These same fmding,c; are noted when the question is the 

effectiveness of pretrial release from the perspective of misconduct generally ("failure" or rearrest or PTA). 

n. The Disposition of Drug Charges among the 1987 Felony Defendants 

Early Adjudication and Efficiency of Disposition 

In the 1987 sample, greater proportions of felony defendants' cases in all offense categories were completed 

within 90 days than in the 1984 felony sample. The pattern found in 1984 nevertheless applied also to the 1987 

defendants: defendants having no drug charges and defendants charged with the less serious drug offenses 

(equivalent to felony three or lesser seriousness) had their cases completed at a higher rate (76 percent) than 

defendants charged in the most serious drug matters (67 percent). 

In addition to the increased size of the drug-offense caseload, the efficiency of early dispositions had 

decreased by 1987, at least in the processing of cases involving drug charges. (See Figure 6.8.) (To the extent that a 
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jurisdiction adjudicates--completes--these cases early and to the extent that the early dispositions are not explained 

by dropped or dismissed cases, we consider the processing of criminal cases to be efficient.) The efficiency of early 

disposition decreased somewhat in non-drug and less serious drug charge cases but remained about the same for 

defendants with the most serious drug charges. 

Decision Stages for Early Disposition 

In Chapter Five we contrasted the adjudicatory process in the three study sites by employing a sequential or 

contingent decisionmaking model. In this section, we briefly compare the decisions made in the 1987 felony sample 

with those made regarding the 1984 felony cases. See Figure 6.9. 

The Drop/Dismiss Disposition.1Stage I) 

The overall "dropout" rate among entering felony cases differed little between the two study periods (47 

percent in 1984 and 49 percent in 1987). However, 1987 defendants facing drug charges clearly had cases dropped 

or dismissed at rates lower than non-drug defendants (54 percent). Proportionately more cases involving the less 

serious drug charges (47 percent) were completed by being dropped within 90 days than cases involving the most 

serious drug offenses (36 percent). 

The Decision to Divert (Stage 11) 

As in 1984, diversion in the 1987 study period was rarely used to dispose of defendants' charges--from 11 to 

16 percent of the time--regardless of the kind of criminal charge involved. 

Early Guilty Pleas in Criminal Cases (Stage TIn 
Among the 1987 cases reaching this stage of the process, the resolution of charges via early guilty pleas 

dropped markedly--by more than half its 1984 level. Defendants charged with drug offenses of the less serious 

variety pleaded guilty more ,:)ften (24 percent of the time) than defendants charged with more serious drug offenses 

(11 percent) and defendants not charged in drug matters (12 percent). 



Figure 6.9 Adjudication within 90 days of entering Circuit Court in Dade County, 
1984 v. 1987, by seriousness of drug cliarges 
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Resolution via Early Trial (within 90 Days) (Stage IV) 

Roughly twice the proportion of the 1987 felony defendants (33 percent) proceeded to trial within the initial 

90 days for adjudication of their charges than did 1984 defendants (17 percent). This rate did not vary by the type of 

criminal charge (ie., whether drug charges were involved or not). The make-up of the cases remaining for later 

adjudication-presumably by trials occurring beyond the 90 day period-did differ notably between 1984 and 1987. 

In 1984, roughly 26 percent of the continuing cases involved drug-related criminal offenses. In the 1987 felony 

sample, 40 percent of the cases not disposed within the initial 90 day period involved drug offenses. In 1987, the 

composition of the defendant cohort increased in its proportion of drug cases as continuing moved beyond the 90 

day stage: 34 percent of entering defendants had drug charges, 40 percent of the continuing cases were charged with 

drug offenses. (See FIgUI'e 6.10.) 

Figure 6.10 The composition of Dacre County caseJoads not 
disposed within 90 days. by serIousness of drug 
charges. by study period (1984 vs. 1987) 
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DRUG USE AMONG DADE COUNTY FEWNY DEFENDANTS AS 
MEASURED BY URINALYSIS 
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As explained earlier, urine specimens were collected voluntarily from the felony defendants in the June-

July, 1987 sample at the booking stage in the Dade County Jail (see Goldkamp, Gottfredson and Weiland, 1988 for 

a discussion of the results and methods). 

1. Drug Use Among Dade County Felony Defendants 

Figure 6.11 summarizes the results of the urinalysis conducted on entering felony defendants during the 

summer of 1987 in Dade County. First, we should note that, because the testing was voluntary, our focus shifts to 

the 77 percent of the 1987 sample who provided specimens for testing.34 For the purpose of the current analyses, 

the relationship between drug use and drug crimes among cases moving through the system, the nonparticipation by 

some defendants will be of little import. 

The association of drug use (as indicated by positive tests) with selected defendant attributes for the tested 

defendants is d~picted in Figures 6.12 through 6.20. Although defendant urine specimens were tested for the 

presence of seven drugs,35 only two drugs, cocaine and marijuana, were commonly in found. The total columns in 

these figures show that among defendants tested 44 percent tested positively for marijuana, 75 percent tested 

positively for cocaine and 81 percent tested positively for either of the drugs. 

To summarize, drug use among the Dade felony defendants appeared to be related to the following 

demographic characteristics: the defendant's age (marijuana use peaked among defendants 25 years old or younger; 

cocaine use was highest among 26-~ year olds); race/ethnicity (both marijuana use and cocaine use were found at 

higher levels among black defendants compared to white or hispanic/other defendants); and marital status 

(unmanled defendants tested positively at higher rates than married/other defendants). Cocaine use was related to 

34 In our earlier research report, we consider the extent to which the failure of 23 percent of the original sample 
may bias the results of our analyses. We conclude that the effect does not appear to be great and that the drug 
~~ting sample differs only slightly in character from the total sample of 1987 defendants. 

SpecimelllS were tested for marijuana (THC), cocaine, PCP, opiates, amphetamines, valium and barbiturates. 



Figure 6.11 Drug test results among felony defendants entering Dade County 
Circuit Court, June to July, 1987 
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Figure 6.12 Drug test results among felony defendants entering Dade County Circuit 
Court, June to July, 1987, by age 
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employment status (higher proportions of employed defendants tested positively) but not to gender. Marijuana was 

related to gender (males tested positively at a higher rate than females) but not employment status. 

Figures 6.13 through 6.18 show that positive test results varied depending on the kind of offenses (although 

not simply according to the seriousness) involved in the defendants' criminal charges (see Figure 6.17). For 

example, of the three grades of felony charges, drug use was highest among defendants charged in second degree 

felonies, second highest among those charged with flrst degree felonies and lowest among those charged in third 

degree felonies. Figure 6.14 shows that the kind of criminal charges involved in a defendant's case made an 

important difference in the probability of positive test results. For example, 89 percent of defendants charged with 

drug offenses tested positively for cocaine, compared to 40 percent of defendants charged with carrying a concealed 

flrearm. Sixty-one percent of defendants charged with robbery tested positively for marijuana, compared to 28 

percent of defendants charged with aggravated assault. These fmdings are further illustrated in Figures 6.15 

through 6.18. 

A flnding that runs contrary to the conventional lore is that drug use was not associated with crimes of 

violence or injury to victims of such crimes in this sample of Dade felony defendants. Rather, drug use was present 

disproportionately in drug and property related crimes. 

Positive test results were also found to be strongly related to defendants' prior criminal histories--both of 

arrests and convictions. The flgures presented here show that--particularly for cocaine use--the percentage of 

defendants testing positively for drugs increases with the extent of their prior criminal records. For example, while 

55 percent of defendants with no prior arrests tested positively for cocaine, 68 percent of those with one arrest and 

84 percent of those with two or more arrests tested positively. The relationship seems stronger when prior drug 

arrests (and prior drug convictions not presented here) are examined. 



Figure 6.13 Drug test results among felony defendants entering Dade County Circuit 
Court. June to July. 1987. by felony grading 
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Figure 6.14 Drug test results among felony defendants entering Dade County Circuit Court. June to July. 
1987. by selected offenses (in order of frequency) 
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Fipe 6.15 Drug test results among felony defendCl'1ts entering Dade County Circuit 
Col.ri. June to July. 1987. by weapons charges 
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Figure 6.16 Drug test results among felony defendants entering Dade County Circuit 
Court. June to July. 1987. by Injury to victim 
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Figure 6.19 Drug test results among felony defendants entering Dade County Circuit 
Court, June to July, 1987, by atTest history 

90 

80 

70 

80 

Percent of teeted SO 
defenda1ta wIth 
posItive mults 40 

......-------.30 
• UcrI)Ja1a 

lSI Cocafne 

Cl EIther 

20 

10 

o 
Total No prior aTeeta One 

Arrut hIstory 

n - 1,843, UcrI)lana 
n - 1.845, CocaIne 
n - 1,836, EIther 

89 
84 

Two or more 

Figure 6.20 Drug test results among felony defendants entering Dade County Circuit 
Court. June to July, 1987, by prior drug arrests 
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Figure 6.17 Drug test results among felony defendants entering Dade County Circuit 
Court, June to July 1987, by severity of chcrges (guidelines) 
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Figure 6.18 Drug test results among felony defendants entering Dade County Circuit 
Court, June to July, 1987, by drug charges 
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The Development of a Descriptive TnlOlogy of Dru& Use Amon& Defendants 

In this section we have described some of the characteristics of defendants and their cases associated with 

positive drug testS at the entry stage to the criminal process. Given our aim of describing the role of drug-related 

criminal cases, development of a descriptive classification of defendants according to the likelihood of testing 

positively for drug use making use of more than one piece of information simultaneously can serve two purposes: 

First, the drug-use component of "drug-related" criminal cases is the part which usually cannot be measured. (To 

study the role of cases involving drug charges, the task is simple: we merely focus on defendants criminal charges 

and compare those with and without drug charges.) Thus, development of groupings of defendants very likely or 

unlikely to be current drug abusers is a way of improvising measurement of the drug use problem. 

Second, and this is closely related to the first purpose, such a classification can serve as a stand-in for drug 

testing. If we can identify patterns of defendant attributes strongly related to the probability of positive drug test 

results, we can develop a model or typology of drug using defendants--without having to resort to drug testing. In 

fact, if we were to estimate the role of drug-abusing defendants among cases undergoing processing in courts in 

other locations that do not have drug testing information available, we would have a way of estimating--using our 

drug abuse typology--the likely numbers of defendants who are active drug abusers. 

Although, as we have noted, a number of techniques of multivariate statistical analysis (.:QuId be employed 

to model the prevalence of drug use among our sample of Dade defendants collected in the summer of 1987, we 

once again employ predictive attribute analysis to illustrate the development of a descriptive classification or 

typology--this time of drug abuse among felony defendants. Figure 6.21 depicts the sUcce!.>Sive partitioning of the 

defendant sample based on defendant or case attributes related to positive drug tests for cocame. 

The objective of a successful PAA would be to produce a number of categories of defendants that differ 

from one another in their probabilities of testing positively for drug abuse and from the base rate of the overall 

sample (75 percent of all defendants tested positively). If we cannot produce a dassification of categories with 
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positive. rates much different than the base rate, then we are not offering information about the extent and nature of 

drug abuse among defendants beyond what knowledge of the base rate already contributes. 

In this dendogram, the defendant's history of prior arrests enters as the defendant attribute most highly 

associated with testing positively for cocaine. Partitioning the sample on this attribute results in two groups with 

differing rates of positive tests for cocaine: defendants with no prior arrests (of whom 55 percent tested positively) 

and defendants with prior arrests (of whom 82 percent tested positively.) 

In a second step, each of these groups can be subdivided further to produce a total of four defendant 

subgroups. Each group is not divided on the basis of the same attribute, however. Among defendants with DO prior 

arrests, whether defendants reported cocaine use within the past year or not splits the original group so that 

defendants in one group (those with no prior arrests and no self-reported recent cocaine use) show a lower positive 

test rate (53 percent) and defendants in the second group (those with no prior arrests and with self-reported cocaine 

abuse) have much higher positive test rates (87 percent). But, among defendants with prior arrests, the next 

variable to enter is the presence or absence of assault charges in the current c.asc. Eighty-five percent of defendants 

with prior arrests and no current assault charges tested positively compared to 62 percent of defendants with prior 

arrests who had assault charges. 

Of the four defendant groupings produced so far in the PAA, one cannot be further subdivided based on 

any attribute meeting the selection requirements (see cell IV).36 the group of defendants with no prior arrests and 

self-reported cocaine use within the past year. Each of the three remaining categories do subdivide--but on the 

basis of different defendant attributes. Cell ill defendants are split using the variable noting whether or not 

weapons charges were among the defendants' current charges. This results in two groups with divergent rates of 

positive testing. Defendants having prior arrests and no assault charges in the current cases are divided further on 

the basis 

36 Recall from the discussion of PAA in the earlier chapters that partitioning can be stopped when defendants 
attributes do not show a sufficient level of association (a Somer's d of .15) or would not result in a sufficient number 
of cases to be reliable. 
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Figure 6.21 Predictive attribute analysis of prevalence of cocaine use among 
Dade County felony defendants, June thru July, 1987 
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Table 6.3 

1 
(VIII) 

2 
(XIV) 
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(XIII) 
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(IV) 

9 
(XVI) 

10 
(X) 

A1l1987 
defendants 

Classes of 1987 Dade felony defendants using predictive attribute analysis, by drug test results 
(percentage positive for cocaine) 

Derming attributes 

No prior arrests; no self-reported 
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No prior arrests; no reported cocaine use 
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involving injury 
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Prior arrests; assault charges; prior 
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No prior arrests; reported cocaine use 
past year 

Prior arrests; no assault charges, no 
reported cocam.e use past year; two or 
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reported cocaine use past year 

Base rate 

( 58) 

( 63) 

( 315) 

( 151) 

( 33) 

( 721) 

( 25) 

( 37) 

( 275) 

( 190) 

(1,868) 

Percent testing 
positively 

29.3 

38.1 

54.7 

55.0 

75.8 

78.2 

84.0 

86.5 

94.3 

97.4 

74.8 



135 

of self-reported cocaine use, while defendants with prior arrests having assault charges are further split on the basis 

of prior arrests for ma.tlufacture, sale or delivery of controlled substances. 

As Figure 6.21 shows, partitioning of the 1987 sample of DlIde felony defendants was carried on until no 

additional attributes of defendants or their cases could show strong enough relationships to meet the criteria for 

selection. The fmal classification of defendants, summarized in Table 6.3, produced ten groupings of defendants 

varying widely in the likelihood of positive tests for cocaine. Defendants in Class 1 (having no prior arrests, no self

reported cocaine use within the last year, and having weapons charges), for example, tested positively least often, in 

29 percent of the cases--a level half that of the sample base rate for positive tests. At the other extreme, defendants 

in Class 10 (having prior arrests, having no current assault charges and reporting cocaine use within the last year) 

showed a positive rate of 97 percent. 

Once again, we offer this classification in a descriptive sense, pending validation on other samples in other 

locations. However, several observations can be made concei1ling this analysis. First, the development of a 

descriptive classification was reasonably successful: a large number of defendant groups was identified with widely 

varying rates of drug use. Second, a mix of current charge, defendant background (self-reportI.~d drug use) and prior 

criminal history information came into play. Interestingly, and contrary to the conventional wisdom, lower rather 

than higher rates of positiVI! tests were associated with weapons charges, charges alleging injury to a victim and 

assault. In line with popular assumption, presence of prior arrests and/or prior arrests for drug crime.il were 

associated with higher rates of positive tests. 

Finally, the P AA results iBustr2Jte the effects of interactions between attributes--that is, that different 

characteristics came into play at different times among different subgroups of defendants. Thus, rather than 

searching for OIlFr, two or more correlates of current drug abuse, this analysis demonstrates that for different groups 

of defendants, different factors might serve to distinguish lower from higher use subgroups. 
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ll. The Relationship Between Drug Use and BaillPretrial Decisions and Outcomes Among Dade Felony 
Defendants 

Traditionally--in Dade County and other large jurisdictions--information describing defendants' drug abuse 

habits has not been made systematically available, particularly not in a reliable form. The Dade County pretrial 

services program, like its counterparts elsewhere, would try to collect information relating to possible drug abuse 

problems during its pre-bond hearing interview. Sometimes, a defendant's drug abuse problems would be made 

evident to pretrial services workers through the defendant's own admission or from obvious physical signs. 

(Roughly one-fIfth of the 1987 Dade felony defendants studied admitted to current drug use.) In these instances, 

the pretrial services program would recommend to the bail judge that the defendants participate in a drug treatment 

program as a condition of release. But even self-reported drug use was not necessarily reliable information upon 

which the judge could act. 

Our earlier research was conducted to address the question of whether more specifIc, accurate and 

objective information relating to defendant drug use--through drug testing--would be an important tool for judges. 

weighing concerns about public safety and defendant flight at the bail stage. Because drug testing was being 

proposed to assist courts in making more informed pretrial release decisions, the purpose of the drug testing 

research in D(lde County was to study the character and magnitude of drug abuse among incoming felony 

defendants and to detetmine what implications were raised for the operation of the coUrt process, particularly at the 

bail stage. 

Figure 6.22 compares the assignment of nonfInancial release, release within two days of the bond hearing 

and release within 90 days of defendants testing negatively and defendants testing positively for drug use at the time 

of booking. Although unaware of the test results, judges were assigning somewhat more restrictive decisions to 

drug-using defendants at the bail stage. Slightly larger proportions of defendants testing negatively for drug use 

were assigned nonfInancial release and obtained pretrial release, both immediately and over the longer term. That 

is, slightly larger proportions of defendants assigned fmancial bail and defendants not gaining release tested 

positively for drug use than their nonfInancial bail and released counterparts. 



Figure 6.22 Selected measures of pretrial release of Dade felony defendants, by 
drug test results (cocaine only) 
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Figure 6.23 Misconduct (flight/crime) amollg felony defendants released in Dade County, 
June to July, 1987, by drug test results 
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Fi~ 6.24 Effectiveness of trial release (FTA, recrrest) among 
1987 Dade felony defendants, by drug test results 
(cocaine only) 
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Table6 .. 4 Correlations between drug test results and pretrial release outcomes among 
entering felony defendants in Dade County,.June-July, 1987 

Pretrial release outcomes 

Drug test 
:z;:esults E!!lly:[e to alme~ Rem;:Iest ~e:z;:ious rearrest FTA or rearrest 

Number Phia Number Phia Number Phia Number Phia 

HaIljuana 
No or yes 1,400 NS 1.380 NS 1,348 .08( .01) 1,380 NS 

Cocaine 
No or yes 1,399 .06(.02) 1,379 .10(.00) 1,347 .10(.00) 1,379 .11(.00) 

Either I!ositive 
No or yes 1,395 NS 1,375 .11(.00) 1,343 .10(.00) 1,375 .10(.00) 

Both I!ositive 
No or yes 1,395 NS 1,375 NS 1,343 .08(.00) 1,375 NS 

a NS indicates c~i-square not significant at .05. 
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Misconduct among Released Defendants 

One of the principal questions addressed by the earlier study (Goldkamp, Gottfredson and Weiland., 1988) 

was whether knowledge of drug use habits contributed importantly to the prediction of likely failure-to-appear 

and/or crime by defendants during pretrial release. 

Differences in misconduct rates did exist between defendants testing negatively for drug use and those 

testing positively (at the simple, bivariate level of analysis). Using the statistic phi (which has a range of from 0 to 

plus or minus 1.0), Table 6.4 summarizes the strength of the associatiun between testing positively and engaging in 

misconduct during pretrial release. The results show that the relationship is either non-significant or very weak 

using a variety of measures. The power of the drug-misconduct relationship was further undermined when controls

-such as prior criminal history, criminal charge, etc.--were taken into account. (See Goldkamp, Gottfredson and 

Weiland,1988.) The conclusion of that analysis was that knowledge of drug use did not contribute a "predictor" of 

defendant performance during pretrial release of comparative strength. 

The Comparative Effectiveness of Pretrial Release between Drug and Non-Drug Users 

We have previously dermed effectiveness of pretrial release decisions according to the following formula: 

100 percent of defendants minus the percent detained minus the percent released who engage in misconduct (failing 

to appear, being rearrested or both). Figure 6.24 shows that bail decisions were somewhat less effective in the cases 

of drug-using defendants due to the slightly greater use of detention and the slightly higher misconduct rates 

recorded by them during pretrial release. 

II. The Role of Drug Using Defendants in the Criminal Process 

Figure 6.25a shows practically no difference in the early disposition rates of defendants cases based on 

negative and positive results, nor in efficiency of disposition. Figure 6.25b shows that the cohort of defendants 

continuing in processing beyond 90 days includedO a somewhat greater proportion of drug users than was found in 

the original cohort (79 versus 75 percent, using cocaine only). 
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Figw'e 6.26 displays the progress of the cases of drug and non-drug-using defendants through the early 

stages of the judicial process using the sequential decision model discussed above. (Recall that drug use here has 

been narrowed to testing positively for cocaine.) 

DrOL!2edIDismissed Charges (Stage1): Cases were completed through dropped or dismissed charges at 

roughly the same rate among drug using (48 percent) and non-drug using (54 percent) defendants. 

Diversion (Stage 2): Among defendants whose cases had not been dropped or dismissed within 90 days, 

the use of diversion--which was relatively infrequent overaIl--was twice the rate among non-drug using (21 percent) 

as among drug-using (10 percent) defendants. 

Early Guilty Pleas (Stage 3): Among cases not dropped and not diverted from the judicial process in the 

early period, drug using and non-drug using defendants pleaded guilty at approximately the same rate (14 and 15 

percent respectively). 

Early Trial Outcomes (Stage 4): Approximately the same proportions of drug-using and non-drug using 

defendants had their charges disposed of through trial within the first 90 days of processing (31 and 30 percent 

respectively) among cases not disposed through earlier means. 

It is not surprising, of course, that notable differences in the processing of cases between the two groups of 

defendants--those testing positively for drug use and those testing negatively--were not found because officials were 

not aware of the test results. The test results were available only subsequently to the research staff and were used 

only for analytic purposes. When differences were found, however, they cannot be explained by the ~efendant's 

drug use but must be explained by some other attributes, such as criminal charge, that officials were aware of. 
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THE OVERlAP BETWEEN DRUG USE AND DRUG CHARGES AMONG THE DADE COUNfY 
FELONY DEFENDANTS: A FULLER MEASURE OF DRUG-RElATED CRIMINAL CASES 
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In this section, we combine analysis of drug use and of charges involving drug offenses among entering 

felony defendants in Dade County to ask whether these two measures of "drug-related" criminal cases can help us 

measure better the impact of drugs on the judicial process. To do this, we group felony defendants into the four 

following groups 

I) defendants whose charges did not include drug offenses and who tested negatively for drugs of abuse; 

II) defendants whose charges did not include drug offenses but who tested positively; 

III) defendants charged with drug offenses who tested negatively; and 

IV) defendants charged with drug offenses who tested positively. 

Defmed in this fashion, Figure 6.27 displays the distribution of drug-related criminal cases among Dade 

felony defendants. Fully 80 percent of the defendants entering the criminal process in Circuit Court during the 

study period in 1987 had "drug-related" criminal cases according to this defInition. Only one-fIfth (20 percent) 

neither tested positively nor were charged with a drug related offense (group I). Almost half (44 percent) of 

defendants feU into the second--and largest--category (group II), persons who were not charged with drug offenses 

but who tested positively. The smallest group (group Ill), including only one in twenty defendants (5 percent), 

consisted of defendants charged with drug offenses but who did not test positively. Finally, roughly three-tenths (31 

percent) of the Dade felony defendants in the 1987 sample consisted of defendants who were charged with drug 

offenses and who tested positively for drug use (group IV). Figure 6.27b subdivides categories III and IV further on 

the basis of the seriousness of the drug charges (felony three or less versus felony two or higher drug charges). 

Category III defendants appear to be almost equally split between defendants having less and more serious charges. 

Category IV, in contrast, is predominantly composed of defendants with the more serious drug charges. 
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Figure 6.270 Distribution of drug-related criminai cases among Dade County felony 
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I. Characteristics of Drug-related Criminal Cases 

Few demographic factors appeared to be more than slightly related to the distribution of defendants 

among drug-related categories: the exceptions were defendant age and race. (See Figures 6.28 and 6.29.) 

Defendants 20 years of age and under were over-represented in the category I (defendants with no drug charges and 

negative drug test results) when compared to their share of the overall sample. Defendants between the ages of 26 

and 30 were under-represented in category Ij the 40 and over age group was under-represented in category IV .. 

White defendants were over-represented in category I and slightly under-represented in the other 

categories of drug-charges and drug use, particularly category IV. In contrast, black defendants were under

represented in category I and over-represented in the other drug charge/drug use categories. The proportion of 

hispanic/ other defendants did not vary by drug-related crime category. 

In comparison, a number of strong relationships were found between the companion charges associated 

with defendants' cases and the comprehensive drug-related case variable. (See Figures 6.30a and b.) Whether a 

defendant's overall charges involved index-level offenses or not was strongly related to the drug-related cases 

categorization. Roughly four-tenths (40 percent) of defendants in category I had index-level criminal charges. 

Roughly three-tenths (31 'percent) of category II defendants had index level offenses. Almost no defendants in 

categories III and IV had index level charges overall. 

The presence of companion charges involving burglary was also related to the drug-related case 

classification. Almost no burglary charges were found among defendants charged with drug offenses, whether drug 

use was detected or not (categories III and IV). Although burglary charges were present among category I 

defendants at roughly the level (19 percent) found in the sample overall (22 percent), defendants in the second 

category (n) had associated burglary charges at roughly twice the expected rate (40 percent). As Figure 6.30b 

shows, a very similar pattern was found when examining the relationship between the comprehensive drug-related 

case measure and companion theft charges. 
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Figure 6.30a The distribution of crug-related criminal cases cmong Dade County 
felony defendants, June to July, 1987, by selected charges 
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Figure 6.30b The distribution of drug related criminal cases cmong Dade County 
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Weapons charges were found to be companion charges at roughly the expected overall sample rate (11 

percent) in three of the four drug-related case categories. But defendants in category I had weapons offenses as 

companion charges at roughly twice the expected rate (21 percent). 

Whether or not victim injury was involved with associated charges was also related to the drug-related case 

measure. Defendants in categories m and IV --consisting of defendants with drug charges with or without testing 

positively for drug use--rarely (at 4 and 3 percent respectively) showed victim injury to be involved with companion 

charges. Defendants in category II showed slightly higher proportions (24 percent) with injury-related companion 

charges than the overall rate (18 percent). Defendants in category I , however, displayed companion charges 

involving injury to a victim at twice the expected rate (36 percent). Almost identical fmdings characterize the 

relationship between the drug-related case measure and the presence of assault charges. No relationship was found 

between driving-while-intoxicated charges and the drug-related case measure. 

Finally, classification of defendants according to the drug-related case measure was found to be strongly 

related to defendants prior criminal record. Table B6.5A and Figures 6.31 and 6.32 show a consistent pattern: 

defendants with no drug use--with or without drug charges--seem to have less extensive criminal histories. 

Defendants with drug use and with no drug charges (group II) seem to have the most extensive criminal records, 

particularly when the measures ate arrests generally, arrests within the last three years, arrests for serious property 

crimes, convictions generally, felony convictions, and convictions for serious property offenses. An exception is 

found when prior arrests and convictions for drug offenses are considered; in those instances group IV defendants 

show the most extensive prior histories. 



Figure 6.31 The distribution of crug-related criminal cases among Dade County felony 
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Figure 6.32 The distribution of drug-related criminal cases among Dade County felony 
defendants. June to July, 1987, by history of felony convictions 
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II. The Relationship Between Drug-Related Criminal Cases and Bail/Pretrial Decisions and Outcomes Among 
Dade Felony Defendants 

As in earlier sections, this part of the chapter examines how defendants in drug-related criminal cases 

progressed through the judicial process. As court officials were not aware of the results of drug testing at the 

various decision stages, the question posited here is not how this kind of information influenced judges, but whether 

classification of drug-related criminal cases serves to differentiate categories of defendants processed by the judicial 

system. Our earlier discussion of defendant drug abuse noted that, to the extent that differences based on drug test 

results were found, other factors related to drug use--not drug use itself--must have been influencing the 

decisionmaking process. 

In considering the use of financial versus nonfmancial bail options, we fmd an interesting difference (see 

Figure 6.33): while defendants in three of the four categories received nonfmancial release in roughly similar 

proportions (slightly over half of the cases), defendants in the second category (group II, with no drug charges but 

positive test results) received nonfmancial release less frequently (43 percent of the time). Because judges could not 

have known about the drug use, other factors related to drug use must have caused their different treatment at the 

bail stage. This same effect resulted in defendants in this category gaining pretrial release at slightly lower rates 

than other kinds of defendants. 

Misconduct among Released Defendants 

Figure 6.34 shows that these defendant groupings also result in differing misconduct rates during pretrial 

release. These differences are mainly explained by the fact that defendants with positive drug tests failed to appear 

in court and were rearrested somewhat more frequently that defendants with negative tests. 

The Comparative Effectiveness of Pretrial Release between Drug and Non-Drug Users 

Figure 635 displays the effectiveness of pretrial release based on the drug-related case categorization. 

This figure helps point to the comparative effectiveness of bail decisionmaking when these four drug-related 

groupings of defendants are employed. We can conclude that depending upon the focus of the effectiveness 
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analysis, the judicial process does produce different results depending on these drug-related categories. When the 

question is the effectiveness of pretrial release from the perspective of failure-to-appear in court, it is mainly the use 

or non-use of drugs that makes the difference: the system is somewhat more effective (produces greater release and 

fewer errors) among group I and group ill defendants. 

When the focus is public safety as measured by rearrests of defendants during pretrial release, the drug

related case measure differentiates well the system's effectiveness among groupings of defendants: The least 

effective practices are found among defendants in group IT, while the most effective are associated with group I. 

The "ineffectiveness" of group IT pretrial release appears to be explained both by a comparatively high use of pretrial 

detention and high rate of release error (i.e., of rearrest)--the highest of the four groups. A similar pattern is found 

when misconduct is measured as rearrests for serious crimes. 

II. The Role of Drug Using Defendants in the Criminal Process 

In this section, we consider whether the drug-related case categorization of defendants helps pinpoint 

different treatment by the judicial decision process of different kinds of defendants. Interestingly Figure 6.36 shows 

that the cases of defendant in the first three groups were completed within the first 90 days of processing at roughly 

the same rate (from 77 to 78 percent); however, category N defendants, those with drug charges and with positive 

tests for drug use had cases completed early at a notably lower rate (66 percent). Interestingly, when the 

dropped/dismissed cases are excluded to measure "efficient" early disposition, it is found that category N 

defendants are handled most efficiently. 

Figure 637 displays the progress of the cases of drug and non-drug-using defendants through the early 

s:efiges of the judicial process using the sequential decision model discussed above. 
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Dropped/Dismissed Charges (Stage 1): Figure 637 shows first the difference we have already described, 

that while over half of defendants in categories I, n and ill had their cases dropped or discharged within the early 

stage of processing, far fewer, roughly one-third, of category IV defendants had their cases so resolved. 

Diversion (Stage 2): A difference in decisionmaking is found when the use of diversion is considered for 

defendants not having their cases dropped. Defendants in categories I and ill, having in common their negative 

tests for drug use, received diversion proportionately twice as often as their counterparts in groups II and IV, who 

tested positively for drug use. Although this different treatment is dramatic, it cannot be "explained" by drug use 

because, of course, that information was not available to the relevant officials. 

Early Guiltv Pleas (Stage 3): Among defendants surviving in the process to this decision stage, no 

important differences in disposition through guilty pleas was discerned: from 10 to 14 percent pleaded guilty. 

Early Trials (Stage 4): Thus, not surprisingly, roughly similar proportions of continuing defendants in each 

of the groups had their cases disposed of thrOUgil early trials (from 29 to 31 percent). 

Figure 6.3& compares the distribution of drug-related criminal cases in the criminal caseload at the point of 

entry and the 90 day stage. The main difference in the make-up of the case!oad as it moves beyond 90 days for trial 

15 that the proportion of category IV defendants--those testing positively and charged with drug offenses--has grown 

from 31 percent to 40 percent, as the other categories have decreased slightly. 



Figure 6.38 The composition of criminal caseloads not disposed within 90 days among 
Dade County felony defendants. June to July. 1987. by drug-related criminal 
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Chapter Seven 

THE IMPACT OF DRUG-RELATED CRIMINAL CASES: CONCLUSION 

Drug-related Criminal Cases in Boston. Dade County and Maricopa County 

The aim of this research has been to add knowledge concerning the impact of drug-related crime on 

criminal justice. Because of this breadth problem area, of course, our inquiry has a narrower focus relating to the 

judicial process and its implications for institutional crowding and for public safety. Our inquiry is limited as well by 

the difficulties that characterize the measurement of drug-related crime (see Chapter One). 

The study is limited in a practical manner by the nature of the data we employ. Although the focus is on 

the description of actual, very recent criminal caseloads, we are describing populations the contents of which are 

determined by outside forces including but not limited to the incidence of crime. We cannot measure the impact of 

new legislation redefining crimes and penalties, for example, or newly implemented law enforcement policies or 

prosecutorial practices that may play an important part in shaping the substance of the courts' workload<;. Thus, we 

cannot infer characteristics of the phenomenon of drug-related crime in society as well as we can consider the role it 

may play within the criminal justice process. Therefore, we keep in mind the "internal" locus of the inquiry and 

describe the role of the drug-related caseload within the larger caseload of defendants facing adjudication of 

criminal charges and discuss its implications. 

We analyze data based on large cohorts of defendants moving through five diverse courts in three 

locations, including Boston, Massachusetts, Dade County Florida, and Maricopa County, Arizona, as well as 

samples of local jail populations, from 1984, ~5 and 1987. The caseloads processed by these courts range from 

strictly misdemeanor (County Court in Dade County), to mostly misdemeanor but some felony (Boston Municipal 

Court), to strictly felony (Dade County Circuit Court, Suffolk County Superior Court, Maricopa County Superior 

Court). We believe that they provide useful illustrations of the experiences of large urban court systems facing the 

challenges of drug-related criminal cases. 
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The analyses we have presented in this report were organized to reflect and integrate three perspectives for 

measuring the "drug-relatedness" of the criminal case1oad. The first analysis examined the role of drug cases 

(defendants charged with drug offenses), differentiating between drug offenses of greater and lesser seriousness and 

comparing the dispositions of defendants with drug charges to those of defendants without drug charges. The point 

of this comparative analysis was to learn whether the drug case represents a "different kind of case" to the courts, or 

whether it is viewed (and processed) as merely one of many kinds of criminal cases handled by major courts. 

In the second analysis, the aim was to identify the part played by drug using defendants within the caseload 

processed by the courts. This component of the research focused on a large sample of Dade County, Florida, felony 

defendants whose drug use was measured by means of booking-stage drug testing. In this section, we asked whether 

the drug using defendant was distinguishable from the non-drug using defendant and, as well, whether the drug user 

represented a special kind of defendant to the courts in their adjudicatory processes. 

Because of the unique Dade County data, we could consider druS; use and drug charges together in a more 

complete framework for evaluating the impact of "drug-related" criminal cases in a third part of the analysis. 

SUMMARY OF THE RESEARCH FINDINGS 

The following summarizes some of the key findings from the research to date. 

The Prevalence of Drug-related Criminal Cases 

Defendants with drug charges accounted for a notable proportion of the entering criminal caseloads in each 

of the courts, ranging from a low of 10 percent of the misdemeanor defendants in County Court in Dade County to 

a high of 26 percent of the felony defendants entering Circuit Court in Dade County. (In our subsequent study of 

1987 felony defendants in Dade County, this had grown to 34 percent.) The localjai1s in each location held between 
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9 and 25 percent of detainees on drug offense charges. If not for any other reason, the findings demonstrate that 

drug cases had an important impact because of their volume. 

The kind of substances associated with drug cases processed by the courts varied by the jurisdiction and the 

seriousness of the charges. In the limited jurisdiction courts (handling mostly misdemeanor cases) in Boston and 

Dade County, for example, marijuana was most often involved. In the felony courts in Boston and Dade County, 

cases were more often cocaine-related. Marijuana, not cocaine was the dominant drug among the charges of 

Maricopa County felony defendants, however. 

Drug use was measured using a large sample of Dade County felony defendants entering the criminal 

process during June and July of 1987, whose urine was submitted to testing at the booking stage. Certainly the 

prevalence of drug use among arrested persons can be expected to vary from city to city in the United States; 

nonetheless, the findings in Dade County were dramatic: more than 80 percent of defendants tested positively for 

either marijualla or cocaine. (Other drugs were tested for but found only very rarely.) Seventy-five percent tested 

positively for cocaine alone. However defmed, drug use among persons entering the criminal process was clearly 

widespread. 

No Drug 
Charge 

Drug 
Charge 

Matrix Defining Drug-related Cases 

No Drug Use Drug Use 

I II 

III IV 
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When drug charges and drug use among defendants were considered together to classify the 1987 Dade 

felony sample, we found the numbers of drug-related cases to be overwhelming: only one in five defendants 

entering Circuit Court was not classifiable as "drug-related," that .is, was neither charged with a drug crime nor 

shown to be an active drug user at the time of arrest (catwgory I). Two-fifths of defendants fell into the secondo-and 

largest--category of defendants, those testing positively for cocaine but not facing charges for drug offenses 

(category II). Another large category of defendants (more than three-tenths) was accounted for by those who tested 

positively for drugs and had drug charges (category IV). Only a very small number (about 5 percent) had drug 

charges without also testing positively for drug use (category III). 

The Characteristics of Drug-related Criminal Cases 

In each of our analyses we were asking whether persons in drug-related cases were distinguishable from 

persons not involved in drug-related cases. Most difficult tu differentiate were persons charged with drug crimes 

when compared to persons not charged with drug crimes. Generally, clear demographic patterns differentiating 

drug and non-drug defendants did not emerge within or across jurisdictions. Drug cases were generally a 

homogeneous category of cases showing little overlap with other kinds of criminal matters; they were not 

accompanied with charges for crimes of violence, crimes against the person, or crimes involving weapons. Minor 

exceptions were the fmdings that weapons charges were found disproportionately among defendants in Dade 

County facing misdemeanor-level drug charges and that drunken driving companion charges were found 

disproportionately among the charges of felony drug defendants in Dade County and in Suffolk County Superior 

Court. 

Self-reported drug abuse information, available in the Boston Municipal Court and Dade County Circuit 

Court data was related to the presence of drug charges and to their seriousness; defendants admitting to drug abuse 

in their pre-bail interviews were more likely to be charged with drug offenses, and to be charged with more serious 

drug charges, than defendants who did not. 
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When the defendants' prior criminal history was examined, the conventional wisdom that defendants in 

drug cases are more serious, repetitive offenders was not supported. The only exception was that persons charged 

in drug cases were more likely than other kinds of defendants to have histories of arrests and convictions for prior 

drug offenses. 

When we developed a typology of defendants based on the relative likelihood of drug use, a greater variety 

of information was helpful in separating criminal defendants into categories with different rates of positive tests. 

The fmal classification of defendants depended on the kind criminal charges facing the defendant, prior criminal 

history, and self-reported drug use. A fmding that runs contrary to the conventional lore is that drug use was not 

associated with crimes of violence or injury to victims of such crimes in this sample of Dade felony defendants. 

Further research should help determine whether this (mding is generally true or tied to this particular sample of 

defendants. 

The four categories of defendants defmed by the drug-related criminal case matrix above were 

distinguishable by criminal charge and prior criminal history attributes. For example, category I defendants--having 

no drug charges and no drug use--showed the highest proportions of index-Ieve~ weapons-related and victim-injury 

companion charges. Category II defendants (testing positively for drugs but having no drug charges) ranked second 

to category I defendants in the presence of index-level companion cl1arges and charges involving victim injury, but 

stood apart in the comparatively bigh proportions having companion charges involving burglary and theft. They also 

had extensive prior criminal histories. Category m defendants (with drug charges and no drug use) were 

distinguished by the lack of companion charge and prior criminal history attributes. Fmally, category IV defendants 

(testing positively for drug use and having drug charges) were distinguished primarily by their more extensive 

criminal histories. 
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The Disposition of Criminal Charges 

Differences were found in the kinds of dispositions made at various stages of the judicial process, some 

were unexpected. In the Boston Municipal Court, Suffolk County Superior Court and Circuit Court in Dade 

County, the use of nonfmancial bail options (ROR) varied by the seriousness of drug charges. Defendants charged 

in drug crimes of lesser seriousness received nonfmancial release more often and defendants charged \vith more 

serious drug crimes received nonfmancial release less often than defendants without drug charges. In Maricopa 

County, drug defendants were given nonfmancial release more often than non-drug defendants, regardless of the 

seriousness of the drug charges. 

More importantly, drug defendants obtained pretrial release more frequently than non-drug defendants 

regardless of the seriousness of charges and of the site. Interestingly, in Dade County the greatest increase in 

pretrial release between 2 days after bond hearing and 90 days was found among defendants charged with the most 

serious drug crimes. Among Boston Municipal Court and Maricopa County Superior Court defendants, the 

predominant means of gaining pretrial release for drug-charged defendants was nonfmancial release. Among 

Suffolk County Superior Court and Dade County defendants, drug defendants more commonly gained release 

through financial means. 

In each of the jail populations studied, defendants held on drug charges in pretrial detention were held on 

notably higher bails than other detainees. In two of the three jails, drug detainees had longer average stays than 

non-drug detainees; in Boston, they had shorter average stays. 

Failure-ta-appear in court (FI'A) during pretrial release was lower among drug defendants--regardless of 

the seriousness of the drug charges--than among non-drug defendants in four of the five courts studied. It was no 

worse than for non-drug defendants in the fifth. (The picture changed for the 1987 Dade defendants: the highest 

FfA rates were recorded among the most seriously charged drug defendants.) Rearrest for subsequent crimes was 

generally lower as well among drug defendants, with the exception of Maricopa County defendants with the most 
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serious drug charges. Those defendants generated higher rearrest rates than either the jess seriously charged drug 

defendants or the non-drug deiendants. 

When considering the "effectiveness" of pretrial release, which takes into account pretrial detention as well 

as defendant misconduct (see our discussion in Chapter Five), the rather striking gene.al rmding is that courts are 

generally more effective when it comes to pretrial release decisionmaking involving defendants having drug charges. 

Even in their decisions concerning the most seriously charged defendants, the courts were at least no less effective 

than in the decisions for other kinds of defendants. 

Generally, the cases of defendants involving drug charges were completed about as quickly (or as slowly) as 

the cases of defendants without drug charges--with the exception of Circuit Court in Dade County. The efficiency of 

early disposition (defined as the percentage of cases completed within Yo days minus the- percentage completed 

through dropping or dismissals) of drug cases, however, was greater among drug cases in the misdemeanor courts of 

Boston and Dade County, about the same in Suffolk County Superior Court and Maricopa County Superior Court, 

and was noticeably poorer in Circuit Court in Dade County. 

Our analyses compared the dispositions of the courts' caseloads using a sequential conceptUalization of 

decision stages, including the decision to drop or dismiss charges, to divert, to accept a guilty plea or to try cases. 

(See, e.g., Figures S.13 through S.16.) As a rule, there were very few differences in the dispositions made by the 

courts between drug and non-drug categories of defendants. it appears that only very slight differences can be :noted 

in each of t.b~ courts-with several exceptions. In the BMC, the more serious the drug charges, the lower was the 

"dropout" rate within th~ initial 90 days: In Dade County Court, defendants in drug cases were 7 times less likely to 

have their charged dropped than their non-drug charged counterparts. In Circuit Court, the ca3es involving the 

more serious drug charges had a higher rate of dropout. ('This rmding was reversed by the time of the 1987 study of 

Dade felony defendants.) 
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Although diversion was a rare option in all of the courts, in Dade County it was used most often among the 

more seriously charged drug defendants. 

Generally, persons charged with the more serious drug crimes and persons not charged with drug crimes 

disposed of their cases through guilty pleas in similar numbers. Defendants charged with the less serious drug 

charges s,Powed the highest rates of guilty pleas across courts. 

Reinforcing the general conclusion that drug cases are not treated much differently by the courts in their 

adjudication than rJth,. kinds of cases is the fmding that the make-up of the much shrunken caseload "slln'iving" for 

processing (trial) beyond 90 days did not differ from its make-up at the point of entry. 

Although we did see differences among the courts generally in the rate of convictions produced among the 

entering defendant caseloads, the differences in conviction rates between defendants charged with and not charged 

with drug offenses were not great--with two exceptions. In the Boston Municipal Court, a larger proportion of 

defendants charged with the less serious (possession variety) drug offenses were convicted than other categories of 

defendants. In Circuit COllrt in Dade County, the less seriously charged group of drug defendants were convicted 

less frequently than others. 

Although we fmd some slight differences in conviction rates and in sentences when drug-charged and non

drug charged groups of defendants are contrasted at a gross level, we do not see a consistent theme emerge. In 

Maricopa County, for example, persons convicted of non-drug offenses were more likely to receive incarcerative 

sentences and longer inca:rcerative sentences than persons convicted of other kinds of crimes. In Dade County, 

misdemeanor drug offenders r~ived incarcerative sanctions notably more often than other kinds of defendants, 

but for very short terms (averaging about 1 month). In the other courts differences in sentencing were not noted. 
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We also traced and compared the dispositions of cases of drug using and non-drug-using defendants. Of 

course, the point of the that analysis was different in that the judges were not privy to the drug test results of the 

defendants passing before them. The aim was, rather, to identify the kinds of decisions received by these categories 

of defendants to help determine the role played by the drug using criminal case in processing in the courts. 

Quite logically, not a great many differences were found. Interestingly, however, defendants testing 

positively were less often given nonfmancial release and less often secured pretrial release than non-drug using 

defendants. Pretrial release was less effective in the cases of drug using defendants than in the cases of non-drug 

using defendants, because of the higher rates of detention and greater misconduct rates. (Very slight relationships 

between drug use and defendant misconduct during pretrial release did not withstand controls for other factors in 

multivariate analysis (see Goldkamp, Gottfredson and Weiland, 1988).) 

These fmdings from the bail stage suggest that without having access to drug testing information for the 

felony defendants appearing before them at bond hearing, the Dade County judges were identifying drug using 

defendants for more restrictive treatment prior to trial. The implication is that the judges were reacting to other 

defendant attributes, such as criminal charge or prior history, that were closely related to drug use. 

Analysis of the dispositions of the 1987 Dade felony defendants using the framework of the drug

charge/drug use classification also showed some differences. For example, category II defendants less often 

received pretrial release than defendants in the other categories. Category II defendants also seemed to produce 

the greatest rates of rearrests during pretrial release, although category N defendants generated the highest rates of 

FTAs. Consequently, the effectiveness of pretrial release decisions varied depending upon the drug-rdated criminal 

case category. 
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Some differences were also noted in the processing outcomes of criminal cases using this framework. 

Category IV defendants--with drug charges and drug positive tests--had cases completed early at a notably lower 

rate (66 percent) than defendants in the other categories. Interestingly, when the dropped/dismissed cases are 

excluded to measure "efficient" early disposition, it is found that category IV defendants are handled most efficiently. 

Defendants in categories I and ill, having in common their negative tests for drug use, received diversion 

twice as often as their counterparts in groups II and IV, who tested positively for drug use. Although this different 

treatment is dramatic, it cannot be "explained" by drug use because, of course, that information was not available to 

the relevant officials. It does, however, indicate that in Circuit Court in 1987, diversion was not aimed selectively as 

drug using defendants as might have been supposed 

As the criminal caseload moves beyond the 9O-day mark, its make-up using the drug-related case 

framework had changed somewhat. The proportion of defendants falling into category IV, defendants with drug 

charges and positive drug tests, had increased compared to the caseload at the entry point and the proportions 

falling into the other categories had decreased slightly. 

The Implications of Drug-Related Crime for the Courts 

However measured, the role played by drug-rd.ated criminal cases in the court caseloads appears to be 

great. Using the classification that combines drug-use and drug charges to produce four categories of drug-related 

criminal cases, the challenge posed by their volume alone looks formidable: most cases can be classified as drug

related. 

The nature of the problems facing the courts, of course, is greatly determined by the policy orientation they 

choose to adopt. If, for example, courts took the point of view that the main relevance of drug-relatedness to their 

responsibilities was to adjudicate cases in which charges for drug crimes have been alleged, they could set aside the 

inform~tion potentially available regarding drug use among defendants as irrelevant and try to cope with the largely 

volume-related problems the drug caseload poses for the courts. If, on the other hand, courts believed that because 
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drug use contributed to crime or that drug use was an evil to be curtailed, then the drug habits of a large majority 

(in the case of Dade County, at least) of defendants would have to be addressed in some way. Such a point of view 

would require rather radical revision of policies to intercede in the drug using patte.ms of criminal defendants, 

involving innovation of treatment, supervision, monitoring and diversionary programs, for example. 

The Implications of Drug-Related Crime for Public Safety 

In Volume II of our series, we present the results of the empirical analyses of recidivism in drug-related 

cases based on follow-ups of Maricopa County and Dade County defendants_designed to assess the public safety 

implications of the drug-related criminal caseload. Two kinds of findings in the current study, however, have a 

bearing on questions about the risks of crime posed by defendants in drug-related criminal cases, findings relating to 

the prior criminal history attributes of defendants in drug-related cases, and their performance during pretrial 

release. 

Despite commonly held assumptions, defendants charged with drug crimes were not remarkable in their 

prior histories of arrests or convictions in the courts we examined. The exception was that defendants charged with 

drug crimes more often had prior records for drug crimes. Rat~, er than pointing to more extensive generalized 

prior histories, the repeated criminality of drug defendants seemed to be more specialized, drug defendants were 

experienced mainly at being drug defendants. 

To the extent that these repetitions involve possession charges, and hence mainly drug users, one might 

argue that there are greater implications for the public health than for public safety. To the extent that repeat drug 

offending is accounted for by sale and distribution of drugs, the public safety implications might be quite different, 

for one could argue that the distribution of drugs stimulates other kinds of criminal activity. We know that in the 

felony courts we studied, at least, the majority of drug charges were of the more serious variety. 

When we tum from drug cases and the repetition of drug crimes to drug use as measured by testing, the 

implications the very large numbers of drug using defendants have for public safety are more unsettling, given that 
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the majority of defendants in our Dade study were drug using. There is a relationship between testing positively for 

drug use and prior criminal history: the more extensive the criminal history, the greater the likelihood that a 

defendant is an active drug abuser. What is uncertain--and is the subject of research--is whether a relationship 

between current drug abuse and future criminality stands up or whether drug use is really short-hand for criminal 

history and little more (or whether drug use and criminality are both engendered by other similar factors.) 

An important application of this question occurs at the pretrial release stage, at which point courts would 

like to know whether the relationship (slight in this study) between testing positively at the bail stage and engaging 

in crime or flight during pretrial release is fundamental and causal or superficial and spurious. Again, the policy 

implications depend on the interpretation of the relationship between drug use and future criminality. If drug use 

during pretrial release leads to crime, then curtailing drug use through a program of supervision and monitoring 

makes sense in attempting to minimize t.he threat to public safety posed by released defendants. But, if the 

relationship is spurious--if drug use is really a stand-in for prior criminal history, for example, than any focus on 

drug use would not be expected to translate into reduced risk to the public. We will discuss these and related issues 

in our next report. 

The Implications of Drug-Related Crime for Institutional Crowding 

There are also implications for institutional crowding in our fmdings. Given that each of the states and 

each of the cities involved in the study have been experiencing long-term jail and prison overcrowding crises, these 

data suggest that drug··related cases playa sizeable part in the make-up of institutional populations. At the bail 

stage, in one site drug cases are treated more restrictively--are more often detained--but not in others. In fact, 

generally, drug case defendants perform at, or better than, the level of other defendants during pretrial release. 

Careful further analysis would be usdul to determine whether more drug defendants could be released more 

effectively, thus relieving strain on the jail popUlations, or more drug defendants ought to be confmed, with serious 

implications for institutions. Already, persons testing positively for drugs are more often held in Dade County 

compared to those testing negatively according to· our data--and this is without drug test results be.ing common 
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knowledge. If courts did more drug testing and became more fully aware of the level of drug use among entering 

defendants, one effect mig1lt be to add to the already crowded levels of jail populations. 

There are similar implications of the data for prison populations: in Maricopa County felony drug offenders 

are less often sentenced to incarceration and for shorter terms; in Dade County felonies, the opposite is true. Dade 

misdemeanor drug defendants are given incarcerative sentences frequently, but of short duration. Clearly a 

preference for a particular policy will have an impact on prison populations. 

A more in-depth analysis could shed light on the potential for alt{;roatives to incarceration or intermediate 

sanctions that are not currently being employed. In our two studies of Dade felony defendants we noted different 

uses of diversion. The most recent data showed that drug using defendants were not being diverted. Very recently, 

the courts in Dade County have implemented a diversion program that aims at diverting large numbers of drug 

offenders from formal processing by providing them with a treatment alternative. Should this program succeed, 

fewer drug users will have been confmed, fIrst at the jail awaiting trial and, second, in prison upon conviction. 
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Appendix A 
Penalties for Drug Offenses in State Laws 



Table Al.l 

Alaska 
Colorado 
Delaware 
Idaho 
Indiana 
Michigan 
Nebraska 
Nevada6 
New Jersey 
Oklahoma 
Wyoming 

State Control Substance Acts: comparing incarceration and fine 
penalties for use offenses, Schedule I and Schedule II drugs. 

Penalty for First Offense 

Max-Min Rangel 

90 days 
1-4 
0-5 
0-90 days 
0-180 days 
0-1 
3 months 
1-6 

$1,000 
$1,000-$100,000 
$ 500-$ 3,000 
$ 300 
$1,000 
$1,000-$ 2,000 
$ 500 
$5,000 

Driver's license suspended up to 2 years 
0-1 $2,500 
0-90 days $ 100 

1Maximum and minimum range in years unless otherwise specified. 

Source: Compiled from data in Criminal Justice Association, A Guide to State 
Controlled Substances Acts Washington, D.C. Bureau of Justice Assistance (1988) 



Table A1.2 State Control Substance Acts: comparing incarceration and fin! 
penalties for possession of Schedule I and Schedule II drugs. 

~~nBltx fQt f1X§!t Off~n:ie 
;,!l.1Ii§!gi,"~iQn Max-Min Rang~ E1mt 

Federal 0-1 $1,000-$5,000 

Alabama* 1-10 $ 5,000 
Alaska 0-5 $ 50,000 
Arizona 2-5 $ 1,000-$150,000 
Arkansas 2-5 $ 10,000 
Ca1ifornia*# 16mo-3yr $ 20,000 
Colorado*# 4-16 $ 3,000-$750,000 
Connecticut 0-7 $ 1,000-$ 50,000 
Delaware*# 0-5 $ 3,000 
D.C. 0-1 $ 1,000 
Florida* 0-5 $ 5,000 
Georgia*# 2-15 $150,000-$500,000 
Hawaii*# 0-5 $ 5,000 
Idaho 0-3 $ 5,000 
Il11nois*# 1-3 $ 15,000 
Indiana 2-5 $ 10,000 
Iowa 0-1 $ 1,000 
Kansas 1-20 $ 10,000 
Kentucky 1-5 $ 3,000-$ 5,000 
Louisiana*# 0-10 $ 5,000 
Maine# 0-1 $ 1,000 
Maryland# 0-4 $ 25,000 
Massachusetts# 0-1 $ 1,000 
Michigan* 0-4 $ 2,000 
Minnesota*# 0-5 $ 10,000 
Mississippi 0-3 $ 1,000-$ 30,000 
Missouri 6mo-20yrs $ 5,000 
Montana 0-5 $ 50,000 
Nebraska 0-5 $ 10,000 
Nevada 1-6 $ 5,000 
New Hampahire*# 0-7 $ 1,000-$ 5,000 
New Jersey 0-7 $ 15,000 
New McxicO# 0-18mo $ 5,000 
New York# 0-1 $ 1,000 
No'rth Caro1ina*# 0-5 $ 5,000 
North Dakota 0-5 $ 5,000 
Ohio 0-6 $ 1,000 
Oklahoma*# 2-10 
Oregon 0-10 $100,000 
Pennlly1vania# 0-1 $ 5,000 
Rhode Island 0-3 $ 5,000 
South Caro11na# 0-2 $ 5,000 
South Dakota# 0-5 $ 5,000 
Tennessee*# 0-1 $ 1,000 
Texas* 2-11fe $ 10,000-$100,000 
Utah 0-6mo $ 299 
Vermont 0-1 $ 1,000 
Virginia 1-10 $ 1,000 
Yaahington* 0-5 $ 10,000 
Vest Virginia 90days-6mo $ 1,000 
Yisconsii1*it 0-1 $ 5,000 
iJyoming O··~Odays $ 100 

*Enhanced penalties for varying amounts. 
#Enhanced penalties for specific drugs. 

lpenalties apply to first possession offense. Not all states arrange controlled 
substances into Schedule I and II drugs (for example, Maine employs Y, X, Y and 
Z groups) and, for those which do, definition of these categories can vary by 
state. 

2Maximum and minimum range in years unless otherwise specified. 

Source: Compiled from data in Criminal Justice Association, A Guide tQ State 
QontrQlleg SubstBnces Acts Washington, D.C. Bureau of Justice Assistance (1988) 



Table A13 State Control Substance Acts: comparing incarceration and fine 
penalties for manufacturing, delivery, sale of Schedule I and 
Schedule II drugs. 

E~D§lty fQt [l'tt Qf~Dl!~ 
Jurisdiction Max-Min Fine 

Federal 0-20 $1 million 

Alabama 2-20 $ 10,000 
Alaska 0-20 $ 50,000 
Arizona 4-14 $ 1,000-$150,000 
Arkansas * 10-40 $ 25,000-$250,000 
California*# 2-5 $ 20,000 
Co1orado*# 4-16 $ 3,000-$750,000 
Connecticut 0-7 $ 25,000-$ 50,000 
De1aware*# 0-30 $ 5,000-$100,000 
D.C. 20mo-15 $ 50,000-$100,000 
F1orida* 0-30 $ 5,000-$ 10,000 
Georgia*# 5-30 $150,000-$500,000 

. Hawaii*# 0-20 $ 10,000 
Idaho O-life $ 15,000-$ 25,000 
Illinois*# 2-7 $150,000-$200,000 
Indiana 10-30 $ 10,000 
Iowa 2-10 $ 1,000-$ 5,000 
Kansas 1-20 $ 10,000 
Kentucky 1-10 $ 3,000-$ 10,000 
Louisiana*# 0-30 $ 15,000 
Maine# 0-10 $ 2,500-$ 10,000 
Kary1and# 0-20 $ 15,000-$ 25,000 
Massachusetts# 10 $ 1,000-$ 10,000 
Michigan* O-life $ 25,000 
Minnesota*# 0-20 $ 30,000-$ 60,000 
Mississippi 0-30 $ 1,000-$1 million 
Missouri 5-life $ 5,000 
Montana 1-life $ 50,000 
Nebraska 0-50 $ 25,000 
Nevada 1-life $ 20,000 
New Hampshire*# 0-10 $125,000 
New Jersey 0-life $ 25,000 
New Kexico# 0-9 $ 5,000-$ 10,000 
New York# 0-7 $ 5,000 
North Caro1ina*# 0-10 $ 50,000-$250,000 
North Dakota 0-20 $ 10,000 
Ohio 3-15 $ 7,500 
Ok1ahoma*# 2-20 $ 5,000-$ 20,000 
Oregon 0-20 $ 10,nOO-$100,OOO 
Pennsy1vania# 0-15 $ 15,000-$250,000 
Rhode Island 0-life $500,000 
South Carolina# 0-5 $ 5,000-$ 25,000 
South Dakota# 30days-10 $ 10,000 
Tennessee*# 4-15 $ 15,000-$ 18,000 
Texas* 2-11fe ~ 20,000-$250,000 
Utah 1-15 $ 10,000-$ 15,000 
Vermont O-s $ 10,000 
Virginia 5-40 $100,000 
Washington* 0-10 $ 10,000-$ 25,000 
West Virginia 1-15 $ 15,000-$ 25,000 
Wisconsin*# 0-15 $ 15,000-$ 25,000 
Wyoming 0-20 $ 10,000-$ 25,000 

*Enhanced penalties for varying amounts. 
#Enhanced penalties for specific drugs. 

1Penalties apply to first offense. Not all states arrange controlled substances 
into Schedule I and II drugs (for example, Kaine employs W, X, Y and Z groups) 
and, for those which do, definition of these categories can vary by state. 

2Maximum and minimum range in years unless otherwise specified. 

Source: Compiled from data in Criminal Justice Association, A Guide to State 
CQDttolled Substances Acts Washington, D.C. Bureau of Justice Assistance (1988) 



AppendixB 
Supplemental Tables 



Table B4.1 Ratio of selected charges among cases with drug charges to cases withlDut drug charges, 1984 defendants, by 
seriousness of drug charges,a by court 

Boston Municipal Suffolk County Dade County Dade County Dade Maricopa County 
Court Su:[!erior Court Court Circuit Court Combined Su:[!erior Court 

Robbery Charges 
(Number of cases) (4,554) (356?, (1,977) (2,308?, (4,285~ (2,232) 
Percent of drug charge cases 2.50 0.10 n/ac 0.10 0.10 0.40 
Percent of non-drug cases 5.10 28.40 n/a 5.40 2.60 5.10 
Ratio 0.49 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.08 

Percent of less serious drug cases 0.30 O.lOb n/a O.lOb 0.10b 0.10b 

Percent of non-drug case~ 5.10 28.40 n/a 5.40 2.60 5.10 
Ratio 0.06 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.02 

Percent of more serious drug cases 0.10 0.10b n/a O.lOb 0.10b 0.60 
Percent of non-drug cases 5.10 28.40 n/a 5.40 2.60 5.10 
Ratio 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.12 

Burglary Charges 
(Number of cases) (4,554) (356?, (1,977) (2,308) (4,285) (2,232) 
Percent of drug charge cases 1.50 0.10 n/a 1.00 0.80 2.70 
Percent of non-drug cases 5.20 2.30 n/a 16.90 8.20 19.30 
Ratio 0.29 0.04 0.06 0.10 0.14 

Percent of less serious drug cases 1.40 0.10b n/a 2.40 1.10 3.20 
Percent of non-drug cases 5.20 2.30 n/a 16.90 8.20 19.30 
Ratio 0.23 0.04 0.14 0.13 0.17 

Percent of more serious drug cases 1. 70 0.10b n/a 0.70 0.70 2.50 
Percent of non-drug cases 5.20 2.30 n/a 16.90 8.20 19.30 
Ratio 0.33 0.04 0.04 0.09 0.13 



Table B4.l Ratio of selected charges among cases with drug charges to cases without drug charges, 1984 defendants, by 
seriousness of drug charges,a by court (cont'd) 

Boston Municipal Suffolk County Dade County Dade County Dade Maricopa County 
Court SUDerior Court Court -.-. -_. Circuit CourJ; Combined S~erJ.or Court 

Charges Involving Injurx 
(Number of cases) (4,554) (356~ (1,977J (2,308) (4,285) (2,232) 
Percent of drug charge cases 0.40 0.10 0.10 2.60 1. 90 0.80 
Percent of non-drug cases 4.20 9.20 2.20 23.20 12.40 6.00 
Ratio 0.10 0.01 0.05 0.11 0.15 0.13 

Percent of less serious drug cases 0.50 O.lOb O.lOb 4.80 0.02 O.lOb 
Percent of non-drug cases 4.20 9.20 2.20 23.20 12.40 6.00 
Ratio 0.12 0.01 0.05 0.21 0.00 0.02 

Percent of more serious drug cases O.lOb O.lOb nla 1.80 1. BO 1.20 
Percent of non-drug cases 4.20 9.20 nla 23.20 12.40 6.00 
Ratio 0.02 0.01 nla 0.08 0.15 0.02 

Weapons Charges 
(Number of cases) (4,554) (356~ (1,977) (2,308) (4,285) (2,232) 
Percent of drug charge cases 1.12 0.10 6.40 10.70 9.70 1.80 
Percent of non-drug cases 11.50 42.10 2.50 33.90 17.80 9.50 
Ratio 0.10 0.00 2.56 0.32 0.54 0.19 

Percent of less serious drug cases 1.10 O.lOb 6.40 12.60 9.60 O.lOb 
Percent of non-drug cases 11.50 42.10 2.50 33.90 17.80 9.50 
Ratio 0.09 0.00 2.56 0.37 0.54 0.01 

Per~Ant of more serious drug cases 1.20 O.lOb nla 9.90 9.90 2.80 
Percent of non-drug cases 11.50 42.10 nla 33.90 17 .80 9.50 
Ratio 0.10 0.00 nla 0.29 0.56 0.29 



Table B4.l Ratio of selected charges among cases with drug charges to cases without drug charges, 1984 defendants, by 
seriousness of drug charges,a by court (cont'd) 

Boston Municipal Suffolk County Dade County Dade C30unty Dade Maricopa County 
Court SUl!erior Court Court Circuit Court Combined SUl!er!or Court 

Assault Charges 
(Number of cases) (4,554) (356~ (1,977J (2,308) (4,285) (2,232) 
Percent of drug charge cases 1.24 0.10 0.10 1.80 1.40 4.70 
Percent of non-drug cases 9.70 25.30 0.70 6.40 3.50 25.80 
Ratio 0.13 0.00 0.14 0.28 0.40 0.18 

Percent of less serious drug cases 1.20 O.lOb O.lOb 6.00 2.80 O.lOb 
Percent of non-drug cases 9.70 25.30 0.70 6 .1.~0 3.50 25.80 
Ratio 0.12 0.00 0.14 0.94 0.80 0.00 

Percent of more serious drug cases 1.20 O.lOb n/a 0.40 0.40 7.10 
Percent of non-drug cases 9.70 25.30 n/a 6.40 3.50 25.80 
Ratio 0.12 0.00 n/a 0.06 0.11 0.28 

Theft Charges 
(Number of cases) (4,554) (356)b (1,977) (2,308) (4,285) (2,232) 
Percent of drug charge cases 1.62 0.10 2.10 4.10 3.60 3.70 
Percent of non-drug cases 22.60 14.20 11.70 31.60 21.40 21.50 
Ratio 0.07 0.01 0.18 0.13 0.17 0.17 

Percent of less serious drug cases 2.00 O.lOb 2.10 8.40 5.10 3.20 
Percent of non-drug cases 22.60 14.20 11.70 31.60 21.40 21.50 
Ratio 0.09 0.01 0.18 0.27 0.24 0.15 

Percent of more serious drug cases O.lOb O.lOb n/a 2.50 2.50 4.00 
Percent of non-drug cases 22.60 14.20 n/a 31.60 21.40 21.50 
Ratio 0.00 0.01 n/a 0.08 0.17 0.19 



Table B4.l Ratio of selected charges among cases with drug charges to cases without drug charges, 1984 defendants, by 
seriousness of drug charges, a by court (cont'd) 

-.-
Boston Municipal Suffolk C:ounty Dade County Dade County Dade Maricopa County 

Court Superior Cour!: Court Circuit Court Combined SuperioLQourt 

Drunken Driving 
(Number of cases) (4,554) (356) (1,9776 (2,308) (4,285) (2,232) 
Percent of drug charge cases 1.12 4.20 0.10 1.00 0.80 4.30 
Percent of non-drug cases 4.10 2.70 1.30 1.20 1.30 10.90 
Ratio 0.27 1.50 0.08 0.83 0.62 0.39 

Percent of less serious drug cases 1.40 20.00 O.lOb 1.80 0.85 11.40 
Percent of non-drug cases 4.10 2.70 1.30 1.20 1.30 10.90 
Ratio 0.34 7.41 0.08 1.50 0.65 1.05 

Percent of more serious drug cases O.lOb 3.70 nla 0.70 0.70 0.90 
Percent of non-drug cases 4.10 2.70 nla 1.20 1.30 10.90 
Ratio 0.02 1.37 nla 0.58 0.54 0.08 

aSee text for definitions of "seriousness" of drug charges. Because they differ by site, they should not be taken as 
comparable across sites. 

bActusl value was (0.00); (0.10) was used to compute ratio. 
c'No cases in category for computation of ratio. 



Table B4.1 Ratio of selected charges among cases with drug charges to cases without drug charges, 1984 defendants, by 
seriousness of drug charges ,a by court 

Boston Municipal Suffolk County Dade County Dade County Dade Maricopa County 
Court ~ul!erior Court Court Circuit CouJ;:t Qombined SUl!erior QouIt 

-Robbery Charges 
(Number of cases) (4,554) (356 t (1,977) (2,308t (4,285) (2,232) 
Percent of drug charge cases 2.50 0.10 n/ac 0.10 0.100 0.40 
Percent of non-drug cases 5.10 28.40 n/a 5.40 2.60 5.10 
Ratio 0.49 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.06 

Percent of less serious drug cases 0.30 O.lOb n/a O.lOb O.lOb O.lOb 
Percent of non-drug cases 5.10 26.40 n/a 5.40 2.60 5.10 
Ratio 0.06 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.02 

Percent of more serious drug cases 0.10 O.lOb n/a O.lOb O.lOb 0.60 
Percent of non-drug cases 5.10 26.40 n/a 5.40 2.60 5.10 
Ratio 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.12 

Burglary Charges 
(Number of cases) (4,554) (356 t (1,977) (2,306) (4,285) (2,232) 
Percent of drug charge cases 1.50 0.10 n/a 1.00 0.60 2.70 
Percent of non-drug cases 5.20 2.30 n/a 16.90 8.20 19.30 
Ratio 0.29 0.04 0.06 0.10 0.14 

Percent of less serious drug cases 1.40 O.lOb n/a 2.40 1.10 3.20 
Percent of non-drug cases 5.20 2.30 n/a 16.90 6.20 19.30 
Ratio 0.23 0.04 0.14 0,13 0.17 

Percent of more serious drug cases 1. 70 O.lOb n/a 0.70 0.70 2.50 
Percent of non-drug cases 5.20 2.30 n/a 16.90 6.20 19.30 
Ratio 0.33 0.04 0.04 0.09 0.13 



Table B4.l Ratio of selected charges among cases with drug charges to cases without drug charges, 1984 defendants, by 
seriousness of drug charges,a by court (cont'd) 

Boston Municipal Suffolk County Dade County Dade County Dade Maricopa County 
C:.our~ Su~eIioI Court Court Cir£yit CouIt Qomb1neg ~u~edQI QQyr,t 

Charges Involving Inlu~ 
(Number of cases) (4,554) (356 b (l,977J (2,308) (4,285) (2,232) 
Percent of drug charge cases 0.40 0.10 0.10 2.60 l.90 0.80 
Percent of non-drug cases 4.20 9.20 2.20 23.20 12.40 6.00 
Ratio 0.10 0.01 0.05 0.11 0.15 0.13 

Percent of less serious drug cases 0.50 O.lOb 0.10b 4.BO 0.02 0.10b 

Percent of non-drug cases 4.20 9.20 2.20 23.20 12.40 6.00 
Ratio 0.12 0.01 0.05 0.21 0.00 0.02 

Percent of more serious drug cases 0.10b O.lOb n/a l.BO l.BO l.20 
Percent of non-drug cases 4.20 9.20 n/a 23.20 12.40 6.00 
Ratio 0.02 0.01 n/a O.OB 0.15 0.02 

Wea~ons Charges 
(Number of cases) (4,554) (356 b (1,977) (2,308) (4,285) (2,232) 
Percent of drug charge cases 1.12 0.10 6.40 10.70 9.70 l.BO 
Percent of non-drug cases 11.50 42.10 2.50 33.90 17.80 9.50 
Ratio 0.10 0.00 2.56 0.32 0.54 0.19 

Percent of less serious drug cases 1.10 0.10b 6.40 12.60 9.60 O.lOb 
Percent of non-drug cases 11.50 42.10 2.50 33.90 17 .80 9.50 
Ratio 0.09 0.00 2.56 0.37 0.54 0.01 

Percent of more serious drug cases l.20 O.lOb n/a 9.90 9.90 2.BO 
Percent of non-drug cases 11.50 42.10 n/a 33.90 17.BO 9.50 
Ri:ltio 0.10 0.00 n/a 0.29 0.56 0.29 



Table B4.1 Ratio of selected charges among cases with drug charges to cases without drug charges, 1984 defendants, by 
seriousness of drug charges,a by court (cont'd) 

Boston Municipal Suffolk County Dade County Dade County Dade Maricopa County 
Qourt SUl!erior Court CQurt Circuit Court Q.omb1ned Suuerior Court 

Assault Charges 
(Number of cases) (4,554) (356t (l,977J (2,308) (4,285) (2,232) 
Percent of drug charge cases 1. 2'~ 0.10 0.10 1.80 1.40 4.70 
Percent of non-drug cases 9.70 25.30 0.70 6.40 3.50 25.80 
Ratio 0.13 0.00 0.14 0.28 0.40 0.18 

Percent of less serious drug cases 1.20 O.lOb O.lOb 6.00 2.80 O.lOb 
Percent of non-drug cases 9.70 25.30 0.70 6.40 3.50 25.80 
Ratio 0.12 0.00 0.14 0.94 0.80 0.00 

Percent of more serious drug cases 1.20 0.10b n/a 0.40 0.40 7.10 
Percent of non-drug cases 9.70 25.30 nla 6.40 3.50 25.80 
Ratio 0.12 0.00 nla 0.06 0.11 0.28 

Theft Charges 
(Number of cases) (4,554) (356)b (1,977) (2,308) (4,285) (2,232) 
Percent of drug charge cases 1.62 0.10 2.10 4.10 3.60 3.70 
Percent of non-drug cases 22.60 14.20 11.70 31.60 21.40 21.50 
Ratio 0.07 0.01 0.18 0.13 0.17 0.17 

Percent of less serious drug cases 2.00 O.lOb 2.10 8.40 5.10 3.20 
Percent of non-drug cases 22.60 14.20 11.70 31.60 21.40 2l.50 
Ratio 0.09 0.01 0.18 0.27 0.24 0.15 

Percent of more serious drug cases 0.10b 0.10b nla 2.50 2.50 4.00 
Percent of non-drug cases 22.60 14.20 nla 31.60 21.40 21.50 
Ratio 0.00 0.01 nla 0.08 0.17 0.19 



Table B4.l Ratio of selected charges among cases with drug charges to cases without drug charges, 1984 defendants, by 
seriousness of drug charges,a by court (cont'd) 

Boston Municipal Suffolk County Dade County Dade County Dade Maricopa County 
Court ~ul!erioI Court CouIt Circuit Court ,Qombined ~ul!er;LQ[ QQU[t 

Drunken Driving 
(Number of cases) (4,554) (356) (1,977~ (2,308) (4,285) (2,232) 
Percent of drug charge cases 1.12 4.20 0.10 1.00 0.80 4.30 
Percent of non-drug cases 4.10 2.70 1.30 1.20 1.30 10.90 
Ratio 0.27 1.50 0.08 0.83 0.62 0.39 

Percent of less serious drug cases 1.40 20.00 O.lOb 1.80 0.85 11.40 
Percent of non-drug cases 4.10 2.70 1.30 1.20 1.30 10.90 
Ratio 0.34 7.41 0.08 1.50 0.65 1.05 

Percent of more serious drug cases O.lOb 3.70 nla 0.70 0.70 0.90 
Percent of non-drug cases 4.10 2.70 nla 1.20 1.30 10.90 
Ratio 0.02 1.37 nla 0.58 0.54 0.08 

aSee text for definitions of nseriousness n of drug charges. Because they differ by site, they should not be taken as 
comparable across sites. 

bActual value was (0.00); (0.10) was used to compute ratio. 
cNo cases in category for computation of ratio. 



Table B4.2 The distribution of drug charges among defendants entering the judicial process during study periods in 1984, by seriousness of drug 
charges, by selected demographic attributes, by court 

Do~t2n Hunlcl~al Qourt ~uffo1k CountI SURer!oI Qourt 
No drug No drug 

Demographic 12t!1 !Cba[g~s f2§s~sslon ~aleslmanufactu[~ Iotal !<harge~ J!ossesslog ~alesmaJlJJficture 
attributes N P N P N P N P N P N P N P N P 

Age 
Total 4,353 100.0 3,577 100.0 615 100.0 161 100.0 321 100.0 242 100.0 5 100.0 74 100.0 
20 & under 987 22.7 812 22.7 138 22.4 38 23.3 62 19.3 54 22.3 0 0 8 10.8 
21-25 1,525 35.0 1,254 35.0 224 36.4 48 30.0 82 25.5 66 27.3 1 20.0 15 20.3 
26-30 912 20.9 759 21.2 121 19.8 32 19.8 59 18.4 39 16.1 2 40.0 18 24.3 
31-40 637 14.6 487 13.6 118 19.1 32 19.8 73 22.7 51 21.1 2 40.0 20 27.0 
over 40 292 6.7 266 7.4 14 2.3 12 7.2 45 14.0 32 13.2 0 0 13 17.6 

Race/ethnicity 
Total 4,380 100.0 3,593 100.0 624 100.0 164 100.0 296 100.0 225 100.0 5 100.0 66 100.0 
White 1,911 43.6 1,563 43.5 294 47.1 55 33.5 140 47.3 108 48.0 5 10.0 27 40.9 
Black 2,050 46.B 1,684 46.9 286 45.9 80 48.8 113 38.2 105 46.7 0 0 8 12.1 
Hispanic 275 6.3 232 6.4 29 4.6 14 8.8 36 12.2 6 2.7 0 0 30 45.5 
Other 144 3.3 115 3.2 14 2.3 14 8.8 7 2.4 6 2.7 0 0 1 1.5 

Gender 
Total 4,554 100.0 3,753 100.0 635 100.0 167 100.0 346 100.0 260 100.0 5 100.0 81 100.0 
Hale 3,257 71.5 2,531 67.4 571 89.8 155 93.1 313 90.5 238 91.5 3 60.0 72 88.9 
Female 1,298 28.5 122 32.6 65 10.2 12 6.9 33 9.5 22 8.5 2 40.0 9 11.1 

Employment 
Total 4,554 100.0 3,753 100.0 635 100.0 167 100.0 348 100.0 261 100.0 5 100.0 82 100.0 
Not employed 2,913 64.0 2,502 66.7 317 49.9 93 56.1 218 62.6 161 61. 7 4 80.0 53 64.6 
Employed 1,641 36.0 1,250 33.3 318 50.1 73 43.9 130 37.4 100 38.3 1 20.0 29 35.4 

Harital status 
Total 4,554 100.0 3,753 100.0 635 100.0 167 100.0 348 100.0 261 100.0 5 100.0 82 100.0 
Not married 3,874 85.1 3,206 85.4 539 84.8 129 77.5 247 71.0 191 73.2 3 60.0 53 64.6 
Married 681 14.9 547 14.6 96 15.2 38 22.5 101 29.0 70 26.8 2 40.0 29 35.4 

Address in area 
Total 4,554 100.0 3,753 100.0 635 100.0 167 100.0 348 100.0 261 100.0 5 100.0 82 100.0 
No 184 4.0 161 4.3 20 3.2 3 1.7 35 10.1 20 7.7 0 0 15 18.3 
Yes 4,370 96.0 392 95.7 615 96.8 164 98.3 313 89.9 241 92.3 5 100.0 67 81.7 



Table B4.2 The distribution of drug chdrges among defendants entering the judicial process during study periods in 1984,by seriousness of dru& 
charges, by selected demographic attributes, by court (cont'd) 

~.!U;on HIlDlcll!!!1 ~ouIt Suffolk Count! ~Ul!e[10I COUIt 
No drug No drug 

Demographic: 12Ul chA[&Sl§ f2/',!Sel!~!on ~!ISl~/manufactuIe Iotal chaIge~ f2S llSlS !!ism Sa1Sls/manufacture 
attIlbutSls N P N P N P N P N P N P N P N P 

Phone 
Total 4,554 roO.O 3,753 100.0 635 100.0 167 100.0 348 100.0 261 100.0 5 100.0 82 100.0 
No 2,930 64.3 2,442 65.1 373 58.7 116 69.3 155 44.5 107 41.0 4 80.0 44 53.7 
Yes 1,624 35.7 1,311 34.9 262 41.3 51 30.7 193 55.5 154 59.0 1 20.0 38 46.3 

Mental health problems 
Total 4,554 100.0 3,753 100.0 635 100.0 167 100.0 348 100.0 261 100.0 5 100.0 82 100.0 
No 4,407 96.8 3,617 96.2 625 98.5 164 98.3 334 96.0 248 95.0 5 100.0 81 98.8 
Yes 148 3.2 135 3.6 10 1.5 3 1.7 14 4.0 13 5.0 0 0 1 1.2 

Self-reported substance abu.lIe 
Total 4,454 100.0 3,753 100.0 635 100.0 167 100.0 348 100.0 261 100.0 5 100.0 82 100.0 
No 3,917 86.0 3,341 89.0 470 74.0 105 63.0 290 B3.3 216 82.8 5 100.0 69 84.1 
Yes 638 14.0 411 11.0 165 26.0 62 37.0 58 16.7 45 17.2 0 0 13 15.9 

Se1f-reproted alcohol abuse 
Total 4,554 100.0 3,753 100.0 635 100.0 167 100.0 348 100.0 261 100.0 5 100.0 82 100.0 
No 4,263 93.6 3,505 93.4 605 95.3 152 91.3 319 91. 7 237 90.8 5 100.0 77 93.9 
Yes 292 6.4 247 6,6 30 4.7 14 8.7 29 8.3 24 9.2 0 0 5 6.1 

':<. 



Table B4.2 The distribution of drug charges among defendants entering the judicial 
process during study periods in 1984, by seriousness of drug charges, by 
selected demographic attributes, by court (cont/d) 

Dade Count~ and Circuit Court (combined) 
No drug Misdem. Felony 3 Felony 2 or 

Demographic Total charges drug chgs drug chgs 1 drug chgs 
attributes N P N P N P N P N P 

Age 
Total 4,268 100.0 3,477 100.0 227 100.0 127 100.0 436 100.0 
20 & under 588 13.8 476 13.7 41 17 .9 15 12.2 56 12.8 
21-25 1,060 24.8 854 24.6 54 23.9 42 32.9 110 25.2 
26-30 1,008 23.6 838 24.1 62 27.3 20 15.9 88 20.2 
31-40 1,001 23.5 789 22.7 53 23.5 37 29.3 122 28.0 
over 40 610 14.3 520 15.0 17 7.3 12 9.8 60 18.3 

Race/ethnicity 
Total 4,271 100.0 3,477 100.0 227 100.0 127 100.0 439 100.0 
White 1,054 24.7 810 23.3 96 42.1 37 29.3 III 25.4 
Black 1,590 37.2 1,312 37.7 55 24.2 57 45.1 166 37.7 
Hispanic 1,411 33.0 1,161 33.4 65 28.2 26 20.7 158 35.9 
Other 216 5.1 194 5.6 11 4.9 6 4.9 5 l.1 

Gender 
Total 4,285 100.0 3,492 100.0 227 100.0 127 100.0 439 100.0 
Male 3,478 8l.2 2,795 80.1 198 87.0 114 90.2 371 84.5 
Female 807 18.8 697 19.9 30 13.0 12 9.8 68 15.5 

Employment 
Total 4,285 100.0 3,492 100.0 227 100.0 127 100.0 439 100.0 
Not employed 779 18.2 660 18.9 25 10.9 20 15.9 74 16.9 
Employed 3,506 8l.8 2,832 8l.1 202 89.1 107 84.1 365 83.1 

Marital status 
Total 4,2e5 100.0 3,492 100.0 227 100.0 127 100.0 439 100.0 
Not married 3,889 90.8 3,190 9l.3 221 97.3 107 84.1 371 84.5 
Married 396 9.2 302 8.6 6 2.7 20 15.9 68 15.5 

Address in area 
Total 4,285 100.0 3,492 100.0 227 100.0 127 100.0 439 100.0 
No 325 7.5 254 7.3 15 6.7 19 14.6 37 8.5 
Yes 3,960 92.4 3,238 92.7 212 93.3 108 85.4 402 9l.5 

Phone 
Total 4,285 100.0 3,492 100.0 227 100.0 127 100.0 439 100.0 
No 2,418 56.4 2,027 58.1 120 53.0 54 42.7 217 49.3 
Yes 1,867 43.6 l.465 4l.9 107 47.0 73 57.3 223 50.7 

Mental health problems 
Total 4,285 100.0 3,492 100.0 227 100.0 127 100.0 439 100.0 
No 4,234 '98.8 3,442 98.6 226 99.3 127 100.0 439 100.0 
Yes 51 l.2 50 l.4 2 0.7 0 0 0 0 

Self-reported substance abuse 
Total 4,285 100.0 3,492 100.0 227 100.0 127 100.0 439 100.0 
No 3,889 90.8 3,197 94.5 221 97.3 108 85.4 364 82.7 
Yes 396 9.2 295 8.5 6 2.7 19 14.6 76 17.3 

Se1f-reproted. alcohol abuse 
Total 4,285 100.0 3,492 100.0 227 100.0 127 100.0 439 100.0 
No 4,038 94.2 3,288 94.2 227 98.6 127 100.0 399 90.8-
Yes 247 5.8 204 5.8 3 l.4 0 0 40 9.2 



Table B4.2 The distribution of drug charges among defendants entering thejudicia1 process 
during study periods in 1984, by seriousness of drug charges, by selected 
demographic attributes, by court (cont'd) 

Marico£a Count~ Su£erior Court 
No drug =:;Fe1ony 6 ~Fe1ony 5 

Demographic Total charges drug chgs drug chgs 
attributes N P N P N P N P 

Age 
Total 2,229 100.0 1,745 100.0 158 100.0 326 100.0 
20 & under 481 21.6 391 22.4 25 15.8 65 19.9 
21-25 632 28.4 477 27.3 58 36.7 97 29.8 
26-30 449 20.1 322 18.5 42 26.6 85 26.1 
31-40 461 20.7 369 21.1 31 19.6 61 18.7 
over 40 206 9.2 186 10.7 2 1.3 18 5.5 

Race/ethnicity 
Total 2,219 100.0 1,737 100.0 156 100.0 326 100.0 
White 1,222 55.1 972 56.0 83 53.2 167 51.2 
Black 333 15.0 267 15.4 25 16.0 41 12.6 
Hispanic 574 25.9 426 24.5 40 25.6 108 33.1 
Other 90 4.1 72 4.1 8 5.1 10 3.1 

Gender 
Total 2,226 100.0 1,742 100.0 158 100.0 326 100.0 
Male 1,946 87.4 1,525 87.5 145 91.8 276 84.7 
Female 280 12.6 217 12.5 13 8.2 50 15.3 

Employment 
Total 2,167 100.0 1,689 100.0 155 100.0 323 100.0 
Not employed 865 39.9 697 41.3 40 25.8 128 39.6 
Employed 1,302 60.1 992 58.7 115 74.2 195 60.4 

Marital status 
Total 2,229 100.0 1,745 100.0 158 100.0 326 100.0 
Not married 1,318 59.1 1,012 58.0 107 67.7 199 61.0 
Married 911 40.9 733 42.0 51 32.3 127 39.0 

Address in area 
Total 2,229 100.0 1,745 100.0 158 100.0 326 100.0 
No 179 8.0 151 8.7 12 7.6 16 4.9 
Yes 2,050 92.0 1,594 91.3 146 92.4 310 95.1 

Phone 
Total 2,229 100.0 1,745 100.0 158 100.0 326 100.0 
No 1,133 50.8 914 52.4 75 47.5 144 44.2 
Yes 1,096 49.2 831 47.6 83 52.5 182 55.8 

Mental health problems 
Total 2,229 100.0 1,745 100.0 158 100.0 326 100.0 
No 2,169 97.3 1,689 96.8 157 99.4 323 99.1 
Yes 60 2.7 56 3.2 1 0.6 3 0.9 

Self-reported substance abuse 
Total 2,229 100.0 1,745 100.0 158 100.0 326 100.0 
No 1,989 89.2 1,563 89.6 140 88.6 286 87.7 
Yes 240 10.8 182 10.4 18 11.4 40 12.3 

Se1f-reproted alcohol abuse 
Total 2,229 100.0 1,745 100.0 158 100.0 326 100.0 
No 2,091 93.8 1,622 93.0 151 95.6 318 97.5 
Yes 138 6.2 123 7.0 7 4.4 8 2.5 



Table M.3 The distribution of drug charges among defendants entering the 
judicial process during study periods in 1984, by seriousness of drug 
charges, by selected prior criminal history attributes, by court 

~Q~t2D MYD1~1~il ~Qy~t 
Criminal 
history No drug 
Att'l:t!yt~~ IQtd SlhAI&~~ ~Q~s~§s. Sil~§lmiDYf. 

N p N P N P N P 

~~is!I !U:IeW 
Total 4,080 100.0 3,340 100.0 581 100.0 149 100.0 
None 1,667 40.9 1.340 40.0 266 45.8 62 41.3 
One 816 20.0 639 19.1 136 23.4 41 27.8 
Two or more 1,596 39.1 1,370 40.9 179 30.9 46 31.0 

BeSleDt ~IigI iII~§t§ 
Total 3,658 100.0 3,02l 100.0 515 100.0 122 100.0 
None 1,966 53.7 1,574 52.1 313 60.8 79 64.6 
One 479 13.1 389 12.9 78 15.2 12 9.4 
Two or more 1,213 33.2 1,058 35.0 123 24.0 32 26.0 

~Ii2I iII~~tli, ~~Ilgy§ ~eI§oDil 
Total 3,618 100.0 2.990 100.0 509 100.0 119 100.0 
None 2,867 79.2 2,355 78.8 415 81.6 96 80.7 
One 312 8.6 267 8.9 40 7.8 7 4.8 
Two or more 440 12.1 368 12.3 54 10.IS 17 14.5 

~I!oI iII~§ts ~Io~~~tX 
Total 3,610 100.0 2,982 100.0 509 100.0 119 100.0 
None 3,281 90.9 2,703 90.7 470 92.4 108 90.3 
One 172 4.8 152 5.1 12 2.3 9 7.3 
Two or more 157 4.4 127 4.3 27 5.3 3 2.4 

PdQI a?;Ie!!tl!. dl:!:lg SlhiIges 
Total 3,612 100.0 2,981 100.0 509 100.0 122 100.0 
None 2,863 79.3 2,381 79.9 395 77 .6 88 71.7 
One 271 7.5 224 7.5 36 7.0 12 9.4 
Two or more 478 13.2 376 12.6 78 15.4 23 18.9 

~I1s!I iIIel!tl!. wei~oD~ 
Total 3.614 100.0 2,986 100.0 509 100.0 119 100.0 
None 2,961 81.9 2,435 81.5 433 85.0 93 78.2 
One 298 8.2 249 8.3 41 8.0 9 7.3 
Two or more 356 9.8 303 10.1 36 7.0 17 14.5 

~I1gI ~2~1~t12D!! 
Total 3,733 100.0 3,090 100.0 518 100.0 125 100.0 
None 2,105 56.4 1,679 54.3 350 67.6 76 60.8 
One 366 9.8 312 10.1 37 7.1 17 13.8 
Two or more 1,262 33.8 1,099 35.6 131 25.3 32 25.4 

~I1s!I ~S!~lSltlQD§, fdplU': 
Total 3,610 100.0 2,982 100.0 509 100.0 119 100.0 
None 2,964 72.1 2,437 81.7 428 84.1 99 83.1 
One 248 6.9 201 6.7 39 7.6 9 7.3 
Two or more 398 11.0 344 11.5 42 8.3 12 9.7 

~I1Q' Sl2Dv1~tiQD§, m1§d~m~IDs!~ 
Total 3,620 100.0 2,992 100.0 509 100.0 119 100.0 
None 2,133 58.9 1,705 57.0 353 69.3 76 63.7 
One 268 7.4 222 7.4 25 4.9 20 16.9 
Two or more 1,219 33.7 1,065 35.6 131 25.8 23 19.3 

EI1S!I r.S!~1!<U"'DI!. i~IiS!Y§ ~~II!S!nll 
Total 3,610 100.0 2,982 100.0 509 100.0 119 100.0 
None 3,213 89.0 2,638 88.5 464 91.1 111 92.7 
One 205 5.7 181 6.1 21 4.2 3 2.4 
Two or lIIore 193 5.2 163 5.5 24 4.7 6 4.8 

EIiS!I !<2~i!<tiQn~ ~ronertv 
Total .3,610 100.0 2,978 100.0 512 100.0 119 100.0 
None 3,380 93.7 2,788 93.6 479 93.6 114 95.3 
One 143 4.0 113 3.8 24 4.7 6 4.8 
Two or lIore 86 2.4 78 2.6 9 1.7 0 0 

E~iQI !<2nvi~tiQD§. dJJ.l&; !<h1Ii:~ 
Total 3,606 100.0 2,978 100.0 509 100.0 119 100.0 
None 3,106 86.1 2,590 87.0 417 82.0 99 83.1 
One 234 6.5 165 5.5 55 10.8 14 12.1 
Two or lIIore 266 7.4 223 7.5 37 7.2 6 4.8 

EIiQI !<gDvis:tiQDIi. w~D~oD§ 
Total 3,613 100.0 2,985 100.0 509 100.0 119 100.0 
None 3,225 89.3 2,639 88.4 475 93.4 111 92.7 
One 206 5.7 190 6.4 13 2.5 3 2.4 
Two or more 183 5.1 156 5.2 21 4.2 6 4.8 



Table B4.3 The Distribution of drug charges among defendants entering the 
judicial process during study periods in 1984, by seriousness of drug 
charges, by selected prior criminal history attributes, by court 

~Q§ton MYnl~l~~l QQ~rt 
Criminal 
history No drug 
I!tU:l!!~t!!1! Iotd charg!!S fQI!I!~ss, ~!!les llfillDYf_, 

N P N P N P N P 

fIi2r EIt,§ 
Total 3,646 100.0 3,070 100.0 509 100.0 120 100.0 
None 2,272 62.3 1,824 60.5 363 71.4 85 70.4 
One 339 9.3 305 10.1 21 4.2 13 10.4 
TWo or more 1,035 28.4 888 29.4 124 24.4 23 19.2 

Qutstl!ndlng wI!II!!Dts 
Total 3,661 100.01 3,022 100.0 516 100.0 123 100.0 
None 3,001 82.0 2,439 80.7 456 88.4 106 85.9 
One 374 10.2 332 1LO 31 6.0 12 9.4 
Two or more 286 7.8 251 8.3 29 5.6 6 4.7 

Qn ~ro!!l!tlQn Qr RarQle 
Total 3,667 100.0 3,020 100.0 518 100.0 129 100.0 
No 3,097 1I1. •• 5 2,523 83.5 457 88.3 ll8 91.0 
Yes 569 15.5 497 16.5 61 ll.7 12 9.0 

On Rrevious RretIial release 
Total 3,712 100.0 3,048 100.0 529 100.0 135 100.0 
No 3,303 89.0 2,695 88.4 493 93.3 ll5 85.0 
Yes 408 11.0 353 ll.6 36 6.7 20 15.0 

Qn ;\;!I~vlQ~§ ~retIll!l I!!lel!l!e, felonJ!: 
Total ~,715 100.0 3,048 100.0 529 100.0 138 100.0 
No 3,631 97.8 2,982 97.8 518 97.8 132 95.8 
Yes 83 2.2 66 2.2 12 2.2 6 4.2 



Table B4.3 The distribution of drug charges among defendants entering the judicial 
process during study periods in 1984, by seriousness of drug charges, by 
selected prior criminal history attributes, by court (cont'd) 

l2as!~ QSllm~ QSll.!It 
Criminal 
history No drug Kisdem. Felony 3 Felony 2 or 
attIi12utell IQtd !Ob!!Ues s!h!.l~ !i<b~1l dkY~ !Oh&1l 1 s!kYg Slb&1i! 

N P N P N P N P N P 

fI1S!I iII~llts 
Total 1,945 100.0 1,756 100.0 181 100.0 n/a 100.0 n/a 100.0 
None 706 36.3 622 35.4 84 44.7 n/a 0 n/a 0 
One 261 13.4 237 13.5 24 12.8 n/a 0 n/a 0 
Two or more 978 50.3 898 5.1 80 42.6 n/a 0 n/a 0 

E~!o~Dt ~I1QI aII~§tll 
Total 1,949 100.0 1,760 100.0 188 100.0 n/a 0 n/a 0 
None 838 43.0 738 41.9 100 53.2 n/a 0 n/a 0 
One 321 16.5 297 16.9 24 12.8 n/a 0 n/a 0 
Two or more 790 40.5 726 41.2 64 34.0 n/a 0 n/a 0 

fIlol: iUest!!, seIloull ~eIsoDal 
Total 1,949 100.0 1,760 100.0 188 100.0 n/a 0 n/a 0 
None 1,624 83.3 1,456 82.7 168 89.4 n/a 0 n/a 0 
One 209 10.7 196 11.2 12 6.4 n/a 0 n/a 0 
Two or more 116 6~0 108 6.2 8 4.3 n/a 0 n/a 0 

fI1S!l: IIl:Ie!!tll ~l:Q~~l:~ 
Total 1,949 100.0 1,760 100.0 188 100.0 n/a 0 n/a 0 
None 1,616 82.9 1,464 83.1 152 80.9 n/a 0 n/a 0 
One 176 9.1 160 9.1 16 8.5 n/a 0 n/a 0 
Two or more 156 8.0 136 7.7 20 10.6 n/a 0 n/a 0 

fl:lQl: iUestlil, gkY& SOblll:~!l!! 
Total 1,949 100.0 1,760 100.0 188 100.0 n/a 0 n/a 0 
None 1,432 73.5 1,291 73.3 140 74.5 n/a 0 11/a 0 
One 213 10.9 205 11.6 8 4.3 n/a 0 n/a 0 
Two or more 305 15.6 265 15.0 40 21.3 n/a 0 n/a 0 

fJ:iS!J: IUS! Iltlil, ws!i~QDIil 
Total 1,949 100.0 1,760 100.0 188 100.0 n/a 0 n/a 0 
None 1,688 86.6 1,532 87.0 156 83.0 n/a U n/a 0 
One 201 10.3 712 9.8 28 14.9 n/a 0 n/a 0 
Two or more 60 3.1 56 3.2 4 2.1 n/a 0 n/a 0 

fIIQJ: !OQDvl!Ot12DIil 
Total 1,949 100.0 1,760 100.0 188 100.0 n/a 0 n/a 0 
None 930 47.7 822 46.7 108 57.4 n/s. 0 n/a 0 
One 225 11.5 217 12.3 8 4.3 n/a 0 n/a 0 
Two or more 794 40.7 722 41.0 72 38.3 n/a 0 n/a 0 

Prior convictions. fdsllll: 
Total 1,949 100.0 1,760 100.0 188 100.0 n/a 0 n/a 0 
None 1,636 84.0 1,472 83.6 164 87.2 n/a 0 n/a 0 
One 84 4.3 84 4.8 0 0 n/a 0 nls. 0 
Two or more 229 11.7 205 11.6 24 12.8 n/a 0 n/a 0 

fJ:1SlI SSlDvlstlSlDIil. mllils!~!IDs!I 
Total 1,949 100.0 1,760 100.0 188 100.0 n/a 0 n/a 0 
None 982 50.4 866 49.2 116 61.7 n/fl 0 n/a 0 
One 249 12.8 241 13.7 8 4.3 n/a 0 n/a 0 
Two or more 718 36.8 654 37.1 64 34.0 n/a 0 nla 0 

fJ:12J: ,"Q~1~t12nlil. 1I1~12yj ~1J:121l11 
Total 1,949 100.0 1,760 100.0 188 100.0 n/a 0 n/a 0 
None 1,857 95.3 1,676 95.2 180 95.7 n/a 0 n/a 0 
One 68 3.5 60 3.4 8 4.3 n/a 0 n/a 0 
Two or lIore 24 1.2 24 1.4 0 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 

EJ:12I !o2~1'"t121l1il. ~IgRS!J:~ 
Total 1,949 100.0 1,760 100.0 188 100.0 n/a 0 n/a 0 
None 1,841 94.4 1,668 94.8 172 91.5 n/_ 0 n/_ 0 
One 56 2.9 44 2.5 12 6.4 n/a 0 n/n 0 
Two or more 52 2.7 48 2.7 4 2.1 n/a 0 n/a 0 

fJ:12J: SOQllv l!OtlQDIil, gty& !ObIlI&S!1il 
1'ota1 1,949 100.0 1,760 100.0 188 100.0 n/_ 0 n/a 0 
None 1,584 81.3 1,436 81.5 148 78.7 n/_ 0 n/_ 0 
One 176 9.1 160 9.1 16 8.5 n/a 0 n/a 0 
Two or more 188 9.7 164 9.3 24 12.8 nla 0 n/a 0 



Table B4.3 The distribution of drug charges among defendants entering ~he judicial 
process during ntudy periods in 1984, by seriousness of drug charges, by 
selected prior criminal history attributes, by court (cont'd) 

Criminal 
~ountrCourt 

history No drug Misdem. Felony 3 Felony 2 or 
!uaa;:11l!.!t~§ 12til ~biIie§ s.tI!.!1l: ~bll:§ .dr:Yg ~bg§ 1 QIYg ~bili 

N P N P N P N P N P 

fI12I ~2Dv1~t1oD§, w~~2D§ 
Total 1,949 100.0 1,760 100.0 188 100.0 nla 0 nla 0 
None 1,841 94.4 1,672 95.0 168 89.4 nla 0 nla 0 
One 92 4.7 72 4.1 20 10.6 nla 0 nla 0 
Two or more 16 0.8 16 0.9 0 I,) nla 0 nla 0 

fI12I !I~s. felom; 
Total 1,845 100.0 1,676 100.0 168 100.0 nla 0 nla 0 
None 1,740 94.3 1,580 94.3 160 95.2 nla 0 nla 0 
One 76 4.1 68 4.1 8 4.8 nla 0 nla 0 
Two or more 28 1.6 28 1.6 0 0 nla 0 nla 0 

Qut§tand lng waIIants 
Total 1,949 100.0 1,760 100.0 188 100.0 nla 0 nla 0 
None 1,720 88.3 1,548 87.9 172 91.5 nla 0 nla 0 
One 164 8.4 160 9.1 4 2.1 nla 0 nla 0 
Two or more 64 3.3 52 3.0 12 6.4 nla 0 nla 0 

Qn l!Ioll!lti2D oI 1!.uol!ll 
Total 1,949 100.0 1,760 100.0 188 100.0 nla 0 nla 0 
No 1,917 98.4 1,728 98.2 188 100.0 nla 0 nla 0 
Yes 32 1.6 32 1.8 0 0 nla 0 nla 0 

Qn l!I~vl!2l.!§ l!IetI1!l1 xeleas!ll 
Total 1,949 100.0 1,760 100.0 188 100.0 nla 0 nla 0 
No 1,937 99.4 1,748 99.3 188 100.0 nla 0 nla 0 
Yes 12 0.6 12 0.7 0 0 nla 0 nla 0 

Qn n:ev1ou:; l!I!lltI1il I~lei§!ll, f!i!l!;!D~ 
Total 1,949 100.0 1,760 100.0 188 100.0 nla 0 nla 0 
No 1,941 99.6 1,752 99.5 188 100.0 nla 0 nla 0 
Yes 8 0.4 8 0.5 0 0 nla 0 nla 0 



Table M.3 The distribution of drug charges among defendants entering the judicial 
process during study periods in 1984, by seriousness of drug charges, by 
selected prior criminal history attributes, by court (cont'd) 

~!!Q~ Q2lo!Dtl QiISCl.!it CouIt 
Criminal 
history No drug Hisdem. Felony 3 Felony 2 or 
~ Iotlill scb!!I~es s!:t1.!~ Slb~s dDlg Slbii§ 1 s!DlIl; Slbgs 

N p N P N P N P N P 

f[i.2[ liIl:[e§t§ 
Total 2,266 100.0 1,678 100.0 36 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
None 905 39.9 636 37.9 12 34.8 54 45.5 203 46.8 
One 364 16.0 278 16.6 5 13.0 22 18.2 59 13.6 
Two or more 998 44.0 764 45.5 19 52.2 43 36.4 172 39.6 

B~!ilent: l!riOI arrests 
Total 2,266 100.0 1,678 100.0 36 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
None 1,088 48.0 772 46.0 15 43.5 60 50.6 240 55.4 
One 404 17.8 303 18.1 8 21.7 26 22.1 67 15.4 
Two or more 775 34.2 603 35.9 12 34.8 32 27.3 127 29.3 

fri.QI!![rest§, §eri.oug ~ersQn!!l 
Total 2,266 100.0 1,678 100.0 36 100.0 H9 100.0 433 100.0 
None 1,822 80.4 1,318 78.5 28 78.3 104 87.0 373 86.1 
One 278 12.3 227 13.5 3 8.7 12 10.4 36 8.2 
Two or more 166 7.3 133 7.9 5 13.0 3 2.6 25 5.7 

f[i.QI !!IIegt§ ~[Q~~Itl 
Total 2,268 100.0 1,680 100.0 36 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
None 1,830 80.7 1,315 78.3 31 87.0 105 88.3 379 87.5 
One 238 10.5 192 11.4 3 8.7 8 6.5 36 8.2 
Two or more 200 8.8 173 10.3 2 4.3 6 5.2 19 4.3 

f[ior arrests, drug cbarges 
Total 2,268 100.0 1,680 100.0 36 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
None 1,657 73.1 1,253 74.6 20 56.5 79 66.2 305 70.4 
One 312 13.8 227 13.5 6 17.4 23 19.5 56 12.9 
Two or more 299 13.2 200 11.9 9 26.1 17 14.3 73 16.8 

fdo[ l!:t:Iegt§ I wea~QD§ 

Total 2,268 100.0 1,680 100.0 36 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
None 1,853 81.7 1,361 81.0 28 78.3 101 84.4 364 83.9 
One 311 13.7 243 14.5 6 1.7 .4 14 11.7 48 11.1 
Two or more 104 4.6 76 4.5 2 4.3 5 3.9 22 5.0 

fIi.QI SlonvlSltiQD~ 
Total 2,260 100.0 1,672 100.0 36 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
None 1,303 57.6 931 55.7 17 47.8 73 61.0 282 65.0 
One 254 11.2 187 11.2 5 . 13.0 11 9.1 51 11.8 
Two or more 704 31.1 554 33.1 14 39.1 36 29.9 101 23.2 

~~Qnvi.Slti.2n§, f§12Dl 
Total 2,266 100.0 1,680 100.0 36 100.0 119 J.OO.O 432 100.0 
None 1,805 79.7 1,316 78.4 29 82.6 94 79.2 365 84.6 
One 111 4.9 85 5.1 3 8.7 8 6.5 15 3.6 
Two or more 350 15.4 278 16.6 3 8.7 17 14.3 51 11.8 

fIioQ[ SCQDviscti2D§. misdemeanor 
Total 2,260 100.0 1,672 100.0 36 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
None 1,443 63.9 1,036 62.0 19 52.2 76 63.6 312 72.1 
One 283 12.5 203 12.1 8 21.7 17 14.3 56 12.9 
Two or more 534 23.6 433 25.9 9 26.1 26 22.1 65 15.0 

Prior convictions. §§Iio2l.!§ R~I§2nal 
Total 2,268 100.0 1,680 100.0 36 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
None 2,161 95.3 1,586 94.4 34 95.7 114 96.1 427 98.6 
One • 80 3.5 68 4.1 2 4.3 5 3.9 6 1.4 
Two or more 26 10.2 26 1.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 

fIi2[ SC2Dviscti2D§. :R.g~~I:~ 
Total 2,268 100.0 1,680 100.0 36 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
None 2,085 92.0 1,516 90.2 36 100.0 113 94.8 421 97.1 
One 102 4.5 90 5.3 0 0 3 2.6 9 2.1 
Two or more 80 3.5 74 4.4 0 0 3 2.6 3 0.7 

fIi2I Sl2DvisctiQD§. s!:t1.!~ £b!!IZ~§ 
Total 2,266 100.0 1,678 100.0 36 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
None 1,926 85.0 1,428 85.1 28 78.3 97 81.8 373 86.1 
One 189 8.3 150 8.9 2 4.3 11 9.1 26 6.1 
Two or more 152 6.7 101 6.0 6 17.4 11 9.1 34 7.9 



Table B4.3 The distribution of drug charges among defendants entering the judicial 
process during study periods in 1984, by seriousness of drug charges, by 
selected prior criminal history attributes, by court (cont'd) 

Ilagl: QQYD~ Q1~~Y1t QQY~t 
Criminal 
history No drug Kisdem. Felony 3 Felony 2 or 
IlttI~l.U;I:S IQul ~hl!nl:§ slD.l1: ~I:li slD.l1: ~1:1i 1 gD.l.~ ~I:§ 

N P N P N P N P N P 

ft1Q~ ~QDv1~t1QDli, wgl!~2n§ 
Total 2,265 100.0 1,678 100.0 36 100.0 119 100.0 432 100.0 
None 2,121 93.6 1,572 93.6 34 95.7 108 90.9 407 94.3 
One 113 5.0 87 5.2 0 0 9 7.8 17 3.9 
Two or more 31 1.4 20 1.2 2 4.3 2 1.3 8 1.8 

fI1QI W§, fd2n)!: 
Total 2,256 100.0 1,669 100.0 36 100.0 119 100.0 432 100.0 
None 1,960 86.9 1,440 86.3 29 82.6 108 90.9 382 88.5 
One 206 9.1 161 9.6 6 17.4 9 7.8 29 6.8 
Two or more 90 3.9 68 4.1 0 0 2 1.3 20 4.7 

Qyt§tl!ns!1nl: wll~Iant~ 
Total 2,280 100.0 1,688 100.0 37 100.0 121 100.0 435 100.0 
None 2,005 87.9 1,487 88.1 29 79.2 104 85.9 385 88.6 
One 227 10.0 167 9.9 8 20.0 14 11.5 39 8.9 
Two or more 48 2.1 34 2.0 0 0 3 2.6 11 2.5 

Qn ~Iobat1on QI ~aIQ1~ 
Total 2,268 100.0 1,680 100.0 36 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
No 2,121 93.5 1,567 93.3 36 100.0 105 88.3 413 95.4 
Yes 147 6.5 113 6.7 0 0 14 11.7 20 4.6 

Qn ~Igv1QY§ ~~gt~11!1 ~deasl: 
Total 2,274 100.0 1,682 100.0 37 100.0 122 100.0 433 100.0 
No 2,239 98.4 1,654 98.3 37 100.0 121 98.7 427 98.6 
Yes 36 1.6 28 1.7 0 0 2 1.3 6 1.4 

Qn ~Il:v1QY§ ~Il:tI1il Il:ll:l!§I:, fd2n:t 
Total 2,274 100.0 1,682 100.0 37 100.0 122 100.0 433 100.0 
No 2,246 98.8 1,660 98.7 37 100.0 121 98.7 429 98.9 
Yes 28 1.2 22 1.3 0 0 2 1.3 5 1.1 



Table B4.3 The distribution of drug charges among defendants entering the judicial 
process during study periods in 1984, by seriousness of drug charges, by se1ee 
prior criminal history attributes, by court (aont'd) 

~llI!!;l QQunt:l: - QQ~~ gng Q1Icult court 
Crilll:i.rud 
history No drug Misdem. Felony 3 Felony 2 or 
~ttI1J2!.!tes IQtftl. wn~s gnu: !<l!l:S drug chl:li l gD!g sili gs 

N P N P N P N P N P 

I:I1QI ilUelits 
Total 4,211 100.0 3,435 100.0 224 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
None 1,611 38.2 1,257 36.6 97 43.1 54 45.5 203 46.8 
One 624 14.8 515 15.0 29 12.8 22 18.2 59 13.6 
Two 01'; more 1,976 46.9 1,662 48.4 99 44.1 43 36.4 172 39.6 

~~nt '~~1oI §IIelits 
Total 4,215 100.0 3,439 100.0 224 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
None 1,926 45.7 1,510 43.9 116 5l.6 60 50.6 240 55.4 
One 725 17.2 600 17.4 32 14.2 26 22.1 67 15.4 
Two or more 1,565 37.1 1,329 38.7 77 34.2 32 27.3 127 29.3 

~rlor §IIests, serlo~s ~ersoDal 
Total 4,215 100.0 3,439 100.0 224 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
None 3,446 81.8 2,774 80.7 196 87.6 104 87.0 373 86.1 
One 487 11.6 424 12.3 15 6.8 12 10.4 36 8.2 
Two or more 282 6.7 241 7.0 13 5.7 3 2.6 25 5.7 

~r1oI arrests ~ro~eI~ 
Total 4,217 100.0 3,440 100.0 224 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
None 3,446 8l. 7 2,779 80.0 183 8l.8 105 88.3 379 87.5 
One 415 9.8 352 10.2 19 8.5 8 6.5 36 8.2 
Two or more 356 8.4 310 9.0 22 9.6 6 5.2 19 4.3 

~rior arrests, dn!g charges 
Total 4,217 100.0 3,440 100.0 224 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
None 3,088 73.2 2,544 74.0 160 7l.6 79 66.2 305 70.4 
One 525 12.5 432 12.6 14 6.3 23 19.5 56 12.9 
Two or more 603 14.3 464 13.5 49 22.0 17 14.3 73 16.8 

fI1QI aII~lits, wea~QDs 
Total 4,217 100.0 3,440 100.0 224 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
None 3,542 85.0 2,893 84.1 184 82.2 101 84.4 364 83.9 
One 511 12.1 415 12.1 34 15.3 14 11.7 48 11.1 
Two or more 164 3.9 132 3.8 6 2.5 5 3.9 22 5.0 

fr1QI ~oDvl~tlQDli 
Total 4,209 100.0 3,433 100.0 224 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
None 2,233 53.1 1,753 5l.1 125 55.9 73 6l.0 282 65.0 
One 478 11.4 404 1l.8 13 5.7 11 9.1 51 11.8 
Two or more 1,498 35.6 1,276 37.2 86 38.4 36 29.9 101 23.2 

~I1QI ~Qnvl~tlQn~, fd!2D:L 
Total 4,215 100.0 3,439 100.0 224 100.0 119 100.0 432 100.0 
None 3,441 81.6 2,788 81.0 194 86.5 94 79.2 365 84.6 
One 196 4.6 169 4.9 3 1.4 8 6.5 15 3.6 
Two or more 578 13.7 483 14.0 27 12.1 17 14.3 51 11.8 

fI1QI ~Qnvi~tl2D~, mi§d~meaDQ~ 
Total 4,209 100.0 3,433 100.0 224 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
None 2,426 57.6 1,903 55.4 135 60.2 76 63.6 312 72.1 
One 532 12.6 443 12.9 16 7.0 17 14.3 56 12.9 
Two or more 1,352 29.7 1,087 31.7 73 32.8 26 22.1 65 15.0 

EI1QI ~Qnvl~;i2D~. §~I1Q~§ ~~I§Qnal 
Total 4,217 100.0 3,440 100.0 224 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
None 4,018 95.3 3,262 94.8 214 95.7 114 96.1 427 98.6 
One 149 3.5 128 3.7 10 4.3 5 3.9 6 1.4 
Two or more 50 1.2 50 1.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

EI1QI ~Qnvl~tlQD~. RIQR~It:t 
Total 4,217 100.0 3,440 100.0 224 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
None 3,926 93.1 3,184 92.6 208 92.8 113 94.8 421 97.1 
One 158 3.8 134 3.9 12 5.4 3 2.6 9 2.1 
Two or more 133 3.1 122 3.6 4 1.8 3 2.6 3 0.7 

~~QI ~Qnvl~tloDl!, QD!I: ~hl!Il:e::! 
Total 4,215 100.0 3,439 100.0 224 100.0 119 100.0 433 100.0 
None 3,510 83.3 2.863 83.3 176 78.6 97 81.8 373 86.1 
One 365 8.7 310 9.0 18 7.8 11 9.1 26 6.1 
Two or more 340 8.1 265 7.7 30 13.5 11 9.1 34 7.9 



Table B4.3 The distribution of drug charges among defendants entering the judicial 
process du~ing study periods in 1984, by seriousness of drug charges, by selec 
prior criminal history attributes, by court (cont'd) 

ll/.!g~ Q2!.!ll~ - Q2Ynt~ And Q1t~Y1t QQUIt 
Criminal 
hlotory No drug Misdem. Felony 3 Felony 2 or 
Ittr~:t!l.!t~§ I2ul xlll~uelL gD.!~ cbgs gD!g chgs 1 drug chgs 

N p N P N P N P N P 

~r~2r ~2nv~~ti2n§, w~I~2n§ 
Total 4,214 100.0 3,439 100.0 224 100.0 ll9 100.0 432 100.0 
None 3,962 94.0 3,244 93.3 202 90.4 108 90.9 407 94.3 
One 205 4.9 159 4.6 20 8.9 9 7.8 17 3.9 
Two or more 47 1.1 36 1.1 2 0.7 2 1.3 8 1.8 

~t1s:!t EI6§ 
Total 4,100 100.0 3,345 100.0 224 100.0 ll9 100.0 432 100.0 
None 3,700 90.3 3,020 90.3 190 93.0 109 90.9 382 88.5 
One 282 6.9 229 6.8 14 7.0 9 7.8 29 6.8 
Two or more ll8 2.9 96 2.8 0 0 2 1.3 20 4.7 

Qyt§tAnd1n~ WIIIIDt§ 
Total 4,229 100.0 3,448 100.0 226 100.0 121 100.0 435 100.0 
None 3,725 88.1 3,035 88.0 202 89.5 104 85.9 385 88.6 
One 392 9.3 327 9.5 12 5.2 14 ll.5 39 8.9 
Two or more 112 2.7 86 2.5 12 5.3 3 2.6 II 2.5 

Qn RIo~ltion 2I ~IIol~ 
Total 4,217 100.0 3,440 100.0 224 100.0 ll9 100.0 433 100.0 
No 4,038 95.8 3,295 95.8 224 100.0 105 88.3 413 95.4 
Yes 179 4.2 145 4.2 0 0 14 11.7 20 4.6 

Qn EI~V~OU§ EI~tIill IPolea§~ 
Total 4,223 100.0 3,442 100.0 226 100.0 122 100.0 433 100.0 
No 4,175 98.9 3,402 98.8 226 100.0 121 98.7 427 98.6 
Yes 48 1.1 50 1.2 0 0 2 1.3 6 1.4 

Qn ~I~v1QY§ ~I~tI1/.!1 I~l~a§~, fd2n~ 
Total 4,223 100.0 3,442 100.0 226 100.0 122 100.0 433 100.0 
No 4,187 99.2 3,412 99.1 226 100.0 121 98.7 429 98.9 
Yes 36 0.8 30 0.9 0 0 2 1.3 5 1.1 



Table B4.3 The distribution of drug charges among defendants entering the judicial 
process during study periods in 1984, by seriousness of drug charges, by 
selected prior criminal history attributes, by court (cont'd) 

H~xi~2Ri QQYn~ Syg~Xi2~ QQYIt 
Criminal 
history No drug §elony 6 ~Felony 5 
it txil21.!uli 12tlll .!Chlltil~li s1n!il: ~gli s1n!iI ~hils 

N P N P N P N P 

EXio! il.Ufllits 
Total 2,225 100.0 1,742 100.0 157 100.0 326 100.0 
None 896 40.3 707 40.6 54 34.4 135 41.4 
One 474 21.3 371 21.3 33 21.0 70 21.5 
Two or more 855 38.4 664 38.1 70 44.6 121 37.1 

R!l~flnt RXiQX flXX~l!tl! 
Total 2,175 100.0 1,702 100.0 152 100.0 321 100.0 
None 1,091 50.2 849 49.9 72 47.4 170 53.0 
One 494 22.7 398 23.'. 27 17.8 69 21.5 
Two or more 590 27.1 455 26.7 53 34.9 82 25.5 

fxioI iXUlitli, lieXi2YI! R~.li2nlll 
Total 2,214 100.0 1,734 100.0 157 100.0 323 100.0 
None i,818 82.1 1,411 81.4 132 84.1 275 85.1 
One 265 12.0 215 12.4 15 9.6 35 10.8 
Two or more 131 5.9 108 6.2 10 6.4 13 4.0 

EIior !!Irests Rro12erO!; 
Total 2,211 100.0 1,732 100.0 156 100.0 323 100.0 
None 1,847 83.5 1,440 83.1 131 84.0 276 85.4 
One 237 10.7 191 11.0 16 10.3 30 9.3 
Two or more 127 5.7 101 5.8 9 5.8 17 5.3 

fIIQI flUe Us , dI1!g ,"harges 
Total 2,212 100.0 1,732 100.0 156 100.0 324 100.0 
None 1,522 68.8 1,245 71.9 83 53.2 914 59.9 
One 412 18.6 302 17.4 40 25.6 70 21.6 
Two or more 278 12.6 185 10.7 33 21.2 60 18.5 

frlgr Urel!tll. weal!°ns 
Total 2,207 100.0 1,728 100.0 156 100.0 323 100.0 
None 2,070 93.8 1,614 93.4 149 95.5 307 95.0 
One 103 4.7 84 4.9 5 3.2 14 4.3 
Two or more 34 1.5 30 1.7 2 1.3 2 0.6 

ErlQx .!C2nv i.!Ctionl! 
Total 2,194 100.0 1,714 100.0 156 100.0 324 100.0 
None 1,149 52.4 909 53.0 70 44.9 170 52.2 
One 444 20.2 343 20.0 32 20.5 69 21.3 
Two or more 601 27.4 462 27.0 54 34.6 85 26.2 

ExlSlr '!c2nvl~tlSlnl!, fd2m 
Total 2,142 100.0 1,671 100.0 153 100.0 318 100.0 
None 1,477 69.0 1,160 69.4 104 68.0 213 67.0 
One 331 15.5 259 15.5 19 .12.4 53 16.7 
Two or more 334 15.6 252 15.1 30 19.6 52 16.4 

frlSlx ~Qnvl~tlSlnli, milis1!lmflil.DSlX 
Total 2,121 100.0 1,652 100.0 152 100.0 317 100.0 
None 1,549 73.0 1,220 73.8 94 61.8 235 74.1 
One 346 16.3 254 15.4 35 23.0 57 18.0 
Two or more 226 10.7 178 10.8 23 15.1 25 7.9 

Eti2X ~2mi~ti!2nli, liiUi2Yli RiUli2nlll 
Total 2,211 100.0 1,733 100.0 156 100.0 322 100.0 
None 1,985 89.8 1,545 89.2 144 92.3 296 91.9 
One 167 7.6 137 7.9 10 6.4 20 6.2 
Two or more 59 2.7 51 2.9 2 1.3 6 1.9 

EXi!2X ~2nv1~t12nl!1 RI2R~It:i 
Total 2,211 100.0 1,732 100.0 157 100.0 322 100.0 
None 1,960 88.6 1,527 88.2 141 89.8 292 90.7 
One 182 8.2 145 8.4 12 7.6 25 7.8 
Two or more 69 3.1 60 3.5 4 2.5 5 1.6 

Er12X ~2Dvl~tl!2nli, s1IYiI ~h!!XiU 
Total 2,194 100.0 1,716 100.0 155 100.0 323 100.0 
None 1,708 77.8 1,372 80.0 100 64.5 236 73.1 
One 305 13.9 217 12.6 32 20.6 56 17.3 
Two or more 181 8.2 127 7.4 23 14.8 31 9.6 



Table B4.3 The distribution of drug charges among defendants entering the 
judicial process during study periods in 1984, by seriousness of drug 
charges, by selected prior criminal history attributes, by court 
(cont'd) 

M~X1~QR~ QQ~n~ ~~R~X1QX QQ~xt 
Criminal 
history No drug ge10ny 6 ~Fe1ony 5 
§.J;;J;;dll!.!~ IpU1 ~ilXglilli ml~ ~b~1i >!X!.!g ~~Ii 

N P N P N P N P 

~X1Qt ~onv1~J;;1oDS, wlil~RQDs 

Total 2,211 100.0 1,731 100.0 157 100.0 323 100.0 
None 2,136 96.6 1,668 96.4 155 98.7 313 96.9 
One 68 3.1 57 3.3 2 1.3 9 2.8 
Two or more 7 0.3 6 0.3 0 0 1 0.3 

~J:1QX rIt.1i! 
Total 2,213 100.0 1,733 100.0 155 100.0 325 100.0 
None 1,924 86.9 1,491 86.0 133 85.8 300 92.3 
One 206 9.3 168 9.7 15 9.7 23 7.1 
Two or more 83 3.8 74 4.3 7 4.5 2 0.6 

QUJ;;lit~ng1n~ w~XJ:antli 
Total 2,221 100.0 1,737 100.0 158 100.0 326 100.0 
None 1,831 82.4 1,409 81.1 135 85.4 287 88.0 
One 304 13.7 255 14.7 19 12.0 30 9.2 
Two or moroa 86 3.9 73 4.2 4 2.5 9 2.8 

Qn RIob~t1Qn OI R~xole 
Total 2',221 100.0 1,737 100.0 158 100.0 326 100.0 
No 1,887 84.9 1,479 85.0 133 84.2 275 84.6 
Yes 334 15.1 260 15.0 25 15.8 49 15.4 

QD RX!ilv1Q~1i nJ:etx1~1 Iel!il~s~ 
Total 2,210 100.0 1.730 100.0 156 100.0 324 100.0 
No 2,017 91.3 1,580 91.3 142 91.0 295 91.0 
Yes 193 8.7 150 8.7 14 9.0 29 9.0 

Qn RX~v1Q!.!1i nJ:~tx1Bl X~l~BIiIil, flillQDI 
Total 2,210 100.0 1.730 100.0 156 100.0 324 100.0 
No 2,091 94.6 1,640 94.8 148 94.9 303 93.5 
Yes 119 5.4 90 5.2 8 5.1 21 6.5 



Table B4.3 The distribution of drug charges among defendants entering the judicial 
process during study periods in 1984, by seriousness of drug charges, by 
selected prior criminal history attributes, by court (cont'd) 

a.uUolls ~QYnt:£ ~Yl<~Ilor S:;Q!.lIt 
Criminal 
history No drug 
f!ttd12!.!t~~ IQ!;f!l !OhflI~~~ ~Q§se§§. Sal~§ ':::m~lDl.!f... 

N p N P N P N P 

~I~QI I!II~~t§ 
Total 319 100.0 241 100.0 5 100.0 73 100.0 
None 62 19.4 46 19.1 0 0 16 21.9 
One 51 16.0 37 15.4 1 20.0 13 17.8 
Two or more 206 64.6 158 65.6 4 80.0 44 60.3 

Recent RI12I I!IIe~ 
Total 348 100.0 261 100.0 5 100.0 82 100.0 
None 88 25.3 62 23.8 1 20.0 25 30.S 
One 72 20.7 50 19.2 3 60.0 19 23.2 
Two or more 188 54.0 149 57.1 1 20.0 38 46.3 

~I!or f!nesU, ~eIiQu§ neIsQDal 
Total 311 100.0 236 100.0 5 100.0 70 100.0 
None 154 48.5 100 42.4 3 60.0 54 72.9 
One 38 12.2 29 12.3 0 0 9 12.9 
Two or more 119 38.3 107 45.3 2 40.0 10 14.3 

frior anests RIQRe:rt:t 
Total 311 100.0 236 100.0 5 100.0 70 100.0 
None 241 77 .5 172 72.9 5 100.0 64 91.4 
One 41 13.2 39 16.5 0 0 2 2.9 
Two or more 29 9.3 25 10.6 0 0 4 5.7 

~I1QI flII~§t§. dI.!!i; s;ha:rge§ 

Total 311 100.0 236 100.0 5 100.0 70 100.0 
None 183 58.8 '152 64.4 3 60.0 28 40.0 
One 49 15.8 42 17.8 0 0 7 10.0 
Two Dr more 79 25.4 42 17.8 2 40.0 35 50.0 

~IioI u:rest/i. wel!RQn~ 
Total 311 100.0 236 100.0 5 100.0 70 100.0 
None lE9 54.3 117 49.6 2 40.0 50 71.4 
One 35 11.3 23 9.7 2 40.0 10 14.3 
Two or more 107 34.4 96 40.7 1 20.0 10 14.3 

~I1Q[ !OonvlsotioD§ 
Total 314 100.0 237 100.0 5 100.0 72 100.0 
t~o~le 115 36.6 82 34.6 1 20.0 32 44.4 
cn..e 31 9.9 24 10.1 0 0 7 9.7 
Two or more 168 53.5 131 55.3 4 80.0 3:i 45.8 

~I~Q[ !o2nvi!Ot12n~. ~12m 
Total 311 100.0 236 100.0 5 100.0 70 100.0 
None 200 64.3 138 58.5 3 60.0 59 84.3 
One 34 10.9 29 12.3 0 0 5 7.1 
Two or more 77 24.8 69 29.2 2 40.0 6 8.6 

~I12. !02Dvlsot12D§. m1lig~III!iHiD2I 
Total 311 100.0 236 100.0 5 100.0 70 100.0 
None 132 42.4 98 41.5 2 40.0 32 45.7 
One 28 9.0 22 9.3 1 20.0 5 7.1 
TwCl or more 151 48.6 116 49.2 2 40.0 33 47.1 

fI12I S;2D~ls;tl2D§. §~I12!.!§ ~~I§gDll 
Total 311 100.0 236 100.0 5 100.0 70 100.0 
None 211 67.8 148 62.7 3 60.0 60 85.7 
One 39 12.5 33 14.0 0 0 6 8.6 
Two or more 61 19.6 55 23.3 2 40.0 4 5.7 

~I12I !02Dvlst12D§, ~I2R~Ia 
Total 311 100.0 2::6 100.0 5 100.0 70 100.0 
None 266 85.5 196 83.1 5 100.0 65 92.9 
One 25 8.0 24 10.2 0 0 1 1.4 
Two or more 20 6.4 16 6.8 0 0 4 5.7 

lti21: !02Dvl£tlOD§. s!1:Yi: ch"'I&~ 
Total 311 100.0 236 100.0 5 100.0 70 100.0 
None 239 76.8 188 79.7 5 100.0 46 65.7 
One 30 9.6 21 8.9 0 0 9 12.9 
Two or more 42 13.5 27 11.4 0 0 15 21.4 



Table B4.3 The distribution of drug charges among defendants entering the judicial 
process during study periods in 1984, by seriousness of dn:g charges, by 
selected prior criminal history attributes, by court (cont'd) 

liuffolls QQ!m~ liW!~I1Qr QQurlO 
Criminal 
history No drug 
§.lOlOr11:!!dlO~§ IQlOil £bnri:~§ fQ§se§§ linl~§ tnuIDuf. 

N p N P N P N P 

~!iQ! c~nv1£101Qn§. weaI!°Ds 
'lota1 311 100.0 236 100.0 5 100.0 70 100.0 
None 215 69.1 152 64.4 2 50.0 71 87.1 
One 38 12.2 33 14.0 2 40.0 3 4.3 
Two or more 58 18.6 51 21.6 1 20.0 6 8.6 

Prior nAs 
Total 311 100.0 236 100.0 5 100.0 70 100.0 
None 171 55.0 132 55.9 5 1.0 34 48.6 
One 42 13.5 28 11.9 0 0 14 20.0 
Two or more 98 31.5 76 32.2 0 0 22 31.4 

Outstanding waIrnnts 
Total 311 100.0 236 100.0 5 100.0 70 100.0 
H/~ne 248 79.7 189 80.1 5 100.0 54 77 .1 
One 33 10.6 25 10.6 0 0 8 11.4 
Two or more 30 9.6 22 9.3 0 0 8 11.4 

On Rrobation OI Rarole 
Total 300 100.0 227 100.0 5 100.0 68 100.0 
No 225 85.0 18.5 81.5 4 80.0 66 97.1 
Yes 45 15.0 42 18.5 1 20.0 2 2.9 

Qn Rrev10us RI~lOI1nl Ieleau 
Total 294 100.0 222 100.0 5 100.0 67 100.0 
No 245 93.3 188 84.7 4 80.0 53 79.1 
Yes 49 16.7 34 15.3 1 20.0 14 20.9 

On Rrevlous RIetrial !~lease, f~lom: 
Total 294 100.0 222 100.0 5 100.0 67 100.0 
No 267 90.8 198 89.2 4 80.0 65 97.0 
Yes 27 9.2 24 10.8 1 20.0 2 3.0 



Table B5.l Pretrial release and detention among 1984 sample defendants, by drug charges, by court 

Boston MuniciRal Court Suffolk Count~ SURerior Court 
Pretrial No drug Drug No drug Drug 
release Total charges charges Total char g,.e s charges 
measures N P N P N P N P N P N P 

Nonfinancial vs financial release 
Total 4,423 100.0 3,644 100.0 779 100.0 328 100.0 237 100.0 91 100.0 
Nonfinancial 3,130 70.8 2,563 70.3 567 72.8 149 45.4 120 50.6 29 31.9 
Financial 1,293 29.2 1,081 29.7 212 27.2 179 54.6 117 49.4 62 68.1 

Bai1lbond (ROR as ~Ol 
Median ($) 4,414 $0 3,638 $0 776 $0 326 $300 235 $0 91 $500 

Released within 2 da~s 
Total 4,580 100.0 3,761 100.0 818 100.0 356 100.0 261 100.0 95 100.0 
Not released 667 14.6 578 15.4 89 10.9 140 39.3 110 42.1 30 31.6 
Released 3,913 85.4 3,184 84.6 729 89.1 216 60.7 151 57.9 65 68.4 

Released within 90 da~s 
Total 4,580 100.0 3,761 100.0 818 100.0 356 100.0 261 100.0 95 100.0 
Not released 263 5.7 227 6.0 35 4.3 101 28.4 81 31.0 20 21.1 
Released 4,318 94.3 3,534 94.0 784 95.7 255 71.6 180 69.0 75 78.9 

Means of release 
Total 4,105 100.0 3,354 100.0 752 100.0 248 100.0 175 100.0 73 100.0 
Paid own bond 799 19.5 653 19.5 147 19.5 67 27.0 33 18.9 3l~ 46.6 
Surety release 290 7.1 248 7.4 41 5.5 36 14.5 28 16.0 8 11.0 
Third party 15 0.4 9 0.3 6 0.8 1 0.4 1 0.6 0 0 
OR 3,002 73.1 2,444 72.9 558 74.2 139 56.0 109 62.3 30 41.1 
Other 5 2.0 4 2.3 1 1.4 



Table B5.1 Pretrial release and detention among 1984 sample defendants, by drug charges, by court (cont'd) 

Dade Count~ Court Dade Count~ Circuit Court 
Pretrial No drug Drug No drug Drug 
release Total charges charges Total charges charges 
measures N P N P N P N P N P N P 

Nonfinancial vs financial release 
Total 970 100.0 838 100.0 132 100.0 1,776 100.0 1,299 100.0 476 100.0 
Nonfinancial 614 63.2 521 62.2 92 69.7 1,219 68.6 924 71.1 295 62.0 
Financial 357 36.8 317 37.8 40 30.3 557 31.4 376 28.9 181 38.0 

Baillbond (ROR as ~Ol 
Median ($) 970 $0 838 $0 132 $0 1,774 $0 1,299 $0 475 $0 

Released within 2 da~s 
Total 1,977 100.0 1,788 100.0 188 100.0 2,308 100.0 1,703 100.0 605 100.0 
Not released 742 37.5 682 38.1 60 31. 9 787 34.1 605 35.5 183 30.2 
Released 1,235 62.5 1,107 61. 9 128 68.1 1,521 65.9 1,098 64.5 422 69.8 

Released within 90 da~s 
Total 1,973 100.0 1,784 100.0 188 100.0 2,294 100.0 1.691 100.0 603 100.0 
Not released 682 34.6 630 35.3 52 27.7 438 19.1 354 21.0 84 13.8 

Released 1,291 65.4 1,155 64.7 136 72.3 1,856 80.9 1,337 79.0 520 86.2 

~eans of release 
Total 1,299 100.0 1,159 100.0 140 100.0 1,957 100.0 1,422 100.0 535 100.0 
Paid own bond 148 11.1 144 12.5 4 2.9 153 7.8 107 7.5 46 8.7 
Surety release 72 5.6 60 5.2 12 8.6 532 27.2 354 24.9 178 33.2 
Third party 36 2.8 32 2.8 4 2.9 359 18.3 206' 14.5 153 28.6 
PTS adm order 34 1.7 28 2.0 6 1.2 
PTS low risk 12 0.9 12 1.0 487 24.9 401 28.2 87 16.2 
PTS supervised 101 5.1 87 6.1 14 2.6 
Other 1,031 79.3 910 78.5 120 85.7 291 14.9 240 16.9 51 9.5 



Table B5.l Pretrial release and detention among 1984 sample defendants, by drug 
charges, by court (cont'd) 

Maricol!a County SUl!erior Court 
Pretrial No drug 
release Total charges Drug charges, 
measures N P N P N P 

Nonfinancial vs financial release 
Total 2,188 100.0 1,709 100.0 479 100.0 
Nonfinancial 892 40.8 649 38.0 243 50.7 
Financial 1,296 59.2 1,060 62.0 236 49.3 

Bail !bond (ROR as $0) 
Median ($) 2,179 $685 1,703 $822 476 $0 

Released within 2 days 
Total 2,207 100.0 1,727 100.0 480 100.0 
Not released 1,180 53.5 992 57.4 188 39.2 
Released 1,027 46.5 735 42.6 292 60.8 

Released within 90 days 
Total 2,207 100.0 1,727 100.0 480 100.0 
Not released 1,008 45.7 851 49.3 157 32.7 
Released 1,199 54.3 876 50.7 323 67.3 

Means of release 
Total 1,202 100.0 877 100.0 325 100.0 
Paid own bond 78 6.5 48 5.5 30 9.2 
Surety release 100 8.3 73 8.3 27 8.3 
Third party 199 16.6 164 18.7 35 10.8 
OR 789 65.6 564 64.3 225 69.2 
Other 36 3.0 28 3.2 8 2.5 



Table B5.2 Defendant misconduct during pretrial release among 1984 sample defendants, by drug charges, by court 

Boston MuniciEa1 Court Suffolk County SUEerior Court 
No drug Drug No drug Drug 

Defendant Total charges charges Total charges charges 
misconduct N P N P N P N P N P N P 

Failure of aEEear, of released 
Total 4,318 100.0 3,534 100.0 784 100.0 265 100.0 190 100.0 75 100.0 
No 3,397 78.7 2,740 77 .5 657 83.9 255 96.2 183 96.3 72 96.0 
Yes 921 21.3 794 22.5 126 16.1 10 3.8 7 3.7 3 4.0 

Rearrest, of released 
Total 915 100.0 714 100.0 200 100.0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
No 785 85.8 600 84.0 185 92.3 n/a n/a n/B. n/a n/a n/a 
Yes 129 14.2 114 16.0 15 7.7 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Rearrest on serious offenses, of released 
Total 915 100.0 714 100.0 200 100.0 249 100.0 176 100.0 73 100.0 
No 903 98.7 706 98.9 197 98.1 2l~9 100.0 176 100.0 73 100.0 
Yes 12 1.3 9 1.1 4 1.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Failure (FTA or rearrest}, of released 
Total 915 100.0 611 100.0 304 100.0 100 100.0 78 100.0 22 100.0 
No 714 78.1 468 76.7 246 81.0 98 98.0 76 97.4 0 100.0 
Yes 200 21.9 143 23.3 58 19.0 2 2.0 2 2.6 0 0 



Table B5.2 Defendant misconduct during pretrial release among 1984 sample defendants, by drug charges, by court 

Dade Count~ Court Dade Count~ Circuit Court 
No drug Drug No drug Drug 

Defendant Total charges charges Total charges charges 
misconduct N P N P N P N P N P N P 

Failure of a~~ear. of released 
Total 1,283 100.0 1,147 100.0 136 100.0 1,839 100.0 1,323 100.0 516 100.0 
No 886 69.0 778 68.0 108 79.0 1,640 89.0 1,166 88.0 473 92.0 
Yes 397 31.0 369 32.0 28 21.0 200 11.0 156 12.0 43 8.0 

Rearrest, of released 
Total 1,259 100.0 1,126 100.0 132 100.0 1,819 100.0 1,312 100.0 507 100.0 
No 1,091 87.0 962 85.0 128 97.0 1,706 94.0 1,216 93.0 490 97.0 
Yes 168 13.0 164 15.0 4 3.0 113 6.0 96 7.0 17 3.0 

/' 

Rearrest on serious offenses, of released 
Total 1,291 100.0 1,144 100.0 136 100.0 1,861 100.0 1,340 100.0 521 100.0 
No 1,275 98.8 1,139 1.4 0 0 1,824 98.0 1,306 97.5 518 99.4 
Yes 16 1.2 16 1.4 0 0 37 2.0 34 2.5 3 0.6 

Failure (FTA or rearrest), of released 
Total 1,291 100.0 1,144 100.0 136 100.0 1,856 100.0 1,337 100.0 519 100.0 
No 802 62.0 698 60.0 104 93.0 1,573 85.0 1,111 83.0 463 89.0 
Yes 489 38.0 457 40.0 32 3.0 283 15.0 226 17.0 57 11.0 



Table B5.2 Defendant misconduct during pretrial release among 1984 sample 
defendants, by drug charges, by court (cont'd) 

MaricoI!a Count:! SUI!erior Court 
No drug Drug 

Defendant Total charges charges 
misconduct N P N P N P 

Failure of aI!I!ear, of released 
Total 1,205 100.0 879 100.0 327 100.0 
No 1,111 92.2 802 91.3 309 94.5 
Yes 94 7.8 76 8.7 18 5.5 

Rearrest, of released 
Total 1,204 100.0 877 100.0 327 100.0 
No 1,068 88.7 785 89.5 283 86.5 
Yes 136 11.3 92 10.5 44 13.5 

Rearrest on serious offenses, of released 
Total 1,204 100.0 877 100.0 327 100.0 
No 1,171 97.3 849 96.8 322 95.5 
Yes 33 2.7 28 3.2 5 1.5 

Failure eFTA or rearrest}, of released 
Total 1,211 100.0 883 100.0 328 100.0 
No 1,004 82.9 732 82.9 272 82.9 
Yes 207 17.1 151 17 .1 56 17.1 



Table B6.2 Pretrial release and detention among Dade County Felony defendants, by drug charges, by study period 
(1984 v. 1987) 

1984 Felony Defendants 1987 Felony Defendants 
Pretrial No drug Drug No drug Drug 
release Total charges charges Total charges charges 
measures N P N P N P N P N P N P 

Nonfinancial vs financial release 
Total 1,776 100.0 1,299 100.0 476 100.0 2,546 100.0 1,681 100.0 865 100.0 
Nonfinancial 1,219 68.6 924 71.1 295 62.0 1,199 47.1 722 43.0 477 55.1 
Financial 557 31.4 376 28.9 181 38.0 1,347 52.9 959 57.0 388 44.9 

Bai1lbond (ROR as ~Ol 
Median ($) 1,774 $0 1,299 $0 475 $0 2,543 $1,000 1,677 $1,500 850 0 

Released within 2 days 
Total 2,308 100.0 1,703 100.0 605 100.0 2,529 100.0 1,672 100.0 857 100.0 
Not released 787 34.1 605 35.5 183 30.2 1,416 56.0 960 57.4 456 53.2 
Released 1,521 65.9 1,098 64.5 422 69.8 1,113 44.0 712 42.6 401 46.8 

Released within 90 days 
Total 2,294 100.0 1.691 100.0 603 100.0 2,529 100.0 1,672 100.0 857 100.0 
Not released 438 19.1 354 21.0 84 13.8 657 26.0 455 27.2 202 23.6 
Released 1,856 80.9 1,337 79.0 520 86.2 1,872 74.0 1,217 72.8 655 76.4 

Means of release 
Total 1,957 100.0 1,422 100.0 535 100.0 1,842 100.0 1,194 100.0 6q8 100.0 
Paid own bond 153 7.8 107 7.5 46 8.7 141 7.7 101 8.5 40 6.2 
Surety release 532 27.2 354 24.9 178 33.2 352 19.1 243 20.4 109 16.8 
Third party 359 18.3 206 14.5 153 28.6 96 5.2 68 5.7 28 4.3 
PTS adm order 34 1.7 28 2.0 6 1.2 314 17.0 170 14.2 144 22.2 
PTS low risk 487 24.9 401 28.2 87 16.2 1+49 24.4 345 28.9 104 16.0 
PTS supervised 101 5.1 87 6.1 14 2.6 207 11.2 108 9.0 99 15.3 
Other 291 14.9 240 16.9 51 9.5 283 15.4 159 13.3 124 19.1 



Table E6.5 Drug related cases among entering felony defendants in Dade County, 
June-July 1987, by prior criminal history attributes 

~~& £bDI&e~ InQ £Q£llne use 
Criminal 
history No drug No drug Drg chgs. Drg chgs. 
!'!!;!;dl!ut!l!s Iotal Slngli, Ql!;!&, £b&~, £l!Qs...... test neg, Uli t I!Oli!, 

N P N P N P N P N P 

frlQr !'!ItelitS 
Total 1,850 100.0 369 100.0 813 100.0 95 100.0 573 100.0 
None 459 24.8 161 43.6 130 16.0 45 47.4 123 2l.5 
One 250 13.5 61 16.5 88 10.8 19 20.0 82 14.3 
Two or more 1,141 6l. 7 147 39.8 595 73.2 31 32.6 368 64.2 

R!;!cent prlQI Irr!;!!iI;s 
Total 1,850 100.0 369 100.0 813 100.0 95 100.0 573 100.0 
None 603 32.6 186 50.4 184 22.6 49 51.6 184 32.1 
One 309 16.7 67 18.2 119 14.6 25 26.3 98 17.1 
Two or more 938 50.7 116 31.4 510 62.7 21 22.1 291 50.8 

~I1Qr u;r;;est!.!, s!i!rlous I!eI~onal 
Total 1,850 100.0 369 100.0 813 100.0 95 100.0 573 100.0 
None 1,298 70.2 290 78.6 511 62.9 79 83.2 418 72.9 
One 321 17.4 45 12.2 171 21.0 9 9.5 96 16.8 
Two or more 231 12.5 34 9.2 131 16.1 7 7.4 59 10.3 

~;r;;lor arrests I!roI!eII;~ 
Total 1,850 100.0 369 100.0 813 100.0 95 100.0 573 100.0 
None 1,128 61.0 287 77.8 377 46.4 77 8l.1 387 67.5 
One 287 15.5 40 10.8 160 19.7 6 6.3 81 14.1 
Two or more 435 23.5 42 11.4 276 33.9 12 12.6 105 18.3 

~l:lor aq;:ests, drug £barges 
Total 1,850 100.0 369 100.0 813 100.0 95 100.0 573 100.0 
None 1,123 60.7 310 84.0 458 56.3 72 75.8 283 49.4 
One 344 18.6 42 11.4 188 23.1 13 13.7 101 17.6 
Two or more 383 20.7 17 4.6 167 20.5 10 10.5 189 33.0 

~rlQr arres!;!.!, d~g I!osse!.!lilon 
Total 1,850 100.0 369 100.0 813 100.0 95 100.0 573 100.0 
None 1,145 61.9 313 84.8 467 57.4 72 75.8 293 51.1 
One 379 20.5 41 11.1 209 25.7 14 14.7 115 20.1 
Two or more 326 17.6 15 4.1 137 16.9 9 9.5 165 28.8 

fI1QI UI!l!Sl;s, QIYg mIDMfD£!;Yre-~!'!le-gl~!;rll!Y!;12n 
Total 1,850 100.0 369 100.0 813 . 100.0 95 100.0 573 100.0 
None 1,643 88.8 360 97.6 731 89.9 91 95.8 461 80.5 
One 148 8.0 8 2.2 55 6.8 1 1.1 84 14.7 
Two or more 59 3.2 1 0.3 27 3.3 3 3.2 28 4.9 

frls!):: !!rr~~!;~, WUllQn~ 
Total 1,850 100.0 369 100.0 813 100.0 95 100.0 573 100.0 
None 1,467 79.3 316 85.6 618 76.0 84 88.4 449 78.4 
One 266 14.4 34 9.2 136 16.7 8 8.4 88 15.4 
Two or more 117 6.3 19 5.1 59 7.3 3 3.2 36 6.3 

fr12r £2nvl£t12n~ 
Total 1,850 100.0 369 100.0 813 100.0 95 100.0 573 100.0 
None 883 47.7 253 68.6 807 37.8 71 74.7 252 44.0 
One 209 11.3 33 8.9 98 12.1 7 7.4 71 12.4 
Two or more 758 41.0 83 22.S 408 50.2 17 17.9 250 43.6 

fr12r £2Dvl£t12n~, felonv 
Total 1,849 100.0 369 100.0 813 100.0 95 100.0 572 100.0 
None 1,261 68.2 319 86.4 490 60.3 78 82.1 374 65.4 
One 141 7.6 15 4.1 74 9.2 6 6.3 45 7.9 
Two or more 447 24.2 35 9.5 248 30.5 11 11.6 153 26.7 

fI12I £2Dvl£t12D~, ml~Q~m!i!ln2r 
Total 1,849 100.0 369 100.0 813 100.0 95 100.0 572 100.0 
None 1,010 54.6 268 72.6 361 44.4 74 77.9 307 53.7 
One 261 14.1 39 10.6 131 16.1 8 8.4 83 14.5 
Two or more 578 31.3 62 16.8 321 39.5 13 13.7 182 3l.8 

fr12r £2Dvl£tlQn~, §!l!r12ys.I!!i!ri2Dll 
Total 1,850 100.0 369 100.0 813 100.0 95 100.0 573 100.0 
None 1,683 91.0 348 94.3 719 88.4 91 95.8 525 9l.6 
One 123 6.6 18 4.9 66 8.1 3 3.2 36 6.3 
Two or more 44 2.4 3 0.8 28 3.4 1 1.1 12 2.1 

fr12I £oDvl£tlonli!, I!I0I!er~ 
Total 1,850 100.0 369 100.0 813 100.0 95 100.0 573 100.0 
None 1,519 82 . .L 346 93.8 590 72.6 86 90.5 497 86.7 
One 139 7.5 11 3.0 94 11.6 3 3.2 31 5.4 
Two or more 192 10.4 12 3.3 129 15.9 6 6.3 45 7.9 



Table B6.5 Drug related cases among entering felony defenaants in Dade County, 
June-July 1987, by prior criminal history attributes (cont'd) . 

12D.!B; IObI!Ii:~1;l IDd 102101!1De ul;le ~ -
Criminal ~ 

history No drug No drug Drg chgs Drg chgs 
!!ttJ.':lbuI;es Ioul £h!1;S,~De!1;, cll!1;1;l , ~RQl! , test ne!1;, tel!t pos, 

N P N P N P N P N P 

~I1QI £QDvl~t12Dl!, gD.!!1; s;h1lIB;~l! 
Total 1,850 100.0 369 100.0 813 100.0 95 100.0 573 100.0 
None 1,496 80.9 350 94.9 640 78.7 88 92.6 418 72.9 
One 174 9.4 13 3.5 96 11.8 3 3.2 62 10.8 
Two or more 180 9.7 6 1.6 77 9.5 4 4.2 93 16.2 

~IiQI £oDvi£tiQDIil, gI!.!!1; POI;lI;l~l;l§lQD 
Total 1,850 100.0 369 100.0 813 100.0 95 100.0 573 100.0 
None 1,519 82.1 350 94.9 657 80.8 88 92.6 424 74.0 
One 192 10.4 15 4.1 97 11.9 3 3.2 77 13.4 
Two or more 139 7.5 4 1.1 59 7.3 4 4.2 72 12.6 

~IloI £2nvi£tionl!, maDYfalOtuI~-l!l!le-dlstIibutlon 
Total 1,850 100.0 369 100.0 813 100.0 95 100.0 573 100.0 
None 1,751 94.6 365 98.9 769 94.6 92 96.8 525 91.6 
One 74 4.0 4 1.1 33 4.1 2 2.1 35 6.1 
Two or more 25 1.4 0 0 11 1.4 1 1.1 13 2.3 

~IiQI lOoDvl£I;ioDl!. wellRQDIil 
Total 1,850 100.0 369 100.0 813 100.0 95 100.0 573 100.0 
Nona 1,700 91. 9 348 94.3 737 90.7 91 95.8 524 91.4 
One 116 6.3 16 4.3 64 7.9 2 2.1 34 5.9 
Two or more 34 1.8 5 1.4 12 1.5 2 2.1 15 2.6 

~IiQI Illls 
Total 1,861 100.0 373 100.0 816 100.0 96 100.0 576 100.0 
No 1,540 82.8 347 93.0 636 77.9 89 92.7 468 81.3 
Yes 321 17.2 26 7.0 180 22.1 7 7.3 108 18.8 

Qytl!tllndlD!1; wlIIIlntl! 
Total 1,846 100.0 368 100.0 811 100.0 95 100.0 572 100.0 
None 1,460 79.1 331 89.9 595 73.4 88 92.6 446 78.0 
One 119 6.4 13 3.5 61 7.5 2 2.1 43 7.5 
Two or more 267 14.5 24 6.5 155 19.1 5 5.3 83 14.5 

Qn PIQhlt1QD QI p!!I21~ 
Total 1,342 100.0 205 100.0 651 100.0 49 100.0 437 100.0 
No 1,205 89.8 188 91.7 574 88.2 46 93.9 397 90.8 
Yes 137 10.2 17 8.3 77 11.8 3 6.1 40 9.2 

Qn RI~v12Ul! PI~tIill I~l~!!Iil~ 
Total 1,772 100.0 348 100.0 780 100.0 92 100.0 552 100.0 
No 1,348 76.1 296 85.1 554 71.0 74 80.4 424 76.8 
Yes 424 23.9 52 14.9 226 29.0 18 19.6 128 23.2 

Qn llI~v1QYl! llI~tIll1 I~l~~I;l~. fdS!1ll: 
Total 1.772 100.0 348 100.0 780 100.0 92 100.0 552 100.0 
No 1,537 86.7 326 93.7 658 84.4 84 91.3 469 85.0 
Yes 235 13.3 22 6.3 122 15.6 8 8.7 83 15.0 
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TableC4.4 Multivariate modeling of drug charges among Dade County felony defendants, 1984: 
regression and logit results 

Dependent variable: 
Drug charges vs. 
DO drug charges 

Regression analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Non-Index charges 
No Theft charges 
No Weapons involved 
No Assault charges 
History of cocaine abuse 
No Injury to victim 

Results: 
1- = .39 P = .00 
(Missing = 0) 

Index offense entering last: 
No Theft charges 
No Weapons involved 
No Injury to victim 
No Assault charges 
History of cocaine abuse 
1- =.26 P = .00 
Non-Index charges 

ResulW: 
r- = 39 P = .00 
(Missing = 0) 

Total n: 
2,308 

Number with Drug char~es: 
605 

Logit analysis: 

Not Successful 

Not Successful 

Not SuC\.~~ful 

I 



Table C4.5 Multivariate modeling of drug charges among Maricopa County felony defendants, 1984: 
regression and logit results 

Dependent variable: 
Drug charges vs. 
no drug charges 

Regression analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Non-Index charges 
No Theft charges 
No Driving while intoxicated 
Prior arrests on drug charges 
History of marijuana abuse 

Results: 
? =.25 P = .00 
(Missing = 17) 

Index offense entering last: 
No Theft charges 
History of marijuana abuse 
No Driving while intoxicated charges 
Prior arrests on drug cbarges 
? = .08 p = .00 
Non-Index charges 

Resu~~: = .25 p = .00 

(Missing = 17) 

Total n: 
2,232 

Number with Drug charges: 
487 

Logit analysis: 

Not Successful 

Not Successful 

Not Successful 



Table C4.6 Multivariate modeling of drug charges among Boston Municipal Court defendants, 1984: 
regression and logit results 

Dependent variable: 
Drug charges v. 
no drug charges 

Regression analY§is: 
Independent variables: 

History of marijuana abuse 
No Theft charges 
Non-Index charges 
Male defendant 
No Driving under the influence 
No Prior convictions 
History of substance abuse 

Resul~: 
~ = .22 P = .00 
(Missing = 0) 

Total n: 
4,580 

Number with Drug charges: 
818 

Logit analysis: 

Not Successful 



Table C6.1 Multivariate modeling of drug charges among Dade County felony defendants, 1987: regression and logit results 

Dependent variable:
Drug charges vs. 
no drug charges 

Regression analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Non-Index charges 
No Theft charges 
No Burglary charges 
No Injury to victim 
No Assault charges 

Resul~: 
~ = .45 P = .00 
(Missing = 9) 

Total n: 
2,566 

Number with Drug charge~ 
867 

wiPt analysis: 
Variables in final model: 
Non-Index charges 
No Theft charges 
No Burglary charges 
No Injury to victim 
No Assault charges 
Two or more prior drug arrests 

Goodness-of-fit Chi-sq = 42.80 
DF = 44 P value = .523 



TableC63 Multivariate modeling of cocaine use among Dade County felony defendants, 1987: 
regression and logit results 

Dependent variable: 
Cocaine use vs. 
no cocaine use 

Regression analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Results: 

Two or more prior arrests 
No assault charges 
Cocaine abuse within the past year 
Two or more prior drug arrests 
No weapons invovled 
Any prior convictions 
Marital status single 
Two or more outstanding warrants 
Marijuana abuse within the past year 
Non-Index charges 

?- = .16 P = .00 
(Missing = 9) 

Total n: 
1870 

Number testing positive: 
867 

Logit analysis: 

Two or more prior arrests 
Current drug charges 
Two or more recent prior arrests 
Two or more prior felony convictions 
No person victims 
Any prior felony FfA's 
Marital staius single 

Goodness-of-fit Chi-sq = 182.76 
DF = 212 P value = .928 
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Chapter One 

ASSESSING THE IMPACT OF DRUG-RELATED CRIMINAL CASES ON PUBLIC SAFETY: 
THE AIMS AND DESIGN OF THE RESEARCH 

Overview of the Research 

As issues involving drugs and crime have been moving increasingly to center stage in public policy debate, 

localities, states and the Federal jurisdiction have been proposing and enacting a wide variety of initiatives aimed at 

the drug-crime dilemma. Underlying these efforts, of course, has been the rationale that the growth in the 

availability, use and trafficking of illegal drugs feeds society's "drug problem" which in turn seriously exacerbates the 

"crime problem." In contrast to the growing mainstream of research and policy development aimed at the impact of 

the drug problem on the crime problem, the current research has as its principal objective investigation of the 

impact of the drug-crime problem on government's ability to cope with crime. 

As the strain of responding to drug-related crime and processing drug-related criminal cases reaches crisis 

proportions in the various components of the criminal process, it has become clear that the burden is perceived to 

be systemic. One of the worst aspects of the impact of the drug-crime phenomenon is the additional burden it 

places on the already seriously strained judicial process with its endemic delay, overcrowding and resource 

difficulties. Thus, though not perhaps being viewed as the original source of these difficulties in criminal justice, the 

drug-crime phenomenon is increasingly perceived to be the "straw that breaks the camel's back," the catalyst that 

moves the system from a state of great strain to one of unmanageable crisis. 

Although placed within the broad parameters of the effect of drug-related crime on criminal justice, this 

research focuses more narrowly on the impact of the drug-related criminal caseload on the criminal process, public 

safety and crowding. Its goals are modest and practical, to contribute knowledge of the impact of these kinds of 

cases on the criminal justice system. Our approach is to make use of data collected in three large urban 

jurisdictions to serve as the basis of what might best be characterized as thre~ empirical case studies. As we 

examine the role of drug-related criminal cases within the entering caseloads in five courts in three cities--Miami 

(Dade County), Boston and Phoenix (Maricopa County), our purposes are twofold: to describe the actual contours 

of the drug-crime contribution to caseload, crowding and public safety, and, to offer an informed discussion of the 

implications of the impact of drug-related crime for the future of criminal justice policy. 
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We have organized the presentation of our investigation into a series of related monographs. The frr:.l 

monograph (Volume I: Assessing the Impact of Drug-Relatf:d Criminal Cases on the Judicial Process. Crowding 

and Public Safe~) described the data which serve as the fClundation of our descriptive analysis and developed a 

working definition of drug-related criminal cases. That defInition includes two perspectives central to our analyses, 

defendants with cases involving charges relating to drug offenses and defendants who have been shown to be active 

d1Ug abusers. Using an unique data set, we are able to examine the overlap between these two versions of "drug

related" cases moving through the system, one based on criminal charges and the other on drug use. 

Volume I characterizes entering defendants using both perspectives of "drug-related" criminal cases and 

charts their role within and movement through the criminal process. The analysis is comparative at each stage, 

asking in what ways drug-related cases differ from cases that are not drug related in the criminal caseload. 

Although the analysis best addre5ses questions about the role of drug-related criminal cases in the criminal process, 

it treats the implications of drug-related crime for public safety in its study of pretrial crime, and for institutional 

crowding in its analyses of the comparative use of pretrial detention and incarcerative sentences. 

In this report, we examine the extent to which the drug-i'elatedness of cases entering the judicial system is 

related to subsequent offIcial contacts (arrests) during follow-up periods. Our perspective is from the vantage point 

of the criminal process: rather than merely wishing to know about the etiology of reoffending, we are responding to 

the perception not only that drug-related criminal cases make up a large part of the volume of the incoming 

caseload for the courts and related agencies, but also that they make up a large part of the continuing court 

caseload, a component that is repeatedly reprocessed with few productive results. 

To determine the relationship between drug-related crime and subsequent contact with the court system, 

our analyses make use of two four-year follow-up studies of the 1984 defendant samples described in Volume I (of 

Maricopa County and Dade County defendants) and one 18 month follow-up of the 1987 Dade felony defendants (a 

sample for whom drug test results were obtained). The question addressed in Volume II is quite straightforward: 

Do persons involved in drug-related crime present a greater risk to public safety than other kinds of persons 

processed by the court syst.em? 
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The Design of the Research 

Like the research reported in Volume I, this investigation builds on three large and comprehensive data 

bases describing defendant cohorts entering the court systems in major urban jurisdictions, two in 1984 (2,232 felony 

defendants entering Maricopa County Superior Court, 1,985 felony and misdemeanor defendants in County and 

Circuit Courts in Dade Countyl) and one in 1987 (2,556 felony defendants in Dade County Circuit Cour~). (The 

reader is urged to consult the description of sampling in Volume I for full details of the samples and their 

limitations.) To examine the implications of the drug-relatedness of entering criminal cases on their later 

"recidivism," we conducted follow-up studies of randomly selected subsamples of about 1,000 defendants from each 

of the defendant cohorts.3 We charted the subsequent criminal histories of the 1984 defendants in Dade County 

and Maricopa County for a period of four years and followed the official contacts of the 1987 Dade County felony 

defendants for a period of 18 months using official court files. 

The data collected for the 1987 sample of Dade County felony defendants differed from the other samples 

because of the availability of drug testing information from voluntary drug tests conducted at the time of entry into 

the judicial process in 1987.4 Thus, in addition to the criminal charge, prior history and self-reported measures of 

drug-relatedness normally available, the 1987 sample's unique value is that it allows us to address more fully the 

impact of defendant drug-relatedness on later official contacts through a reliable measure of drug use. Measures of 

defendant drug use through drug testing was then, and still is, rarely available on a systematic basis in most 

jurisdictions in the United States. Taken together, these comparatively exhaustive data describing large cohorts of 

defendants and their cases entering the courts in 1984 and 1987 offered a special opportunity to characterize the 

public safety implications of the drug-related criminal caseload. 

1 The Maricopa County sample consisted of all felony defendants entering processing in Superior Court during June 
and July of 1984. The 1984 Dade County sample was a stratified disproportionate sample producing weighted 
estimates of about 4,210 misdemeanor and felony cases entering the criminal courts Fridays, Saturdays and Sundays 
from April to October, 1984. 
2 The 1987 sample consisted of all felony defendants entering the courts during June and July of 1987. See Volume 
I and Goldkamp, Gottfredson and Weiland (1988) for a discussion of exclusions and days missed. 
3 The unweighted 1984 Dade County subsample of about 1,000 defendants produces weighted estimates for 
approximately 2,010 defendants. Random subsamples were employed for follow-up data collection due to resource 
constraints. 
4 For a description of the drug testing methodology, see Goldkamp et aI. (1988), Goldkamp et al. (1990), and 
Volume I of this series. It should be noted that the drug testing was voluntary and for research purposes only. As a 
result, drug tests were not obtained for all defendants, but rather about 77 percent of them. When drug test results 
are used in this report, then, the sample size is commensurately reduced. 
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Defining and Measuring "Drug-relatedness" 
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As an initial inquiry into the public safety implications of the drug-related criminal caseload, our 

investigation is exploratory in nature. This is because the problem posed by this research is broad-based and, 

despite conventional wisdom perhaps, faces both definitional problems (lJld a number of untested assumptions. A 

fIrst defInitional problem is how to measure the concept of "drug-related" criminal caseload. What officials and 

policy makers may mean by "drug-related" and what we can measure using available data are not necessarily the 

same. 

We can conceive of at least four categories of "drug-related" meanings: cases defined as drug-related 

because they involve explicit drug charges; cases in which defendants have records of prior drug arrests or 

convictions; cases in which defendant drug use was involved in the alleged offenses; and cases in which other crimes 

were aHeged but drugs were "involved." This last category is, of course, the most difficult to measure. Such "drug 

involvement" is often alluded to, but it is very difficult to ascertain--it is harder still to measure objectively. Each or 

all of these meanings may derme aspects of criminal cases as they enter the system. We can measure the first three 

fairly well with our data, singly or, as we will explain in later chapters, in combination. 

Depending on the defmition of drug-relatedness we adopt, or the particular aspect that serves as our focus, 

the implications for public safety concerns may be quite different. For persons who are alleged to have committed 

minor crimes but who use drugs, the policy concerns--and future public safety implications--might be quite different 

from the implications for persons who sell drugs, have prior convictions for drug and other crimes, who use drugs 

and who commit serious crimes related to the business of drugs. Thus, in this investigation we ask whether and to 

what extent the presence or absence of drug-related aspects of defendants and/or their cases help to project or 

"predict" patterns of subsequent offending. 

Measuring the "Public Safety" Implications of the Drug-related Caseload 

Just as definition of drug-relatedness may involve several aspects separately or jointly, the focus on public 

safety can be multifaceted. Later drug-related crimes can be generated by defendants who earlier mayor may not 

have had drug-related attributes and form an important ingredient in assessing the public safety implications of the 

drug-related caseload. Within the larger framework of "recidivism," we can examine the kinds and patterns of 
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rearrests produced by the cohort defendants during the follow-up periods, comparing the role of subsequent dng 

crimes with other kinds of crimes, for example. This comparative analysis would focus on whether cohort 

defendants are rearrested for certain kinds of subsequent crimes, but also on how often they are rearrested and the 

likelihood of repetitive (and similar) rearrests. This kind of public safety focus on the generation of drug versus 

other crime is, in a sense, an analysis of one dependent among other dependent variables--this while comparing 

three rather different defendant cohorts. 

Defendants who at an earlier stage possessed drug-related attributes mayor may not commit later crimes 

which mayor may not be drug related. Thus, another approach to identifying the public safety implications of the 

drug-related criminal caseload is to ask specifically what drug-related attributes of entering defendants or their cases 

can tell us about future offending. In this instance, we are testing the assumption that these attributes recorded at 

the entry into the caseload cohort--current drug charges, prior history of drug crimes and drug use--help predict the 

kind, frequency and/or timing of defendants' future criminal behavior. And, indeed, there have been recent studies 

\ finding that the self-reported drug use of defendants helped predict self-reported rates of criminal offending (see 

e.g., Chaiken and Chaiken, 1982; Greenwood and Abrahamse, 1982; Blumstein et al., 1986), as well as many earlier 

studies of officially recorded tecidivism in which self-reported drug use was employed as a predictor (see 

Gottfredson, 1964; Gottfredson, Wilkins and Hoffman, 1978). There have been no studies to date of cohorts of 

criminal caseloads followed over time, certainly not cross-jurisdictional studies of the implications of the drug

relatedness of criminal caseloads. 

In short, this report will focus on aspects of drug-relatedness that are easily measured within the constraints 

of the data from Maricopa and Dade County and will examine their relationship to subsequent official contacts by 

cohort defendants, looked at in a variety of ways. Most simply, in these limited ways we are asking whether the 

conventional wisdom held about the importance of drug-relatedness within the criminal caseload are borne out by 

the data describing future offending. 

In this report, then, we describe the relationship between the drug-relatedness of defendants and their cases 

and later crime from the point of view of the criminal process. In a subsequent report, we broaden the inquiry to 

ask whether, compared to other kinds of information usually available in official (court) archival data, drug

relatedness is an important indication of risk of future offending. 
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Chapter Two 

THE PREVALENCE AND NATURE OF "RECIDMSM" AND DRUG CRIME 

IN THE THREE DEFENDANT COHORTS 

A Note about the Measure of "Recidivism" Employed it!!. This Study 

7 

The measure of crime among defendant cohorts in Maricopa County (Phoenix), Arizona, and Dade County 

(Miami), Florida, during the follow-up periods is limited to the configuration of charges associated with arrests and 

convictions subsequent to the defendants' involvements in the entry stage 1984 and 1987 arrests. In this report we 

focus primarily on arrests because the configuration of charges lodged at the arrest stage allows us to examine a 

richer variety of (at least "alleged") criminal behavior than convictions for crimes committed during the follow-up 

period. An additional disadvantage of relying on offense information as gleaned from conviction data is the 

sometimes lengthy periods that elapse between arrest and adjudication, resulting in lag times that would have made 

it difficult to obtain much re-offending data within the follow-up study periods that were employed (and which were 

dictated by resource practicalities). 

Although the data analyzed m this study provide a unique opportunity to examine the public safety 

implications of the drug-related criminal caseloads in two urban jurisdictions and three time periods, they suffer the 

traditioI'al limitations of other recidivism studies that rely on official records. Basically, these limitations involve 

questions about the reliability of official records and the validity of arrests or official contacts as a measure of actual 

criminal activity. We certainly acknowledge those limitations and point to another in our data at this stage. 

Although we have fairly thorough arrest data for each of the defendant cohorts through the follow-up periods, we 

were not able to obtain information describing periods of confinement for the sample defendants who were 

convicted and sentenced, given resource and time constraints. Certainly, interpretations of data without this 

information can be misleading, for example, resulting in assumptions that individuals were arrest free who may in 

fact have been confmed for large portions of the follow-up study. Thus, in a subsequent phase we would adjust the 

findings we report here on the basis of time-at-risk data. 

These limitations notwithstanding, we would argue that for the purposes of the current research, these data 

are in fact !Iuite useful. Implicitly at least, we are inquiring about the public safety implications of the dispositional 
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decisions made by the courts with respect to the drug-related criminal caseload. Admittedly, like "recidivism" 

studies, the criminal process deals only with some unknown fraction of all persons committing crimes--and in many 

ways arrests provide a poor measure of criminal activity. However, our focus purposely is on the characteristics and 

implications of the known fraction, those coming into the courts for adjudication of criminal charges and those later 

returning again, and in some cases, again. Thus, in an important sense, the data we employ are very appropriate for 

the study of risk of reoffending as measured through rearrest--and for assessing the public safety implications of the 

drug-related criminal caseload. 

In this chapter, we begin the discussion of the public safety implications of the drug-related criminal 

caseloads by describing the overall reoffending behavior of cohort defendants with a special emphasis on drug 

crime. It is against this overall picture of reoffending that we compare categories of defendants with drug-related 

attributes in the next chapter. 

The Prevalence of Recidivism in the Three Defendant Cohorts 

Perhaps the most dramatic initial finding is the very high level of subsequent rearrests recorded by 

defendants in each of the cohorts studied. (See Figure 2.1.) A majority of defendants across sites were rearrested 

at least once.5 The jurisdict~ons differed in the frequency of rearrests among the defendant cohorts during the 

follow-up period: only six percent of the 1984 Maricopa County felony defendants recorded more than five arrests 

during the four year follow-up; 19 percent of the 1984 Dade County misdemeanor and felony sample recorded that 

many rearrests. Remarkably, 17 percent of the 1987 Dade County felony sample generated more than five rearrests 

within only an 18-month follow-up period. 

Figure 2.2 displays the rates of rearrests by the kinds of crimes with which defendants were charged during 

the follow-up periods. Several striking similarities across cohorts can be noted. Regardless of the sample, about 

one-fifth of defendants were rearrested for index-level offenses,6 nearly one-fifth were rearrested for serious crimes 

5 Approximately 70 percent of the rearrested 1984 Dade cohort defendants were convicted for at least one crime 
during the follow-up period; 78 percent of the 1987 Dade felony defendants were convicted at least once during the 
18 month follow-up. Conviction data were not available for the Maricopa County Superior Court felony defenCants. 
6 In this study we use the FBI measure of index offenses as a means for comparing the seriousness of charges across 
sites. We eliminate from the FBI measure arrests for auto theft and larceny, however. 
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against the person,7 roughly one-tenth were rearrested for offenses involving assault, and less than one i,n ten were 

rearrested for robberies. The (.",.horts differed in other ways, however. The Dade cohorts were distinguished by 

higher rates of theft, weapons, burglary and drug crime rearrests. The 1987 Dade felony cohort showed the highest 

rates of rearrests for drug (26 percent), burglary (20 percent) and theft (27 percent) offenses (which are striking 

accomplishments given the comparatively short follow-up period, 18 months versus the four years involved in the 

other cohorts). 

Figure 2.3 presents the kinds of offenses for which defendants were most frequently rearrested when only 

defendants having rearrests are counted. While the findings parallel those just described, the relative frequency of 

rearrests for drug crimes, burglary, theft and weapons offenses in the two Dade County samples stands out, 

particularly for the 1987 felony defendants. Among both Dade County cohorts, only theft rearrests were more 

common than drug rearrests. Nearly half of the Dade defendants were rearrested for drug crimes (the bulk of 

which were of the possession not the sales/distribution variety,8 see Figure 2.4), more than half were rearrested for 

theft, and more than one-third were rearrested for burglary during the short 18 month follow-up period. Although a 

large proportion of the 1984 Ma:icopa County felony defendants (26 percent) were rearrested for drug offenses at 

least once during the four-year follow-up, index-level offenses generally and serious crimes against the person were 

somewhat more common. 

In the Dade County cohort data we were able to rank the seriousness of defendants' charges using the 

penal code'z felony/misdemeanor grading of crimes. (The Maricopa data did not include this information in a 

sufficient number of cases to permit meaningful analysis.) Figure 2.5 shows the distribution of the 

felony/misdemeanor rankings of the most serious offenses with which rearrested persons were charged in the two 

Dade samples. In both cohorts, sizeable numbers of defendants were rearrested for serious crimes: about 57 

percent of the rearrested 1984 defendants were charged with crimes of felony 2 seriousness or greater; 70 percent of 

the 1987 Dade sample had rearrests of that level of severity. 

7 We include as serious crimes against the person assaults, kidnapping, rape, robbery, manslaughter, murder and 
~rson with personal harm. 

For a discussion of the non-comparability of measures of drug offenses and their severity in criminal codes, see 
Volume I. 
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Table 2.1 Total number of rearrests and rearrests per 100 defendants, by selected rearrest offenses, by cohort 

Cohort 
Kind of Maricopa 1984 Dade 1984 Dade 1987 
Rearrest (n = 1,142) ( = 2,010) (n = 998) 
Offense Total rearrests Per 100 Total rearrests Per 100 Total rearrests Per 100 

Total 
(any rearrest) (1805) 157.6 (6830) 339.8 (2643) 264.8 

Index offenses (404) 353 (799) 39.8 (372) 373 
Serious Person (313) 273 (650) 32.3 (247) 24.7 
Robbery (41) 3.6 (210) 10.4 (93) 93 
Weapons (53) 4.6 (339) 16.9 (143) 143 
Assault (177) 155 (343) 17.1 (134) 13.4 
Burglary (175) 15.3 (636) 31.6 (477) 47.8 
Theft (69) 6.0 (1446) 71.9 (690) 69.1 
Drugs (any) (306) 26.7 (793) 39.4 (426) 42.7 
Drugs - sale/dist. (78) 6.8 (190) 9.4 (109) 10.9 
Drugs - possession (259) 22.6 (784) 39.0 (417) 41.8 
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Table 2.1 compares the rearrests generated by the three defendant cohorts in a different way, by calculating 

a number of rearrests per 100 defendants by selected categories of offenses. This table shows first that regardless of 

the site or time period each defendant cohort generated a large number of rearrests per 100. In Maricopa, which 

showed the lowest overall rate per 100, 100 defendants could be expected to generate 158 arrests. The 1984 

misdemeanor/felony cohort in Dade County generated more than twice that rate (340 per 100 defendants), while 

the 1987 Dade felony cohort Was not far behind with 265 rearrests generated per 100 defendants (in a much shorter 

follow-up period). 

Among Maricopa County felony defendants, the highest number of rearrests per 100 defendants was 

generated in the index offenses (35 per 1(0), although drug and serious person crime rates per 100 were almost as 

high. In contrast, the highest rates per 100 defendants in both Dade County cohorts were found in the theft 

category (at 72 and 69 per 100 in the 1984 and 1987 cohorts respectively). The number of burglary, index-level and 

drug rearrests per 100 defendants in the two Dade cohorts were similar at a second highest level, however. 

Maricopa County defendants generated a roughly similar number of rearrests per 100 defendants for index

level crimes (35,40 and 37 per 100 respectively), and for serious crimes against the person (27 versus 31 and 25 per 

100 defendants) as the two Dade County cohorts. During their much shorter 18 month follow-up period, the 1987 

Dade felony defendants produced the highest number of rearrests for (any) drug crimes per 100 defendants (43 

compared to 35 among the 1984 Dade defendants and 27 among the 1984 Maricopa defendants). In each site, 

however, the number of arrests for drug sales/distribution were comparably low (7 in Maricopa, 9 in the 1984 Dade 

County sample and 11 in the 1987 Dade County sample). The 1987 Dade County felony defendants recorded the 

highest rate of rearrests per 100 for drug possession offenses at 42. 

The Probabilities of Rearrest Given a Previous Arrest 

One way to investigate the impact of drug related cases on subsequent arrest was to determine whether the 

kinds of offenses for which persons were initially arrested were related to the probability of subsequent contacts 

with the criminal justice system. Table 2.2 shows the probability of having subsequent rearrests, given a previous 

arrest for defendants in each of the cohorts. Stated differently, the table shows the probability that persons having 

one arrest will have at least a second, that persons having a second will have at least a third, and so forth. 



Table 2.2 Given an arrest/rearrest, the probability of a subsequent rearrest, by kind of offense, by cohort 

An~ rearrest Index charges Serious person 
Arrestj Maricopa Dade Dade Maricopa Dade Dade Maricopa Dade Dade 
Rearrest 1984 1984 1987 1984 1984 1987 1984 1984 1987 

Arrest to rearrest 0.572 0.499 0.533 0.369 0.397 0.383 0.183 0.185 0.158 
Rearrest 1 to 2 0.647 0.731 0.776 0.341 0.441 0.397 0.330 0.371 0.316 
Rearrest 2 to 3 0.672 0.791 0.794 0.777 0.807 0.824 0.386 0.423 0.380 
Rearrest 3 to 4 0.586 0.816 0.774 0.959 0.945 0.941 0.333 0.400 0.316 
Rearrest 4 to 5 0.611 0.849 0.771 0.985 0.969 0.986 0.250 
Rearrest 5 to 6 0.549 0.863 0.806 0.998 0.994 0.991 
Rearrest 6 to 7 0.571 0.818 0.867 0.997 0.994 
Rearrest 7 to 8 0.656 0.894 0.810 0.998 
Rearrest 8 to 9 0.809 0.743 0.995 0.996 
Rearrest 9 to 10 0.849 0.783 
Over 10 arrests 0.997 0.996 

Robbea Weapons Assault . 
Arrest/ Maricopa Dade Dade Maricopa Dade Dade Maricopa Dade Dade 
Rearrest 1984 1984 1987 1984 1984 1987 1984 1984 1987 

Arrest to rearrest 1 0.049 0.131 0.115 0.042 0.126 0.104 0.191 0.236 0.201 
Rearrest 1 to 2 0.224 0.313 0.278 0.082 0.267 0.231 0.319 0.271 0.194 
Rearrest 2 to 3 0.964 0.923 0.960 0.114 0.375 0.853 0.845 0.856 
Rearrest 3 to 4 0.997 0.988 0.984 0.989 0.981 0.987 
Rearrest 4 to 5 0.996 0.996 0.995 0.996 
Rearrest 5 to 6 0.998 
Rearrest 6 to 7 0.998 
Rearrest 7 to 8 
Rearrest 8 to 9 
Rearrest 9 to 10 0.999 
Over 10 arrests 



Table 2.2 Given an arrest/rearrest, the probability of a subsequent rearrest, by kind of offense, by cohort (cont'd) 

Arrest/ 
Rearrest 

Arrest to rearrest 
Rearrest 1 to 2 
Rearrest 2 to 3 
Rearrest 3 to 4 
Rearrest 4 to 5 
Rearrest 5 to 6 
Rearrest 6 to 7 
Rearrest 7 to 8 
Rearrest 8 to 9 
Rearrest 9 to 10 
Over 10 arrests 

Arr.~st/ 
Rearrest 

Arrest to rearrest 
Rearrest 1 to 2 
Rearrest 2 to 3 
Rearrest 3 to 4 
Rearrest 4 to 5 
Rearrest 5 to 6 
Rearrest 6 to 7 
Rearrest 7 to 8 
Rearrest 8 to 9 
Rearrest 9 to 10 
Over 10 arrests 

Maricopa 
1984 

0.168 
0.190 
0.889 
0.994 
0.997 

0.997 

Maricopa 
1984 

0.129 
0.403 
0.400 
0.542 

Burg!a~ 
Dade Dade 
1984 1987 

0.278 0.383 
0.457 0.499 
0.867 0.864 
0.976 0.939 
0.986 0.970 
0.984 0.978 
0.997 0.996 
0.996 0.998 
0.999 
0.999 0.989 
0.950 0.994 

Drug Possession 
Dade Dade 
1984 1987 

0.195 
0.388 
0.439 
0.377 
0.462 

0.247 
0.377 
0.419 
0.282 

Theft 
Maricopa Dade Dade 

1984 1984 1987 

0.085 0.446 0.526 
0.176 0.578 0.542 
0.932 0.865 0.788 
0.998 0.932 0.919 
0.998 0.947 0.953 

0.986 0.978 
0.986 0.983 
0.988 0.991 
0.990 0.994 
0.994 0.996 
0.980 0.992 

Drug Sale/Dist. 
Maricopa Dade Dade 

1984 1984 1987 

0.044 
0.545 
0.222 

0.058 
0.281 
00265 

0.085 
0.188 

Drugs 
Maricopa Dade 

1984 1984 

0.147 0.198 
0.441 0.384 
0.453 0.468 
0.471 0.446 

0.364 

Dade 
1987 

0.251 
0.391 
0.454 
0.267 
0.167 
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For example, the probability of a first rearrest for any kind of offense subsequent to the initial cohort arrest is given 

at the top of the frrst column and is simply the baseline percent of defendants in each cohort having at least one 

rearrests during the follow-up. Interestingly, once defendants had been rearrested one time, the chances that they 

would go on to be arrested at least one more time increased in each location, slightly (from 57 to .65) in Maricopa 

County, dramatically in both Dade cohorts (from 50 to .73 among the 1984 defendants, from 53. to .78 among the 

1987 defendants). The chances for a next rearrest stayed consistentiy higher among the Dade County defendants 

for every successive rearrest, peaking among the 1984 cohort among defendant having seven arrests. Their chances 

for an eighth arrest were nearly 9 out of 10 (.89). The probability of a next arrest among Maricopa County 

defendants never exceeded .67, which was the probability that a defendant having two arrests would go on to a third 

rearrest. 

More interesting for the purposes of this inquiry, however, are the probabilities for successive rearrests for 

particular kinds of offenses. Of course, the chances of being rearrested a subsequent time for a particular crime are 

much lower than are the chances of being rearrested for any kind of crime.9 Table 2.2 shows, for example, that 

persons who have been arrested twice for the broad category of index crimes have increasingly greater odds that 

they will be rearrested for a subsequent index offense. The same seems to be true of persons having two arrests for 

burglary, assault, robbery and theft. 

In t~ach cohort, the odds for subsequent rearrest for drug offenses do not seem to increase so dramatically, 

peaking among Maricopa defendants at .54 for those with three drug possession arrests having a fourth. The 

probability of a next rearrest for a drug sales/distribution offense is fairly low in each jurisdiction. The limited 

number of repeat drug offenses, however, might lead to the interpretation that drug offenders are rapidly being 

taken out of circulation and not being permitted an opportunity for a subsequent drug arrest. An alternative 

explanation is that drug offen ders are eclectic in their repeat crime choices, often being rearrested for other kinds of 

crimes, partiCUlarly property offenses. 

9 As we noted above, these chances of subsequent rearrest among cohort defendants may be greatly affected by 
periods of confmement (persons convicted and sentenced for incarcerative terms during the follow-up period have 
less time at risk and fewer opportunities to be rearrested for new crimes than persons who were not confmed). 
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Patterns of Rearrests Over Time Among Cohort Defendants 

The probability that a person arrested once will go on to be arrested at least a second time is a generalized 

indication of the likelihood of multiple offending over time. The probabilities naturally increase because relatively 

few persons fall into the repetitive offending categories; for those that do, the chances grow that a next mrest will 

occur--limited mainly by the length of the follow-up period and time spent not incarcerated. That probability is a 

generalized measure because it does not summarize the chances that one or more rearrests for similar offenses will 

occur during the follow-up period. We learn from Table 2.2 that once persons have several rearreStS, they are 

particUlarly likely to have another. 

Another way to consider the public safety implications of the drug-related caseload is to determine the 

extent to which persons are rearrested for the same kinds of offenses in sequence. Thus, Table A2.3 shows the 

extent to which sample defendants were rearrested for offenses which were homogeneous and sequential 

(specialized). Were persons charged with drug crimes at one stage, for example, likely to be charged with drug 

crimes at the next stage. Defendants who "specialize" should show large proportions committing the same offense in 

sequence, at stage one and stage two and at stage three, etc. 

This is a more precise measure, therefore, than the preceding probability which asks what proportion of 

persons with one arrest (or two, etc.) for a specific offense will have a next one regardless of the order of its 

occurrence. Under the more general measure, a person with many subsequent arrests is likely to have a second and 

a third drug offense, for example, although in the sequential pattern of offending drug arrests may occur every third 

or fourth offense. A specialist might be expected to be arrested for drug offenses sequentially, a generalist or 

opportunistic offender might be expected to cover a variety of offenses, some more than once, over time. 

Tables A2.3 through A2.IO and selected Figures 2.6 through 2.11 summarize the data that allow for analysis 

of the relative repetitiveness of selected offenses over all rearrests. (The type of offenses selected were constrained 

by the numbers of defendants rearrested for them.) Table A2.3 focuses on the probable "next" event given a 

particular stage rearrest and asks whether the defendant will most likely a) not be rearrested, b) be rearrested but 
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for a different crime, or c) be arrested for the same crime as previously, specializing.lO It is important to note that 

the table asks a "new' question of persons rearrested at each stage: of all persons with this kind of arrest, what were 

the next outcomes? 

Thus, since more people are rearrested for a specific crime at a particular level of rearrest than were 

arrested at the preceding stage for the same crime, the question is asked of all persons with the particular charge, 

not just the sequential offenders with the charge. For example, in Maricopa County 69 persons were rearrested for 

an index-level offense who were originally arrested for an index offense. But 131 persons with a rearrest were 

charged with an index level offense, 69 of these were repeating the same crime in sequence. 

Table A2.3 produces three main fmdings that seem to apply across sites and across offense categories. The 

first finding is that the most likely next outcome for sample defendants at a given arrest stage (from the initial arrest 

to the seventh rearrest) is not repeating for the same offense. Rather, the chances are either that defendant will not 

be rearrested again or that he/she will be rearrested for some offense, but not the same offense. The second 

general finding, therefore, is that persons who are next rearrested for the same offense are usually a small minority. 

A third finding is that, after having been rearrested once, the chances that defendants will next not be rearrested 

decline and the chances that defendants will be rearrested for a different offense increase. 

To illustrate, we begin with a rather broad offense category, persons charged with index-level offenses.11 

(Of course, the broader the definition of the offense category, the more likely that a similar next rearrest can occur.) 

Only 17 percent of persons initially arrested for an index-level offense in Maricopa County Superior Court were next 

rearrested for an index offense. Although at the different stages the percentage changes, ranging from a low of 15 

percent (persons going from a sixth rearrest to a seventh) to a high of 31 percent (persons going from a fifth 

rearrest to a sixth), in no case was the modal probability for the next event a rearrest for an index-level offense. The 

majority of offenders charged with an index-level offense in Maricopa were not rearrested for index offenses at the 

next stage. Either they were not rearrested at all or they were rearrested but for a crime of a -different variety. 

10 Note that this table could have been construct even more narrowly to determine the prevalence of "specialists" 
(offenders who are arrested for the same crimes in strings of rearrests. If that had been the approach, the table 
would have run out of cases very quickly. 
11 We adopt a modified definition of "index-level" offense which drops larceny and auto theft from the index crimes 
listed by the FBI. 
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Interestingly, reflecting the high rates of recidivism among these samples, after the ftrst rearrest stage, the modal 

category is rearrest for a different offense, not no-rearrest. The same rmding applies to the Dade 1984 and 1987 

samples as well. 

When the focus of Table A2.3 shifts to arrests for offenses involving serious crimes against the person, 

much the same findings are noted. Even given the breadth of the offense category--many crimes qualify as crimes 

against the person--a small minority of initial rearrests result in a next rearrest for serious crimes against the person. 

In Maricopa County, the modal outcome after an arrest for serious crimes against the person is always no rearrest 

at all. Among the 1984 and 1987 Dade County samples, the modal next outcome was rearrest but for a different 

kind of offense. 

Regardless of the site, a next rearrest for the same offense was always a low probability occurence--

particularly for robbery, weapons, burglary and assault offenses. Though still a minority of cases, the chances of a 

similar repeat offense at the next stage increased notably among Dade County defendants. Roughly 40 percent of 

persons arrested for theft offenses were arrested again and for theft offenses as the next event in 1984 and 1987. 

This was not true of Maricopa County defendants. Finally, the same was generally true as well for persons charged 

with drug offenses. With one exception, only a minority of persons charged with drug offenses at one stage were 

rearrested and rearrested for a drug offense. The exception is found among the 1984 sample of Dade County 

defendants, 56 percent (a majority) of defendants with a second rearrest for drug crimes had a third rearrest for 

drug crimes. 

Together, these analyses have several public safety implications for the drug-related criminal caseload. 

Overall, roughly half of cohort defendants are not rearrested within the cohort period.U Once defendants are 

rearrested, the chances for a subsequent rearrest appears to increase, although the rate of the increase varied by site 

and sample. Compared to other specific offense categories, the chances for a subsequent rearrest for drug offenses 

increased only modestly. Two conclusions are possible: a) drug offenders are not so likely as other offenders to be 

rearrested a number of times for the same offense; b) drug offenders are disproportionately incapacitated and are 

prevented from having time at-risk during the follow-up period. Although this latter interpretation may be a good 

12 With these data, we cannot be certain to what extent this rate may be accounted for by the incarceration of 
cohort defendants during the bulk of the follow-up period. 



Figure 2.6 The average percentage of defendants arrested at one stage for any offense, 
rearrested for the seme offense at next stage, by offense type, among 1984 
Maricopa County felony defendants during 4 year follow-up 

40T 
I 
I 
I 
i , 

30 t 
i 

Average I 
percentage of 
defendants with I 
charges at 20 + 
one stage I 
rearrested for !' same offense 
at next stc;!e 

10 

Figure 2.7 

Average 
percentage of 
defendalts with 

o 

40 

30 

chcrges at 20 
one stage 
reCIITested for 
same offense 
at next stage 

10 

o 

39 

Index- Serioull Robbery Assault Weapons Burglary Theft Drugs 
I evel person 

Offense type 

The average percentage of defendants arrested at one stage for any offense, 
rearrested for the same offense at next stage, by offense type, among 1984 
Dade County defendants during 4 year follow-up 

40 

Index- SerlUUII Robbery Allsault Weaponll Burglary Theft Drugs 
level person 

Offen lie type 



Figure 2.8 
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explanation for the lower probabilities that persons arrested for drug sales will be rearrested again for drug sales, it 

is unlikely to explain the moderate rearrest probabilities of persons arrested for possession. 

Next, from Table A2.3, we found that a small number of sample defendants overall repeated specific 

offenses from one event to the next. Although as the number of rearrests increased, the probability that a next 

rearrest would follow grew as well, the chances that the next rearrest would be for the same offense usually 

remained small. Exceptions were found among those charged with theft, robbery or drug offenses. 

When we examined only those defendants rearrested at each stage, large proportions of the rearrests were 

accounted for by rearrests for the same offense. In this category, persons with initial drug charges seemed to stand 

out. 

Time From Arrest to First Rearrest 

Conceivably, the public safety could be as affected by the timing of rearrests for particular kinds of crimes 

as by the kind and number of rearrests. For example, the fact that a certain proportion of defendants are many 

months later rearrested for burglary may pose a different kind of concern for a jurisdiction from the fact that drug 

crime or theft rearrests occur very soon after the initial court event among cohort defendants. Do persons 

rearrested for drug crimes differ from persons rearrested for other kinds of crimes in how quickly they appear to 

reoffend (or, at least, are rearrested)? 

Figure 2.12 compares the timing of first rearrests for any kind of offense during the. follow-up periods in the 

three jurisdictions. Note that although roughly similar proportions of defendants are ultimately rearrested in each 

of the sites by the end of the follow-up periods, the 1987 Dade felony defendants, who, as we have just mentioned, 

distinguished themselves by high rates of drug and theft crime rearrests, also distinguish themselves by earlier and 

sharply increasing rates of rearrest throughout the follow-up period. (Again, we should point out that what makes 

this especially remarkable is the fnct--partially nbscured by this collapsed figure--that the follow-up period for the 

1987 defendants was 18 months as contrasted with four year follow-ups for the other two cohorts.) 

Figures 2.13a through 2.l5b show the timing of rearrests for a selected number of offenses in each of the 

cohorts during the follow-up periods. (The cumulative line graphs reach a common point at the end of the follow

up period indicating that 100 percent of the rearrests of each kind have o~urred.) A first finding is that the slope of 

the line is very roughly similar regardless of the offense-type. examined. That is, the rate of first rearrest depend 
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quite directly on the length of time defendants are at risk. However, within that general state of affairs, it is also 

true thlit rearrests for different kinds of offenses can be seen to occur at varying rates. Among Maricopa felony 

defendants the timing of theft and of drug crime rearrests seem to go hand-in-hand, showing an early and increasing 

rate--reaching approximately 50 percent rearrested by month five--compared to rearrests for other kinds of crimes. 

(Theft rearrests start out with very few occurring during the frrst few months after the entry into the cohort and then 

catch up to the drug rearrest rated between the fourth and sixth months.) Among the 1984 Dade County 

defendants, theft and drug crime rearrests begin at a fast pace compared to other offenses. However, after just 

three months burglary and theft rearrests increase more sharply as drug rearrests increase at a slower pace. Half of 

the burglary and theft rearrests occurred by the 12-month mark; 50 percent of the drug rearrests had not occurred 

until the 18 month mark. However, after the 18 month mark, drug rearrests experienced an upturn. Among the 

1987 Dade County felony defendants, the pace of drug rearrests lagged notably behind theft and burglary rearrests 

until catching up between month 10 and 12. Nevertheless, in both Dade samples, drug rearrests occurred before 

rearrests for assaults and serious crimes against the person. 

In Maricopa County, then, the timing of first rearrests for drug crimes seemed linked with theft rearrests, in 

the Dade County cohorts the timing of drug arrests in comparison with the timing of other kinds of rearrest seemed 

distinctly middle-paced. 

Figure 2.12 
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Figure 2.13a Cumulative percentages of 1984 Maricopa County defendants rearrested during 
follow-up period, by time until first rearrest, by selected offenses 
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Figure 2.13b Cumulative percentages of 1984 Maricopa County defendants rearrested during 
follow-up period, by time until first rearrest, by selected offense . 
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Figure 2.140 Cumulative percentages of 1984 Dade County defendants rearrested during follow-up 
period, by tIme until first rearrest, by selected offense 
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Fi gure 2.1 4b Cumulative percentages of 1984 Dade County defendants rearrested during follow-up 
period, by time until first rearrest, by selected offense 
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Fi gure 2.1 5a 
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Fi gure 2.1 5b Cumulative pel'centages of 1987 Dade County defendants rearrested during follow-up 
period, by tIme until first rearrest, by selected offense 
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Chapter Three 

USING DRUG-RELATED ATI'RIBUTES OF CRIMINAL CASES TO PREDICT LATER REARRESTS: 
CLASSIFICATION OF THE COHORT DEFENDANTS ON THE BASIS OF DRUG CHARGES AND PRIOR 

ARRESTS 

In Chapter Two of this report we considered the comparative role of drug-crime (rearrests) among the 

overall crime produced by the three defendant cohorts in the Maricopa County and Dade County sites. Most simply 

summarized, we noted its sizeable contribution in the subsequent offending produced by the cohort defendants and 

its differences with other kinds of rearrests in repetitiveness and timing. (We also reported that these themes played 

out differently in each cohort sample, preventing the formulation of simple interpretations.) In this chapter we 

begin to address the more commonly held assumption that drug related attributes of "current" criminal 

cases/defendants are closely tied to the risk of future offending. Beginning in this chapter and continuing into the 

next, we organize our approach to testing this assumption by making use of two-measures of "drug-relatedness" to 

classify cohort defendants. In this chapter, we employ an eight category classification resulting from knowledge of 

defendants' current charges (involving drug charges or not) and prior arrest histories (involving none, arrests for 

other crimes only, arrests for drug crimes only, arrests for other and drug crimes) to differentiate defendants and 

their cases on the basis of drug-rdatedness upon entry into the respective cohorts. In the next chapter, we add 

knowledge of defendant drug use from drug tests to develop a somewhat more complex drug-related classification 

of the 1987 Dade County defendants.13 

A Two-Criteria Classification of Drug-relatedness Based on Drug Charges and Prior Arrests 

Especially in the early stages of criminal proceedings, courts mainly are aware of the defendants criminal 

charges (whether they include drug charges or not) and prior criminal records (whether they include prior arrests or 

convictions for drug offenses). Courts may be made aware of defendant's self-reported drug use from pretrial 

services interviews conducted before the bail stage, although this information is often incomplete and unreliable. 

(Defendants often do not choose to divulge information about their use of illicit drugs and/or do not remember 

details over a period of time accurately. Pretrial services interviewers, where they exist, often do not believe the 

responses they obtain and sometimes do not bother to question the defendant thoroughly about drug use history.) 

13 In a subsequent report, we weigh the usefulness of drug-related attributes of defendants' cases agaitlst other 
available information in developing a risk classification of subsequent rearrest. 
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In the rare jurisdiction that systematically drug-tests incoming arrestees, drug test results can offer another 

dimension for measuring the drug relatedness ( drug use) of criminal cases--as we will show in Chapter Four. 

A fIrst conceptualization of drug-relatedness, one that we can measure in our data, merely classifies 

defendants on the basis of the presence of current drug charges and prior arrests for drug crimes. This is a 

reasonable fIrst approach to classifying defendants on the basis of drug-relatedness because in many courts this 

information would be available. We could have chosen to use a current charge versus prior conviction matrix 

instead of one based on prior arrests; however, because of the loss of information about the nature of the alleged 

initial offense that may occur as cases move from charging to adjudication, we decided that arrests would provide a 

more inclusive measure of prior official contacts for drug crimes. 

Using these two criteria, Figures 3.1 through 3.3 illustrate the progressive subdivision of cohort defendants 

into eight drug-related groupings, moving from "All Defendants" through the drug-charge and prior drug arrest 

partitions to the right-most column. The distributions of defendants according to this classification of drug

relatedness in the Maricopa County Superior Court felony cohort and in the 1984 misdemeanor/felony cohort from 

Dade County are remarkably similar. In both cohorts the largest groups in the classifkation were defendants with 

no drug charges and no prior arrests of any kind (31 percent of each cohort), followed by defendants with DO drug 

charges and prior arre!its for other but not drug offenses (24 percent of the Maricopa defendants and 31 percent of 

the 1984 Dade County defendants). The third largest grouping in the two cohorts consisted of defendants with no 

current (cohort-entry) drug charges and prior arrests for drug and other offenses (13 percent and 18 percent 

respectively). The next largest grouping in both sites consisted of defendants with current drug charges and no prior 

arrests of any kind. 

This configuration of drug-related groupings did not resemble the classification of the 1987 Dade County 

felony defendants. (See Figure 3.3.) The eight-category column compares exactly with the classifIcation described 

in Figures 3.1 and 3.2 for the other two cohorts. Using only current charge and prior history information, the largest 

group (27 percent) of 1987 Dade defendants consists of defendants with no drug charges and prior arrests for other 

(not drug) offenses. (Notice that only half the proportion of the 1987 defendants fell into the category with no drug 

charges and no prior arrests compared to the other cohorts.) The second largest category (22 percent) included 

defendants.with no drug charges and with prior arrests for drug and other offenses. Because more 1987 defendants 



Figure 3.1 Two-criteria (drug charges/prior arrests) drug-related classification of 
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Figure 3.2 Two-criteria (drug charges/prior arrests) drug-related classification of 
1984 Dade COlWlty felony defendants 
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Figure 3.3 Two-criteria (drug charges/prior arrests) drug-related classification of 
1987 Dade County felony defendants 
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had drug charges, more also were distributed among the derivative drug-related groupings. About 13 percent fell 

into the group having drug charges and prior arrests for drug and other offenses; 10 percent had drug charges and 

prior arrests for other (not drug) offenses. 

Using the eight group classification produced by considering defendants current charges (no, yes) and prior 

arrests (none, for other offenses only, for drug offenses only, for other and drug offenses), 39 percent of the 1984 

Dade cohort and 44 percent of the 1984 Maricopa cohort were classifiable as "drug-related" in some fashion. Fifty

nine percent of the 1987 Dade cohort was drug-related. Figures 3.4 through 3.6 and Table 3.1 illustrate the use of 

this classification as a tool for analyzing variation in later rearrests among cohort defendants. 

Rea.rrests for Any Offenses 

Figures 3.4,3.5 and 3.6 show the overall or base rate for rearrest in each of the cohorts in the left-most box 

("All Defendants") which serves as a point of comparison with the rearrest rates for each of the drug-related 

subcategories of defendants produced by the classification. Interestingly, dividing the sample merely on the basis of 

drug charges does not differentiate defendants on the basis of later rearrests in any of the sites very well. Further 

subdivision into prior arrest-related subgroupings does, however. 

In each of the sites, the charge/priors drug-related classification produces categories of defendants showing 

a range of rates of later rearrest, from much lower than the relevant base rates to much higher. (See Table 3.1.) 

Also, remarkably there is some general correspondence across sites in the relative ranking of defendant categories 

according to probability of rearrest. For example, defendants in group 1 (no drug charges/no prior arrests) and 

defendants in group 5 (drug charges/no prior arrests) show the lowest rates of later rearrest in each of the sites. 

Similarly, defendants in groups 4 (no drug charges/prior arrests for drug and other offenses) and 8 (drug charges 

and prior arrests for drug and other offenses) rank highest in rearrests in each of the sites. The least "recidivistic" 

group of any site was group 1 of the 1987 Dade felony defendants (no drug charges/no prior arrests). The most 

rearrests were recorded among 1984 Maricopa felony defendants in group 8 (drug charges/prior arrests for drug 

and other offenses). 

Rearrest for Index-level Offenses 

Table 3.2 presents the findings using this drug-related framework analyzing rearrests among defendant 

cohorts for index-level offenses specifically. (Recall that our use of "index" drops auto theft and larceny from the 



Figure 3.4 Two-criteria (drug charges/prior arrests) drug-related classification of 
1984 Maricopa County felony defendants by rearrest during 4-year follow-up 
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Figure 3.5 

Key 

Two-criteria (drug charges/prior arrests) drug-related classification of 
1984 Dade County felony defendants by rearrest during 4-year follow-up 
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Figure 3.6 

Key 

Two-criteria (drug chargesiprior arrests) drug-related classification of 
1987 Dade COl.rIty felony defendants by rearrest during 18 month follow-up 
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Table 3.1 The "drug-relatedness" of criminal cases as defined by current drug charges and prior drug arrests, by rearrrest 
for any offense during follow-up 

Site 
Drug-related Marico[!a 1984 Dade 1984 Dade 1987 
Classification Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total (1145) 5'1.2 (1986) 49.8 (997) 53.3 

1. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (349) 42.4 (608) 32.8 (139) 18.0 

2. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (281) 64.1 (606) 58.9 (272) 56.6 

3. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (108) 58.3 (61) 59.1 (23) 30.4 

4. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drag offenses (154) 74.0 (359) 75.6 (218) 75.2 

5. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (104) 45.2 (145) 26.4 (92) 21.7 

6. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (50) 60.0 (95) 61.1 (103) 65.0 

7. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (51) 62.7 (21) 44.1 (25) 36.0 

8. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (48) 85.4 (91) 66.1 (125) 68.0 
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FBI defInition of offense seriousness.) In each cohort, defendant subgroups without drug charges show slightly 

higher rates of later rearrest for index-level offense. However, partitioning of defendants into prior arrest and drug 

charge subgroups produces eight categories with widely varying rates of re~rest for index crimes. 

The effects of the classillcation of defendants using this approach are not quite as uniform across cohorts as 

in the analysis of rearrest for any kind of offense above or as successfu] in producing groups that differ clearly in 

their rates of rearrest from each other. Among Maricopa defendants, group 2 defendants (no drug charges/other 

prior arrests) showed the highest rate (29 percent) of index rearrests during the four year follow-up, a rate slightly 

higher than the cohort base rate of 21 percent. However, in Maricopa, defendants in groups 4, 6, 7, and 8 differed 

little from defendants in group 2 whose rates of index rearrests ranged from 24 to 26 percent, also slightly higher 

than the cohort average. The Maricopa classification did produce one group (group 5--defendants with drug 

charges and no prior arrests) with a much lower than average rate (10 percent) and another (group 1--defendants 

with no drug charges and no prior arrests) with a slightly lower than average rate (16 percent) of index-level 

rearrests during the four year follow-up. 

Among the 1984 Dade County cohort groups 1 and 5 also showed much lower than base rate index 

rearrests and group 7 defendants (drug charges/prior drug arrests only) showed no such rearrests at all. Group 4 

defendants(no drug charges/drug and other prior arrests) showed the highest rate (35 percent), well above the 20 

percent cohort baseline for index rearrests. However, defendants in groups 2, 3, 6, and 8 did not differ notably in 

their later index reoffending, each showing rates slightly above the cohort average. 

In a different variation, the charge/prior arrest classifIcation of defendants applied to the 1987 Dade felony 

defendants produced four groups with very low index rearrest rates. Defendants in groups 1, 3, 5, and 7 showed 

only from 3 to 5 percent rearrested for index offenses compared to the cohort average of 20 percent. Like the drug

related classification of 1984 Dade cohort, the classification of the 1987 cohort produced one group, group 4 (no 

drug charges/drug and other prior arrests), with a much higher than base rate index reoffense rate (38 percent). 

Three groups (2, 6, 8) showed slightly above average reoffending rates for index offenses. 

Despite the cohort to cohort variation in the effects of the drug-related classification, it is fair to say that by 

combining a few of the charge/prior arrestG subcategories in the framework, groups of defendants having low, 

. medium and higher rearrest rates for index offenses could be derived in each site. 



Table 3.2 The "drug-relatedness" of criminal cases as defined by current drug charges and prior drug arrests, by rearrrest 
for index charges during follow-up 

Site 
Drug-related Maricona 1984 Dade 1984 Dade 1987 
Classification Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total (1145) 21.1 (1986) 20.4 (997) 20.0 

1. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (349) 16.3 (608) 9.3 (139) 3.0 

2. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (281) 29.2 (606) 24.7 (272) 22.0 

3. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (108) 14.8 (61) 26.8 (23) 4.0 

4. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (154) 26.0 (359) 35.0 (218) 38.0 

5. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (104) 9.6 (145) 7.0 (92) 5.0 

6. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (50) 26.0 (95) 29.7 U:J3) 21.0 

7. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (51) 23.5 (21) 0.0 (25) 4.0 

8. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (48) 25.0 (91) 24.1 (125) 23.0 
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Rearrests for Serious Crimes Against the Person 

Even fewer defendants were rearrested for serious crimes against the person14 in each of the cohorts, 

ranging only from 16 percent of the 1987 Dade felony defendants and 18 percent of the 1984 Dade defendants to 19 

percent of the 1984 Maricopa felony defendants. Table 3.3 shows that the charge/prior arrest classification does 

single out higher and lower serious person rearrest categories. in each cohort. In Maricopa County group 5 

defendants (drug charges/no prior arrest) are distinguished with a very low rate (8 percent) of serious person 

rearrests, less than half the cohort base rate. Four groups (1, 3, 7, 8) show similarly "medium" rearrest rates for 

serious crimes against the person, ranging from 15 to 17 percent. Groups 2 and 6 (at 26 percent) show the highest 

serious person rearrest rates, nearly 50 percent higher than the base rate. What these higher groups have in 

common is defendants with other (not drug) prior arrests only. 

In contrast, among the 1984 Dade defendants, defendants in group 1 (no drug charges/no prior arrests) 

with 8 percent and group 7 (drug charges/prior arrests for drug offenses only) with 7 percent showed serious person 

rearrest rates at less than half the cohort base rate of 18 percent. One group, group 4 defendants (no drug 

charges/drug and other prior arrests), stood out with the highest serious person rate of 35 percent, nearly twice the 

cohort base rate. Groups 2, 3 and 6 show similarly slightly higher than average serious person reoffending rates. 

The Dade 1987 cohort produces yet another variation in serious person rearrest rates when the 

charge/prior arrest classification is applied. Like the 1984 Dade sample, the 1987 Dade sample recorded very low 

rearrest rates for serious crimes against the person among group 1 defendants (4 percent). However, like the 

Maricopa cohort, the 1987 Dade cohort also showed very low serious person crime rates among defendants in group 

5 (2 percent). and group 1 (4 percent) the two groups having in common no prior arrests for any kind of offense. 

Reasonably low rates (9 and 8 percent respectively) were generated by group 3 and g,roup 7 defendants, having in 

common prior arrests only for drug offenses. Like the 1984 Dade cohort, the 1987 Dade sample showed the highest 

serious person arrest rate (27 percent) among group 4 defendants (no drug charges/drug and other prior arrests). 

14 Serious crimes against the person include assaults, kidnapping, rape, robbery, manslaughter, murder and arson 
with personal harm. 
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Table 33 The "drug-relatedness" of criminal cases as defined by current drug charges and prior drug arrests, by rearrrest 
for serious crimes against the person during follow-up 

Site 
Drug-related Maricopa 1984 Dade 1984 Dade 1987 
Classification Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total (1145) 18.5 (1986) 18.4 (997) 15.8 

1. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (349) 14.6 (608) 8.0 (139) 4.3 

2. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (281) 26.3 (606) 22.0 (272) 13.6 

3. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (108) 16.7 (61) 24.3 (23) 8.7 

4. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (154) 21.4 (359) 34.5 (218) 26.6 

5. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (104) 7.7 (145) 13.0 (92) 2.2 

6. Drug charges/ 
pdor arrests: 
other offenses only (50) 26.0 (95) 23.9 (103) 21.4 

7. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (51) 15.7 (21) 7.4 (25) 8.0 

8. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (48) 14.6 (91) 18.0 (125) 22.4 
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Despite variations across cohorts, the drug-related classification of defendants based on charge/prior arrest criteria 

does distinguish groups of defendants with lower, medium and higher rates of rearrests for serious crimes against 

the person. 

Rearrests for Robbery Offenses 

Table 3.4 uses the charge/prior arrests classification to predict rearrests for robbery offenses during the 

follow-up periods. The first general fmding is the very low numbers of rearrests for this crime category among each 

defendant cohort--7 and 6 percent of the Dade County 1984 and 1987 samples, and 3 percent of the Maricopa 

County felony sample. Given this fact, t~.e classification has a difficult time differentiating lower from higher rate 

offenders when rearrests for robbery are generally so scarce in the samples. Higher rates of robbery rearrest were 

located among group 4 defendants ( no drug charges/arrests for drug and other offenses) in each site, although at 

worst only 13 percent in the two Dade samples were rearrested for robbery. 

Rearrest for Weapons Offenses 

Table 3.5 summarizes the relationship between the charge/priors drug-related classification and rearrest 

for weapons offenses during the follow-up periods. Among Maricopa County defendants who rarely (4 percent of 

the time) were rearrested for weapons offenses, the classification proved of little value. Among the 1984 Dade 

County defendants, low, medium and higher rate categories were identified. Defendants in groups 1, 5 and 7 

showed lower rates of rearrests for weapons offenses. Defendants in group 4 (no drug charges/drug and other prior 

arrests) showed the highest rate (25 percent), roughly twice the cohort base rate (13 percent). When applied to the 

1987 Dade defendants, the classification did not discriminate the rate of reoffending as well. Four groups (1, 3, 5, 

7). however, were identified as having extremely low reoffending rates for weapons offenses (ranging from 0 to 4 

percent). Groups 4 and 6 defendants showed the highest rates (at 15 and 16 percent respectively). 

Rearrest for Assault Offenses 

Table 3.6 displays the results of the analysis when the drug-related classification is applied with a focus on 

rearrests for assault offenses during the follow-up period. The base rates for assault rearrests were strikingly similar 

across sites, ranging only from 11 to 12 percent of cohort defendants. Among Maricopa County defendants, assault 

rearrests did not vary notably according to the drug-related subgroup. Among the 1984 Dade County defendants, 

the classification was more successful. Group 1 defendants (5 percent) and group 7 defendants (0 percent) show 
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Table. 3.4 The "drug-relatedness" of criminal cases as defined by current drug charges and prior drug arrests, by rearrrest 
for robbery during follow-up 

Site 
Drug-related MaricoQa 1984 Dade 1984 Dade 1987 
Classification Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total (1145) 2.8 (1986) 6.7 (997) 6.0 

1. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (349) 1.1 (608) 1.4 (139) 1.0 

2. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (281) 5.0 (606) 9.2 (272) 5.0 

3. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (108) 2.8 (61) 7.6 (23) 4.0 

4. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (154) 5.2 (359) 12.5 (218) 13.0 

5. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (104) 0.0 (145) 4.9 (92) 1.0 

6. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (50) 6.0 (95) 9.8 (103) 8.0 

7. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (51) 0.0 (21) 0.0 (25) 0.0 

8. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (48) 0.0 (91) 5.1 (125) 6.0 



Table 35 The "drug-relatedness· of criminal cases as defined by current drug charges and prior drug arrests, by rearrrest 
for weapons offenses during follow-up 

Site 
Drug-related Maricopa 1984 Dade 1984 Dade 1987 
Classification Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total (1145) 4.3 (1986) 12.6 (997) lOA 

1. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (349) 2.3 (60S) 5.2 (139) 4.3 

2. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (281) 7.S (606) 14.7 (272) 9.6 

3. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (lOS) 4.6 (61) 15.2 (23) 0.0 

4. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (154) 4.5 (359) 24.8 (218) 14.7 

5. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (104) 1.0 (145) 9.8 (92) 4.3 

6. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (50) 4.0 (95) 16.4 (103) 15.5 

7. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (51) 3.9 (21) 7.4 (25) 0.0 

8. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (48) 4.2 (91) 12.9 (125) 16.0 
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very low assault rearrest rates. Group 4 defendants were distinguished by a rearrest rate nearly twice as high as the 

cohort base rate (12 percent). Thus, later assault rearrests seemed tied to persons without drug charges who had 

prior arrest for drug and other offenses. Among the 1987 Dade cohort, the classification was not quite as successful. 

Rough1y half of the drug-related subgroups showed rates (from 4 to 9 percent) below the cohort average, while the 

other half showed rates above the average (at from 15 to 17 percent). 

Rearrest for Burglary Offenses 

Table 3.7 shows first that the three cohorts differed in their base rates for later burglary rearrests, ranging 

from 10 percent of defendants in the Maricopa County sample, and 14 percent in the 1984 Dade sample to 20 

percent in the 1987 Dade sample (which, the reader will recall had the much shorter follow-up period). In the 1984 

Dade sample, defendants with drug charges recorded slightly fewer (11 percent) burglary rearrests than defendants 

without drug charges (15 percent). When the Maricopa defendants are subdivided by criminal charges, the two 

resulting groups differ little in their subsequent rearrest rates for burglary. In the Dade 1987 cohort, however, the 

division of defendants into drug-charged and non-drug-charged groups showed a striking difference in later burglary 

rearrests: 24 percent of defendants with no drug charges compared to 13 percent of defendants with drug charges 

were later rearrested for burglary at least once. 

Among Maricopa County defendants, group 4, group 8 and group 2 defendants showed burglary rearrests 

at higher than the cohort base rate. (See Table 3.7.) The same finding holds for the 1984 Dade cohort, although 

with systematically higher rearrest rates for ~urglary. What these groups had in common were prior arrests for drug 

and other offenses. In Maricopa, defendant groups 1,3 and 5 showed much lower than base rate burglary rearrests. 

In the 1984 Dade sample groups 1, 3, 5, and 7 showed very low rates of burglary rearrest. 

Among the 1987 Dade felony defendants, the highest rate (36 percent) was found among group 4 

defendants as well, with group 2 defendants earning second position (at 27 percent). Groups 1 and 7 showed very 

low burglary rates (2 and 0 percent respectively); group 3 and 5 showed low rates (9 and 7 percent respectively). 

Rearrest for Theft Offenses 

The three cohorts differed as well in the number of rearrests for theft offenses generated during the follow

up period: 5 percent of Maricopa defendants, 23 percent of the 1984 Dade defendants, and 28 percent of the 1987 

Dade defendants had theft rearrests. (See Table 3.8.) The charge/prior arrests classification did not distinguish 



Table 3.6 The "drug-relatedness" of criminal cases as defined by current drug charges and prior drug arrests, by rearrrest 
for assault during follow-up 

Site 
Drug-related Maricopa 1984 Dade 1984 Dade 1987 
Classification Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total (1145) 10.9 (1986) 12.1 997 11.0 

1. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (349) 7.7 (608) 5.2 139 4.0 

2. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (281) 15.7 (606) 13.6 272 9.0 

3. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (108) 10.2 (61) 19.2 23 9.0 

4. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (154) 9.7 (359) 23.4 218 17 

5. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (104) 7.7 (145) 8.1 92 1.0 

6. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (50) 14.0 (95) 9.8 103 15.0 

7. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (51) 13.7 (21) 0.0 25 8.0 

8. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (48) 12.5 (91) 12.9 125 15.0 
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Table 3.7 The "driIg-relatedness" of criminal cases as defined by current drug cbarges and prior drug arrests, by rearrrest 
for burglary during follow~up 

Site 
Drug-related MaricoRa 1984 Dade 1984 Dade 1987 
Classification Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total (1145) 9.6 (1986) 14.3 (997) 20.0 

1. No drug charges! 
no prior arrests (349) 5.4 (608) 6.0 (139) 2.0 

2. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (281) 14.9 (606) lS.5 (272) 27.0 

3. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (lOS) 2.S (61) 6.6 (23) 9.0 

4. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (154) 15.6 (359) 26.3 (218) 36.0 

5. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (104) 3.8 (145) 3.2 (92) 7.0 

6. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (50) 10.0 (95) 14.1 (103) 16.0 

7. Drug charges/ . 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (51) 9.8 (21) 0.0 (25) 0.0 

S. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (48) 16.7 (91) 24.1 (125) 19.0 
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well among lower and higher theft rearrest categories among Maricopa felony defendants. In the two Dade cohorts, 

division of defendants on the basis of their charges into two groups (with drug charges and without drug charges) 

made a slight difference among 1984 defendants (24 percent without drug charges compared to 20 percent with drug 

charges were rearrested later for theft charges) and a sharp difference among the 1987 felony defendants (33 

percent with drug charges and 19 percent without drug charges were rearrested for theft). 

In both Dade cohorts, group 4 defendants (with no drug charges but with drug and other prior arrests) 

showed the highest rates of rearrests for theft offenses during the follow-up. Thirty-nine percent of the 1984 

defendants and 47 percent of the 1987 defendants in this category were later rearrested for at least one theft offense. 

Defendants least likely to be rearrested for theft fell into groups 5 and 7 in both Dade cohorts. Among the 1984 

defendants from 5 to 7 percent and among the 1987 defendants for 4 to 9 percent of defendants in these groups 

were later rearrested for theft. In fact, at least as regards the Dade samples, the charge/prior arrest classification of 

drug relatedness was reasonably successful in differentiating among groups of defendants on the basis of the 

probability of rearrests for thefts. 

Rearrest for Drug Offenses 

However, perhaps the charge/prior arrest classification discriminates among defendants when the focus in 

on rearrests for drug crimes, possession and sales/distribution. Tables 3.9 and 3.10 display the relationship between 

this drug-related classification and subsequent reoffending for drug offenses. In each of the cohorts, subdivision of 

defendants into the initial charge groupings results in categories with notable differences in the likelihood of 

subsequent rearrest for drug offenses. In Maricopa County, persons with drug charges were 4 times more likely to 

be rearrested later for possession offenses and 6 times more likely to be rearrested for sales/distribution offenses. 

In the Dade County 1984 cohort, defendants v/ith drug charges were twice as likely to be rearrested for possession 

offenses than defendants without drug charges but only about as likely to be rearrested for sales/distribution 

offenses. In the 1987 cohort of felony defendants, defendants with drug charges were nearly twice as likely as 

defendants without drug charges to be rearrested for possession and more than twice as likely to be rearrested for 

sales/distribution than those without drug charges. 



Table 3.8 The "drug-relatedness" of criminal cases as defined by current drug charges and prior drug arrests, by rearrrest 
for theft during fonow-up 

Site 
Drug-related Maricopa 19&4- Dade 1984 Dade 1987 
Classification Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total (1145) 4.9 (1986) 22.9 (997) 28.0 

1. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (349) 3.4 (608) 12.2 (139) 9.0 

2. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (281) 7.8 (606) 27.5 (272) 35.0 

3. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (108) 2.8 (61) 15.6 (23) 13.0 

4. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (154) 7.1 (359) 38.6 (218) 47.0 

5. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (104) 2.9 (145) 5.3 (92) 9.0 

6. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (50) 0.0 (95) 32.3 (103) 28.0 

7. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests; 
drug offenses only (51) 5.9 (21) 7.4 (25) 4.0 

8. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (48) 4.2 (91) 352 (125) 23.0 



Table 3.9 The "drug-relatedness" of criminal cases as defined by current drug charges and prior drug arrests, by rearrresl 
for possession of drugs during follow-up 

Site 
Drug-related Maricooa 1984 Dade 1984 Dade 1987 
Classification Number Percent Number Percent NtL.'llber Percent 

Total (1145) 13.0 (1986) 19.6 (997) 24.7 

1. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (349) 5.4 (608) 9.3 (139) 6.5 

2. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (281) 7.8 (606) 19.3 (272) 18.0 

3. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (108) 8.3 (61) 19.2 (23) 13.0 

4. No drug charges! 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (154) 13.0 (359) 34.3 (218) 29.8 

5. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (104) 22.1 (145) 13.0 (92) 18.5 

6. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (50) 20.0 (95) 36.3 (103) 35.0 

7. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (51) 41.2 (21) 36.8 (25) 28.0 

8. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (48) 52.1 (91) 36.2 (125) 48.8 



Table 3.10 The "drug-relatedness" of criminal cases as defined by current drug charges and prior drug arrests, by rearrrest 
for drug sales/distribution during follow-up 

Site 
Drug-related Maricopa 1984 Dade 1984 Dade 1987 
Classification Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total (1145) 4.5 (1986) 5.8 (997) 8.5 

1. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (349) 1.4 (608) 3.2 (139) 2.9 

2. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (281) 2.5 (606) 5.3 (272) 5.9 

3. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (108) 2.8 (61) 9.1 (23) 4.3 

4. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (154) 2.6 (359) 10.7 (218) 5.5 

5. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (104) 12.5 (145) 3.2 (92) 6.5 

6. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (50) 8.0 (95) 8.2 (103) 15.5 

7. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (51) 11.8 (21) 7.4 (25) 12.0 

8. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (48) 18.8 (91) 11.9 (125) 19.2 
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In each of the cohorts, defendants in group 8 (drug charges/prior arrests drug and other offenses) showed 

the greatest rates of rearrest for drug possession offenses (ranging from 36 percent among the 1984 Dade 

defendants, and 49 percent of the 1987 Dade defendants to 52 percent of in Maricopa). In the Dade 1984 cohort, 

defendants in groups 4, 6 and 7 showed possession rearrest rates equally high. Among the 1987 Dade defendants, 

groups 6, 4 and 7 formed a second highest ranking of rearrest for possession. In the Maricopa felony cohort, group 

7 defendants were clearly second highest with a 41 percent rearrest rate. 

Very unlikely to be rearrested for possession offenses were defendants in group 1 in the Dade 1984 cohort 

(9 percent), group 1 in the 1987 Dade cohort (7 percent) and in groups 1 (5 percent), 2 and 3 (8 percent) among 

the Maricopa felony defendants. 

Due largely to the lower base rates, Table 3.10 does not show quite the same success in differentiating 

groups on the basis of likely rearrest for drug sales/distribution. Nevertheless, in Maricopa County, group 8 

defendants were rearrested at a rate about 4 times the cohort average for sales/distribution. In the Dade 1984 

cohort, groups 4 and 8 defendants were later rearrested for sales/distribution at twice the base rate (6 percent). In 

the 1987 Dade cohort, group 8 defendants were rearrested at twice the cohort base rate (9 percent) and group 6 

defendants were rearrest nearly that often. 

The Relationship between the Charge/Prior Arrest Drug Classification and Time Until the First Rearrest 

We noted in Chapter Two that when reoffending occurs may be as important as if reoffending occurs when 

considering the implications of the drug-related criminal caseload for the public safet;t. Defendants may differ not 

only in whether they are rearrested during the follow-up period but also in when a rearrcr might occur. Stated 

another way, the crime control interests of criminal justice would prefer that persons processed by the courts not 

reoffend at all; however, if a re-offense must occur, it would be desirable from the poin' of view of public safety to 

put it off as long as possible. During any given follow-up period, delayed reoffending may translate into reduced 

offending as well. 

Table 3.11 and Figures 3.7 through 3.9 chart the implications of the drug-related charge/prior arrest 

classification for the timing of reoffending among rearrested cohort defendants. The average (median days) times 

until first rearrest among the two 1984 cohort defendants differed only slightly--Maricopa (216 days) and Dade (196 



Table 3.11 The "drug-relatedness" of criminal cases CiS defined by current drug charges and prior drug arrests, by time 
(median days) until first rearrest during follow-up 

Site 
Drug-related Maricopa 1984 Dade 1984 Dade 1987 
Classification Number Median Number Median Number Median 

Total (653) 216.0 (1032) 1%.0 (530) 60.0 

1. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (148) 235.0 (199) 169.0 (25) 46.0 

2. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (180) 253.0 (357) 207.0 (153) 52.0 

3. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (61) 204.0 (36) 198.0 (7) 60 

4. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (114) 190.0 (270) 186.0 (163) 48.0 

5. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (47) 216.0 (38) 418.0 (20) 106.5 

6. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (30) 116.5 (58) 337.0 (67) 76.0 

7. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (32) 176.0 (9) 401 (9) 147 

8. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (41) 139.0 (60) 88.0 (85) 79.0 
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days). Among the 1987 Dade felony cohort, however, the average time to fIrst rearrest was remarkably shorter, only 

about 60 days. (The early timing of reoffending in the 1987 Dade sample partially explains the high overall rate of 

rearrest within a comparatively short follow-up period.) Reoffending 1987 Dade felony defendants were rearrested 

in less than one-third of the time it took defendants who were rearrested in the other two cohorts. 

Figures 3.7, 3.8 and 3.9 show that the fIrst partltt!:Jning of defendants according to criminal charges makes a 

notable difference in the median time until first rearrest. Among the 1984 Maricopa County felony defendants, 

persons charged with drug offenses took a much shorter time (with a median of 155 days) than persons without drug 

charges to be rearrested (with a median of 231 days). Among defendants in both Dade County cohorts, the 

relationship is just the opposite, however. It appears that persons charged with drug offenses who were rearrested 

were rearrested notably later (with medians of 243 days in 1984 and 81 days in 1987) than persons without such 

charges (190 and 51 days respectively). 

The charge/prior arrest classifIcation does appear to show that the time to the first rearrest varied in each 

of the cohorts according to the drug relatedness of the criminal cohort. In the Maricopa County cohort, rearrested 

defendants in group 6 (drug charges/prior arrests other offenses) were the earliest to be rearrested (with a median 

of 117 days), followed by group 8 defendants (with a median of 139 days). Rearrested defendants in group 2 and 1 

took the longest times to be rearrested (with medians of 253 and 235 days respectively). 

Among the 1984 Dade defendants who were rearrested, defendants in group 8 (with drug charges/prior 

arrests for other and drug offenses) were the quickest to be rearrested (with a median of 88 days to first rearrest). 

The next quickest group of rearrestees, group 1 (with a median of 169 days) required nearly three times as long on 

average to first rearrest. Group 6 rearrestees required nearly one year (337 days), while groups 5 and 7 averaged 

over 400 days to the time of first rearrest during the follow-up period. 

Among the 1987 Dade felony cohort, and contrary to conventional wisdom perhaps, rearrested defendants 

in group 1 (no drug charges/no prior arrests) were the quickest to be rearrested (with a median of 46 days to first 

rearrest), closely followed by group 2 and 4 defendants. Rearrested defendants in group 7 (with drug charges and 

prior arrests for drug offenses only) seemed to take the longest period of time to rearrest, averaging 147 days. 



Figure 3.7 Two-criteria (drug charges/prior arrests) drug-related classification of 
1984 Maricopa County felony defendants by median days to first rearrest 
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Figure 3.8 Two-criteria (drug charges/prior arrests) drug-related classification of 
1984 Dade COl.Ilty felony defendants by median days to first rearrest 
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Figure 3.9 Two-criteria (drug charges/prior arrests) drug-related classification of 
1987 Dade COlrIty felony defendants by median days to first rearrest 
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Chapter Four 

THE ADDITION OF DRUG TEST DATA TO THE DRUG· RELATED CLASSIFICATION OF CRIMINAL 
CASES: DRUG·RELATEDNESS AND LATER REARRESTS AMONG THE 1987 DADE COUN1Y FELONY 

DEFENDANTS 

The Three-Criteria Classification of Later Rearrests 

Currently, one of the most common policy assumptions is that drug abuse among persons entering the 

criminal justice system is an important key to their criminality. Although current charges and prior criminal record 

are fairly easily accessible to courts, accurate data about defendant drug use has been much more difficult to come 

by. In some locations, pretrial services interviewers note whether defendants admitted using illegal drugs and/or 

undergoing treatment for drug abuse problems. Such information may also be obtained, much more belatedly, 

during presentence investigations. In this part of the inquiry, we make use of booking stage drug test data collected 

on a voluntary basis from defendants in the 1987 Dade County felony sample to add to the examination of the 

relationship between drug-rdatedness and later public safety concerns.15 

Thus, in this section we ask whether a slightly more complex classification of drug-relatedness, adding 

knowledge of defendant drug use as measured through drug test results, proves helpful in differentiating rates of 

rearrest among cohort defendants during the follow-up period. In showing a simple bivariate relationship between 

drug use (positive or negative drug tests) and subsequent rearrest of cohort defendants, Figures 4.1 and 4.2 lend 

some support to the notion that drug use as recorded at the entry stage in the 1987 cohort may be related to later 

offending. 

Thus, by incorporating knowledge of defendant drug use as indicated through drug testing (positive or 

negative for cocaine) in Figure 4.3, a third dimension is added to the charge/prior arrest classification of the Dade 

1987 cohort defendants shown in Chapter Three in Figure 3.3.16 The distribution of the Dade felony defendants 

into 16 groups defined by charges, prior arrests and drug test results is exhibited in the right-most column. A first 

15 At the time of this study, such information measuring defendant drug use just before arrest was rarely available 
on a systematic basis in the United States (primarily only in the District of Columbia). Urine testing was conducted 
in Dade County only for research purposes. 
16 We remind the reader that the sample of defendants having drug test information (n=722) is smaller than the 
total sample (998) because of the voluntariness of testing. Def~ndants unwilling or unable to provide specimens for 
testing were under no obligation to do so. We employ drug test results for cocaine because of its prevalence. For a 
detailed description of the drug testing procedures and results, see Goldkamp, Gottfredson and Weiland (1988). 
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rmding is that, based on possession of one of the three defining attributes (drug charges, prior drug arrests, positive 

drug tests), fully 83 percent of the 1987 Dade County felony cohort can be dermed as drug-related. 

If defendants were evenly distributed across all 16 categories, roughly 6 percent would fall in each drug-

related category. Clearly, however, all drug-related. types are not equally represented among the Dade felony 

defendant cohort. The largest single category (19 percent) consists of defendants with no drug charges, having prior 

arrests for drugs and other offenses, and testing positively for drugs. The second largest defendant category (18 

percent) includes defendants with no drug charges, with prior arrests for other (not drug offenses), and testing 

positively for drugs. The third largest category (12 percent) consisted of defendants with drug charges, with prior 

arrests for drug and other offenses and testing positively for drugs. Together, these three categories accounted for 

nearly half of the Dade felony defendants. Of the 16 possible drug-related subcategories, only eight included 3 

percent or more of the defendants in the cohort, suggesting that while other categories of defendants existed they 

we-e quite rare and were unlikely to have an important impact on later recidivism among defendants in the cohort. 

(In any event, these eight smallest categories are dropped from the subsequent analyses because of the small 

numbers of cases. See Table 4.1.) Even though these categories included few defendants in this sample, this does 

not mean that given a larger sample or a different cohort they might not have proved important in the analysis of 

later crime. 

Examination of the groups that were rare--and that are being dropped from the analysis--is germane to our 

inquiry into the relationship between the drug relatedness of criminal cases and later offending. A few themes , . 
emerge. First, with or without initial drug charges, few defendants fell into the prior arrest-drug offelllSes only 

category. (If defendants had prior drug arrests, they usually also had arrests for other kinds of offenses. as well.) 

Thus, further classification of persons with prior drug arrests (only) results in a very small number of cases and 

accounts for the elimination of four drug-related subgroupings (5, 6, 13, 14). Second, again regardless of the 

presence of initial drug charges, persons with drug and other priors arrests (a group which included more than one-

third of all defendants) almost always showed positive test results. Apparently, having drug and other prior arrests 

and negative drug test results do not go hand-in-hand. (This explains the elimination of drug-~'elated subcategories 

7 and 15.) In addition, very few defendants who had initial drug charges and no prior arrests tested negatively 

(group 9). Similarly, defendants with drug charges and prior arrests for other (not-drug) offenses also tested 



Table 4.1 The "Wug-rc1atedness" of 1987 felony cases in Dade County defined by drug charges, prior drug arrests, and 
drug test results, by selected measures of rearrest during the IS-month follow-up period 

~ 
Drug-related Rearrested Index Offenses Serious Person Robbery 
Classification Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

1. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests/ 
negative (66) 13.6 (66) 0.0 (66) 3.0 (66) 2.0 

2. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests/ 
positive (47) 19.1 (47) 6.0 (47) 6.4 (47) 2.0 

3. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only / 
negative (57) 43.9 (57) 12.0 (57) 5.3 (57) 2.0 

4. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only / 
positive (131) 63.4 (131) 27.0 (131) 16.8 (131) 8.0 

5. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only / 
negative 

6. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only / 
positive • • 

7. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses/ 
negative • • • 

8. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses/ 
positive (137) 75.9 (137) 40.0 (137) 27.0 (137) 14.0 

9. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests/ 
negative • • • 

10. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests/ 
positive (52) 25.0 (52) 4.0 (52) 1.9 (52) 0.0 

11. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only/ 
negative • • • 

12. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only/ 
positive (67) 62.7 (67) 19.0 (67) 22.4 (67) 8.0 

13. Drug charges/ 
I>rior arrests: 
drug offenses only / 
negative • • • 

14. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only / 
positive • • 

15. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses/ 
negative • • • • 

16. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses/ 
positive (83) 69.9 (83) 24.0 (83) 21.7 (83) 5.0 

Total (998) 53.3 (998) 20.0 (998) 15.8 (998) 6.0 

• Small number of cases (n < 20) 



Table 4.1 The ·drug-relatedness· of 1987 felony cases in Dade County defined by drug charges, prior drug arrests, and 
drug test results, by selected measures of rearrest during the IS·month follow-up period (oont'd) 

~ 
Drug-related Assault Weapons Burglary Theft 
Classification Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

1. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests/ 
negative (66) 3.0 (66) 3.0 (66) 0.0 (66) 5.0 

2. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrestr./ 
positive (47) 4.0 (47) 6.4 (47) 2.0 (47) 15.0 

3. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only/ 
negative (57) 9.0 (57) 53 (57) 18.0 (57) 19.0 

4. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only / 
positive (131) 11.0 (131) 9.9 (131) 32.0 (131) 44.0 

5. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only / 
negative 

6. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only/ 
positive * 

7. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses/ 
negative 

8. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses/ 
positive (137) 20.0 (137) 14.6 (137) 42.0 (137) 47.0 

9. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests/ 
negative • 

10. Drug charges/ 
no prior arre<.ts/ 
positive (52) 2.0 (52) 3.8 (52) 8.0 (52) 10.0 

11. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only / 
negative • 

12. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only / 
positive (67) 16.0 (67) 13.4 (67) 16.0 (67) 25.0 

13. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only / 
negative • • • 

14. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only/ 
positive • • 

15. Drug charges/ 
prior arrestr.: 
other and drug offenses/ 
negative • 

16. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses/ 
positive (83) 14.0 (83) 15.7 (83) 22.0 (83) 24.0 

Total (998) 11.0 (998) 10.4 (998) 20.0 (998) 28.0 

• Small number of cases (n < 20) 



Table 4.1 The 'drug-relatedness' of 1987 felony cases in Dade County defined by drug charges, prior drug arrests, and 
drug test results, by selected measures of rearrest during the 18-month follow-up period (cont'd) 

~ 
Drug-related Drugs Drug possession Drug sales/dist. Median days to rearrest 
Classification Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Median 

1. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests: 
negative (66) 3.0 (66) 3.0 (66) 1.5 (9) 34 

2. No drug charges/ 
no prior ar:ests: 
positive (47) 4.3 (47) 4.3 (47) 2.1 (9) 194 

3. No drug charges/ 
priQr arrests: 
other offenses only / 
negative (57) 8.8 (57) 8.8 (57) 3.5 (25) 188 

4. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only / 
positive (131) 23.7 (131) 22.9 (131) 8.4 (82) 52 

5. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only/ 
negative • (2) 0 

6. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only / 
positive * (5) 28 

7. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses/ 
negative • • (15) 118 

8. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses/ 
positive (1.37) 34.3 (137) 33.6 (137) 5.8 (104) 51 

9. Dru,g charges/ 
no prior arrests/ 
negative • • (3) 364 

10. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests/ 
positive (52) 21.2 (52) 21.2 (52) 9.6 (13) 101 

11. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only / 
negative • • (5) 172 

12. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only/ 
positive (67) 38.8 (67) 37.3 (67) 19.4 (42) 77 

13. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only/ 
negative • • (1) 212 

14. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only / 
positive • • (6) 83 

15. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses/ 
negative • • (3) 26 

16. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses/ 
positive (83) 50.6 (83) 48.2 (83) 21.7 (58) 61 

Total (998) 25.5 (998) 24.7 (998) 8.5 (382) 60 

• Small number of cases (n < 20) 
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negatively rarely (group 11). Although this could be expected to change in a larger sample or in a sample from a 

different jurisdiction, a result of this distribution of defendants among the categories of drug relatedness is that 

categories with defendants testing negatively are rare: only two categories (groups 1 and 3) or about 17 percent of 

all defendants remaining in the classification tested negatively. 

Using the eight remaining categories, Table 4.1 shows that a variety of measures of subsequent rearrests 

vary notably with the drug-relatedness of criminal cases. One theme is that for all measures of reoffending except 

later drug crimes group 8 defendants (no drug charges/prior arrests for drug and other crimes/positive drug tests) 

showed the highest rates of rear~est during the 18-month follow-up period. The offense specific findings are 

summarized briefly in the following. 

Rearrests for Any Offenses 

Group 8 defendants (76 percent) are followed closely by group 16, 4 and 12 defendants (from 70 to 63 

percent) in showing high rates of rearrest for any kind of offense during the follow-up. The lowest rates are 

recorded by group 1 defendants (no drug charges/no prior arrests/negative tests), group 2 defendants (same as 

group 1 but with positive tests) a~d group 10 defendants (drug charges/no prior arrests/positive tests), ranging 

from 14 to 25 percent rearrested. 

Rearrest for Index-level Offenses 

Group 8 defendants again showed the highest rates of rearrest (40 percent), at twice the cohort baseline 

rate of rearrest for index offenses. Group 1 and group 2 defendants showed very low rearrest rates for index 

offenses (0 and 6 percent, respectively), while group 3 defendants showed a moderately low rate (12 percent). 

Rearrest for Serious Crimes Against the Person 

Rearrest for robbery was relatively infrequent for most drug-related categories of defendants. However, 

Group 8 defendants (14 percent) showed more than double the cohort base rate. 

Rearrest for Weapons Offenses 

The drug-related classification did not differentiate well among defendants with lower and higher rates of 

rearrests for weapons crimes. However, group 16, 8 and 12 defendants (16, 15, and 13 percent) showed rates for 

weapons offense rearrest above the base rate. 

-- -- I 
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Rearrest for Assault Offenses 

A roughly similar pattern was found for assault rearrests. Group 8 showed the highest rate, followed by 

groups 12 and 16. 

Rearrest for Burglary Offenses 

Group 8 also showed the highest rearrest rate for burglary (42 percent). Group 4 defendants (no drug 

charges/other prior arrests/positive tests) were close behind with 32 percent rearrested for burglary during the 

follow-up. Groups 1, 2 and 10--having in common no prior arrests--showed the lowest rates of rearrests for burglary 

during the follow-up. 

Rearrest for Theft Offenses 

Group 8 and group 4 defendants once again ranked highest in the area of theft rearrests (44 and 47 percent 

respectively). Group 1 and group 10 defendants showed the lowest subsequent theft rearrest rates (5 and 10 percent 

respectively). 

Rearrest for Drug Offenses 

Table 4.1 shows a different pattern when rearrests for drug crimes are considered using this version of 

dru~-related classification. Group 16 defendants (defendants with drug charges/drug and other arrests/positive 

tests) were ranked highest, with rates of drug crime rearrests at least twice that of the cohort average (and 

regardless of the kind of dlmg crime). Groups 8 and 12 were also highly ranked (with 34 and 37 percent 

subsequently rearrested) for possession offenses. Groups 1~ 2 and 3 were among the lowest ranked, regardless of 

the kind of drug charge. From 3 to 9 percent were rearrested for drug possession, from 2 to 4 percent for 

sales/distribution during the 18 month follow-up. 

The Three-Criteria Drug-related Classification and Time Until First Rearrest 

Figures 4.4 and 4.5 show that, taken separately, having a prior record of arrests for drug crimes and testing 

positively for drugs was associated with an early and high rate of rearrest (of any kind) during the cohort period. 

Figure 4.6 shows that having drug charges at entry into the cohort did not appear to be related to such a pattern of 

rearrests. When taken in combination with defendants' entry stage charges, Table 4.1 (last column) and Figure 4.7 

(divided into two parts for easier reading) show that classification of the 1987 Dade County felony defendants using 
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charge, prior arrest and drug test information also works well to differentiate defendant groups according to the 

median lengths of time from the initial arrest to the first rearrest. 

Figure 4.7a shows that contrary to conventional wisdom, for example, of the 10 groups charted, group 1 

defendants (with no drug charges, no prior arrests and negative drug tests) start out most quickly being rearrested 

and maintain a sharply increasing rate to the end of the follow-up period. But, group 8 defendants (with no drug 

charges, prior arrests for other and drug offenses, positive tests) are quite close behind throughout the period. The 

slowest rate of reoffending is found among group 2 rearrestees (defendants with no drug charges and no prior 

arrests but positive drug tests). Their slow rate is maintained until 6 months has passed and then their rate jumps 

dramatically for the rest of the follow-up period. Group 3 defendants (no drug charges, other arrests only, negative 

tests) start out at a fair pace, but drop to the slower rate of group 2 defendruts and then mirror the group 2 pace 

fairly closely. 

Figures 4.7a and b show the timing of first rearrests cumulatively over the 18 month follow-up, highlighting 

the "fast··starters" in groups 1,4,8, and 16, and the "fast-finishers" in group 10. Interestingly, though, the results do 

not necessarily follow the dictates of conventional wisdom. In particular, defendants in Group 1--a clearly non-drug

related category--were the quickest to be rearrestc.d, averaging just over one month (34 days) until their first 

rearrest. Next quickest to be rearrest,~d were defendants in groups 7, 8, 4, and 16 who averaged between 48 and 61 

days until first rearrest. At the other extreme were groups 3 (no drug charges/other prior arrests/n.egative tests) 

and 2 (no drug charges/no prior arrests/positive tests), averaging more than six months (between 188 and 194 days) 

until first rearrest. 
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Chapter Five 

THE GENERATION OF REARRESTS PER 100 DEFENDANTS AND THE DRUG-RELATEDNESS OF 

CRIMINAL CASES 

So far, in different ways, we have examined the kind, pattern, timing and relative risk of cohort rearrests 

during the follow-up periods associated with drug-related subcategories of defendants. Another public safety 

implication of the drug-related criminal caseload might be the "productivity" or volume associated with defendant 

subgroups. While the earlier analyses have produced a relative ranking of defendant categories based on the 

likelihood that they would later be rearrested for certain crimes, conceivably defendants with low probabilities of 

reoffending could contribute a disproportionate number of offenses when normed to their share of the sample. In 

this section, we discuss results of analyses of the generation of rearrests two ways. First, we consider whether the 

volume of rearrests generated per drug related category reflects that expect'ed from knowledge of that categories 

relative share in the cohort. By comparing the proportion of all crime accounted for by a given drug-related 

subcategory to that category's share in the sample, a ratio can be calculated showing any disproportionate 

contributions to the volume of crime generated. Secondly, by calculating a rate per 100 defendants, we can compare 

the per capita contribution made by each subcategory in each of the cohorts using the drug-related classifications 

described above. 

The Two Criteria (Charge/Prior Arrest) Classification of Drug-Relatedness and the Generation of Rearrests 

Generally speaking, comparing the proportion of crime generated with the share of the sample represented 

by the drug-related subcategory does point to categories that contribute disproportionately to the generation of 

rearrests in each of the cohorts. The cohorts differ internally in the consistency of groups that account 

disproportionately for particular kinds of offenses. They also differ in the groups that stand out as their "top 

producers" when compared to one another. 

For example, in the Maricopa County cohort, groups 7 (drug charges, drug arrests) and 8 (drug charges, 

prior arrests for drug and other offenses) account from 1.4 to 1.7 times the share of (any kind of) rearrests that 

would be expected from their relative size in the cohort. When particular types of crime are examined, they do not 
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come up except in theft and drugs. Group 8 accounts for 3.1 times its expected share of theft rearrests and 4.4 times 

its share of drug rearrests. For index crimes, crimes against the person, weapons offenses, assault, robbery and 

burglary, group 2 defendants (no drug charges, prior arrests only) account disproportionately for rearrests .. But 

robbery rearrests are most disproportionately contributed to by group 4 (no drug charges, prior arrests for other 

and drug offenses). 

Among Dade County 1984 defendants, group 2 (at 15 times its expected share) and 4 defendants (at 1.8 

times) contributed disproportionately to the overall generation of rearrests. In fact, group 4 defendants contributed 

disproportionately to every category of rearrest examined. But group 6 defendants disproportionately accounted for 

robbery rearrests (at 1.7 times their expected share) and burglary rearrests (at 15 times their expected share). In 

contrast, group 7 and 8 defendants stand out in their disproportionate contribution to drug rearrests (at 3.6 and 1.9 

times their expected shares). 

The 1987 Dade defendants show another variation; groups 4 and 8 are the prime disproportionate 

contributors to rearrests overall in that cohort (at 1.6 and 15 times their expected shares respectively). The role of 

group 4 is pronounced in every offense category--but particularly robbery (2.3 times) and theft (2.0 times). Group 8 

defendants contribute to arrests only slightly disproportionately in all offense categories except burglary and theft 

where they under-contribute··and drug crimes where they contribute more than double their expected share of 

rearrests. Group 6 defendants (drug charges, prior arrests for drug crimes only) contribute disproportionately only 

in the robbery and drug crimes categories of rearrest. Interestingly they contribute to rearrests for 

sales/distribution offenses at 2.4 times their expected rate. 

The themes that emerge across sites are not consistent either. For example, in the area of overall rearrests, 

the 1984 Maricopa and 1987 Dade group 8 defendants are disproportionate contributors, just as group 4 defendants 

are in the two Dade cohorts. Group 4 defendants· are disproportionate contributors to index, serious person, 

weapons, burglary and assault offenses in the Dade cohorts, but not in the Maricopa County cohort. Group 4 

defendants rank in ail three cohorts--and very strongly in Maricopa County and the 1987 Dade County felony 

samples--in the generation of robbery rearrests. Drug crime rearrests are disproportionately the product of group 

6, 7 and 8 defendants across each cohort. 
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Productivity can also be measured using a per capita framework. Tables AS.1 through AS.3 show the 

numbers and kinds of arrests generated per 100 defendants by each cohort using the 8-part classification of 

defendants based on criminal charges and prior arrests. Figure 5.1 depicts graphically how in each cohort the drug

relatedness of the criminal cases is related to the number of rearrests of any kind produced per 100 defendants. 

Although the cohorts differ in the numbers of rearrests per 100 produced (with the highest categories of Dade 

defendants generating much higher rates than of Maricopa defendants), they do reveal some rough similarities in 

the ranking of drug-related subgroups. For example, group 4 and 8 appear among the most "productive" groups of 

defendants when the total numbers of rearrests per 100 defendants is considered, and group 1 and 5 defendants 

rank among the least "productive" of drug-related groupings. 

Yet, when considering offense categories overall, attempts to ,find a general rule are made difficult by 

offense-specific and cohort-to-cohort variations. Figures 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4 illustrate this by charting the number of 

rearrests per 100 defendants for drug-related subgroupings for index-level offenses, burglary and drug offenses. In 

the production of index-level rearrests, the highest rates per 100 defendants in the two Dade cohorts are found 

among group 4 defendants. In the Maricopa cohort, however, the highest number of index rearrests per 100 is 

found among group 2 defendants. A similar pattern is found when looking at the rates per 100 defendants of 

burglary rearrests. For drug rearrests, the patterns change notably. Among the Maricopa 1984 defendants and the 

Dade County 1987 defendants, group 8 defendants produce the highest number of drug rearrests per 100 

defendants. For 1984 defendants, group 7 defendants produce the most rearrests in this category. 

These selected figures and Tables AS.I through AS.3 show three principal findings: a) the drug-related 

grouping does distinguish reasonably well between defendant groups producing low, medium, and higher numbers of 

rearrests per 100 defendants during the follow-up periods (with perhaps the exception of some very low rate crime 

categories such as robbery or weapons offenses); b) the classification performs (differentiates defendant groups 

based on rates per 100 defendants) reasonably well across cohorts; c) the relative rankings of groups, however, vary 

somewhat based on the crime or on the cohort being examined. 

Thus, from a public safety perspective, if we were concerned about the total number of rearrests being 

generated per 100 defendants as their comparative likelihood and kind, the drug charges/prior arrest classification 

of drug-relatedness would allow us to focus on groups 4 and 8 (defendants with and without drug charges who have 



76 

prior arrest for drug and others offenses) as the most "productive" of crimes, depending on the cohort. If we wanted 

to identify defendants likely to generate the fewest rearrests per 100 defendants, Group 1 or 5 defendants (who have 

in common no priQr arrests) would be the best bet. Although this drug-related classification appears to distinguish 

well among defendant groups based on their "productivity" of subsequent rearrests, it is not possible to say that the 

patterns are always the same or that there is a simple rule for interpreting the implications of the drug-crime 

relationship for assessing risk of rearrest. 

The Three Criteria (Charge/Prior Arrest/Drug Test) Classification of Drug-Relatedness and Generation of 
Rearrests Per 100 Defendants 

The three-criteria classification, developed using charge, prior arrests and drug test results for the 1987 

Dade County felony cohort, also points to drug-related categories of defendants providing disproportionate 

contributions to the generation of crime. Group 8 defendants (no drug charges, prior arrests for other and drug 

offenses, positive tests) contribute 1.7 times their expected share to rearrests overall and roughly 2 times their 

expected rate to all ~tegories of rearrests, with the exception of drug sales. Group 4 defendants (no drug charges, 

prior arrests for other offenses only, positive tests) contributed disproportionately to index offenses (at 1.5 times the 

expected rate) and burglary rearrests (at 2.2 times the expected rate). Group 7 defendants (no drug charges, other 

and drug prior arrests, negativ(( tests) contributed 1.7 times their expected share to serious persons rearrests and 

also disproportionately to weapons (at 2.2 times) and assault rearrests (at 1.6 times). Groups 12 (drug charges, 

arrests for other offenses only, positive tests) and 16 (drug charges, arrests for drug and other offenses, positive 

tests) made their impact upon drug rearrests particularly. Group 12 contributed to possession rearrests 1.7 times 

the expected rate ~nd to sales/distribution rearrests at 3.2 times the expected rate. Group 16 produced 2.3 times its 

expected share of possession rearrests and 2.6 times its share of sales/distribution rearrests. 

From a different perspective, Table AS.4 shows the variation in rates of rearrest per 100 defendants 

associated with this classification of drug-relatedness. Depending on the kind of rearrest being predicted, this three-

criteria classification of drug-relatedness also differentiates defendants well based on the rearrests generated per 

lOO. Figure:; 5.5 through 5.7 depict the relationship between subsequent rearrests per lOO of cohort defe~ldants and 

classification on the basis of the drug-relatedness of the criminal cases using drug testing information. 
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When the measure is of the number per 100 of any kind of rearrest among the 1987 defendants, groups 8 

and 16 clearly stand out (with 437 and 416 arrests per 100 defendants). The common theme for defendants in these 

two groups is having prior arrests for other and drug offenses and positive drug test results for cocaine. Group 4 

defendants (no drug charges, other arrests, positive tests) were not far behind with 352 rearrests per 100 defendants. 

In comparison, group 1, 2, 9 and 10 defendants seemed highly unproductive of rearrests during the 18-month follow

up (with rates ranging from 32 per 100 to 64 per 1(0). 

Figure 5.6 shows roughly comparable rankings of drug-related defendant groupings based on the per 100 

defendant measure when index, serious person, burglary and theft rearrests are examined. In three of the four 

offense categories, group 8 defendants generated the highest numbers of rearrests per 100 defendants. For 

burglary, the highest rate was shown by group 4 defendants. More variation was found among groups showing the 

lowest rates. Group 9 defendants produced the smallest number of index-level rearrests per 100 defendants. Group 

10 defendants generated the lowest number of serious person crime rearrests per 100 defendants. Group 1 

defendants were lowest in both burglary and theft rearrests. 

Figure 5.7 shows that this version of drug-related classification also reveals a different relationship between 

drug-related attributes and rearrest when drug crimes are the focus. Group 16 defendants--having drug charges, 

prior arrests for drug and other offenses, and testing positively for cocaine--were without doubt the most productive 

of drug possession rearrests per 100 defendants of all groups. Group 12 defendants (drug charges, prior arrests for 

other offenses, positive) were the most productive of drug sales/distribution rearrests, although group 16 defendants 

were not far behind. 

In short, whichever version of drug-related classification is employed, the "productivity" of rearrests by 

cohort defendants appeared related to drug-relatedness at this level of analysis. 

;1 
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Chapter Six 

CONCLUSION: THE IMPLICATIONS OF THE DRUG-RELATED CASELOAD FOR PUBLIC SAFElY 

The Relationship(s) between Drug-relatedness and Public Safety 

In this report we have presented findings from analyses assessing the public safety implications of the drug

related caseload. Although we have addressed the question from a number of perspectives. essentially the task was 

to determine whether and to what extent--as conventional wisdom assumes--"drug-relatedness" had implications for 

later reoffending by defendants in our three cohorts (one in Maricopa County and two from Dade County). At the 

most general level, our fmdings support the conclusion that at our level of analysis drug-relatedness indeed 

appeared to be related to subsequent public safety outcomes. This appeared true when we considered the role of 

drug crime in the overall reoffending of cohort defendants, regardless of defendants or case characteristics (whether 

drug-related or not) at the stage of entry into the cohort. It also appeared true when we examined the relationship 

between drug-related defendant/case attributes at the entry stage and the extent, kind, frequency and timing of 

crime at subsequent stages during the follow-up periods. However, having agreed with the conventional wisdom on 

the broadest level of generality, our findings show that closer examination of how drug-related attributes relate to 

later reoffending is not so easily generalized. 

The Role of Drug Crimes in Reoffending by Cohort Defendants 

As we began analysis of the occurrence of rearrests during the follow-up periods within each of the cohorts, 

it was clear that the cohorts differed in the amount and kind of rearrests "produced." The two Dade cohorts showed 

greater percentages of defendants subsequently rearrested and greater numbers per 100 defendants than the 

Maricopa cohort. (The 1984 and 1987 Dade cohorts generated 340 and 265. rearrests per 100 defendants 

respectively. compared to 158 per 100 defendants in the Maricopa cohort.) Although there were in a rough sense 

themes across cohorts in reoffense patterns (e.g., rearrests for serious crimes against the person, for weapons 

offenses, and for robbery were similarly low), there were important variations by cohort. Maricopa defendants were 

most often rearrested for index-level crimes. Dade defendants were most often rearrested for theft offenses. 
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However, rearrests for drug crimes played an important part in the reoffending produced by each of the cohorts: 

nearly half of rearrests of defendants in the two Dade cohorts involved drug chargeE (only slightly greater numbers 

involved theft crimes), about one-fourth of the Maricopa felony defendants were rearrested for drug crimes. 

The probability of persons being successively rearrested for drug crimes during the follow-up periods was 

not as high as for some other offenses. In each cohort, the odds for subsequent rearrest for drug offenses did not 

seem to increase as dramatically, peaking among Maricopa defendants at .54 for those with three drug possession 

arrests having a fourth. The probability of a next rearrest for a drug sales/distribution offense was fairly low in each 

jurisdiction. The limited number of repeat drug offenses might lead to the interpretation that drug offenders are 

rapidly being taken out of circulation by confinement and not being permitted an opportunity for a subsequent drug 

arrest. However, a more probable alternative explanation is that drug offenders are eclectic in their repeat crime 

choices, often being rearrested for other kinds of crimes, particularly property offenses. 

The same analysis showed that while persons arrested for drug crimes at one stage seemed to get 

rearrested for drug crimes at a next stage at a higher than average rate, the pattern of repeat drug arrests did not 

stand out in comparison with the patterns of repeat arrests for other kinds of crime. Closer examination of these 

general findings, however, shows how misleading such a generalization may be. Among Maricopa County felony 

defendants, those charged with drug crimes were nearly three times as likely as defendants overall to be rearrested 

for drug crimes through the third rearrest, after which the rate fell to only two times as likely or less. Among the 

Dade 1984 misdemeanor and felony defendant defendants, drug arrestees were at least two times as likely as all 

defendants to be arrested again for drug crimes until the fourth rearrest, at which point they were even more likely. 

The 1984 Dade defendants who were rearrested for drug offenses on a fifth arrest were four and a half times as 

likely to be rearrested for a drug crime at the sixth arrest during the foHow-up than defendants with five arrests 

overall. Among the 1987 Dade County felony cohort, the successive likelihood of arrests for drug crimes remained 

at a lower more constant level, but still greater than the base rates would suggest. In short, drug crimes played a 

continuing and noticeable role among the overall rearrests produced by the cohorts overall as well as at each 

successive stage. 
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The Timing of Rearrests by Cohort Defendants 

An important part of the public safety analysis of rearrests among the cohort defendants focused on the 

timing of first rearrests for particular crimes. An important question we asked was whether drug crime rearrests 

occurred more rapidly and/or sooner during the follow-up periods than other kinds of rearrests. The 1987 Dade 

felony defendants, who distinguished themselves by high rates of drug and theft crime rearrests, also distinguished 

themselves by earlier and sharply increasing rates of rearrest throughout the follow-up period. Among Maricopa 

County rearrestees, the timing of drug and theft rearrests appeared to go hand-in-hand. Among the 1984 Dade 

defendants drug rearrests started out quickly apace with theft rearrests during the follow-up, but then slowed until 

showing an upsurge toward the end of the follow-up period. Overall in the two Dade cohorts, however, the timing 

of drug crime rearrests was distinct from the timing of rearrests for other crimes, but distinctly middle-paced. 

Drug-relatedness as a Predictor of Later Rearrests: Two Classifications 

To establish a framework for evaluating the relationship between drug related attributes of defendants and 

their cases upon entry into the cohorts and later rearrests, we adopted two measures of drug-relatedness. The first 

measure of drug-relatedness classified cohort defendants on the basis of two criteria, criminal charges (drug 

charges, yes or no) and prior arrests (none, other arrests only, drug arrests only, drug and other arrests) and 

produced 8 categories of defendants for the analysis. The second measure was applicable only to the 1987 Dade 

County felony cohort because it required measurement of defendant drug use through drug testing. In this 

measure, each of the 8 categories of the first classification were further subdivided by drug test results, positive or 

negative (we focused on cocaine only). This produced a 16 category drug-related classification of defendants. 

A first implication of using these classifications was that a remarkably large proportion of the defendant 

cohorts were classifiable as "drug-related." Using the eight group classification, 39 percent of the 1984 Dade cohort, 

44 percent of the 1984 Maricopa cohort and 59 percent of the 1987 Dade cohort qualified as drug-related. Based on 

possession of one of the three attributes (drug charges, prior drug arrests, positive drug tests) defining the 16-part 

classification, fully 83 percent of the 1987 Dade County felony cohort was defined as drug-related. 
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When the analysis turned to "prediction" of reoffending among the cohorts on the basis on drug-related 

attributes, the general notion that the drug-relatedness of current cases has implications for later reoffending was 

generally supported. Both classifications produced defendant subgroups that differed notably from one another as 

well as showing a wide range of rearrest rates. The fact that the drug-related classifications were so (generally, not 

always) useful buttresses the popular assumptions about drug relatedness, at least in a superficial sense. But 

beneath this level of generality, specific findings are more complex. Using the 8-part classification, it was generally 

true, for example, that group 8 defendants (with drug charges and prior arrests for other and drug offenses) and 

group 4 defendants (with no drug charges but with drug and other prior arrests) ranked highest among groups on 

most rearrest measures--but not always. It is generally true that group 1 defendants (with no drug charges and no 

prior arrests) were at the other extreme, showing among the lowest rearrest rates--but not always. 

Using the 16-part drug-related classification, it was often true that group 8 def(~ndants (with no drug 

charges, prior arrests for other and drug offenses, and positive drug tests) and group 4 defendants (with no drug 

charges, other arrests only and positive tests) ranked highest in later public safety outcomes--but not always. A 

good example of a different pa~tern involves group 16 defendants (drug charges, prior other and drug arrests, 

positive tests) who were the most likely to be rearrested for drug crimes. In short, the relative rankings of groups, 

particularly between the "best" and the "worst," often differed depending on the site and the offense category 

studied. 

The drug related classifications also differentiated cohort defendants well on the basis of the lengths of time 

between the initial cohort arrest and later rearrests. This good ability to differentiate, however, did not necessarily 

produce any clear-cut rule of thumb to explain the findings. For example, using the 8-part classification, we found 

that the group averaging the earliest rearrests during the follow-up was group 6 (drug charges, prior arrests only). 

Among the. 1984 Dade defendants, however, the quickest to reoffend was group 8 (drug charges, prior arrests for 

drug and other offenses). Among the 1987 Dade defendants, the quickest group was group 3 (no drug charges, 

prior arrests for drugs only). Using the 16-part classification on the 1987 Dade defendant sample, sharp differences 

in the tUJ:jng of rcoffending marked drug-related subgroups as well; however, group 1 defendants (no drug charges, 

no prior arrests, negative tests) showed the earliest pattern of reoffending, contrary to popular assumptions. 
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As we noted in Chapter Five, the drug~related attributes of defendants~~as operationalized in the two- and 

three-criteria classifications also served to differentiate categories of defendants on the basis of their contribution to 

the volume of rearrests, whether measured from the perspective of disproportionate contribution to rearrest 

production or from the perspective of number of rearrests generated per 100 defendants. 

A Cautious Assessment: The Evasive ~Rule-of-Thumb" Interpretation 

In sum, the finding of the utility of drug-related attributes of defendants or their cases at one point in time 

(for our analysis, the entry into the cohort) in assessing the differential prospects for subsequent offending--or, at 

least, future rearrests--seems fairly clear. Two problems, however, should be kept in mind. The relationships 

between drug-related attributes (drug-related classifications of defendants) and later official contacts with criminal 

justice are not straightforward or universal. The helpfulness of such classifications depends on the public safety 

outcome being measured (defendants groups ranked differently when the focus was time to first rearrest than when 

the focus was crimes per 100 defendants, for example). The "rules-of-thumb" were clearer within cohorts thar. 

across cohorts. As similar rankings of drug-related defendant subgroups were found across sites, variations were 

also common and need to be understood. Finally, the question we have asked in this report has purposely been 

narrowly framed within the ability of our data to address it. We sought to assess the public safety--or later 

offending--implications of the drug-related criminal caseload; using two simple classificatory frameworks, we have 

done so. However, a broader issue, to be addressed in the next report, is the comparative usefulness of drug-related 

attributes of the criminal case load in assessing future public safety impact. Compared to other kinds of information 

normally available to courts during the processing of cases, how important is knowledge of the drug-relatedness of 

criminal cases in assessing the implications for public safety? 
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APPENDIX A 

SUPPLEMENTAL TABLES AND FIGURES 



Table A2.3 Patterns of rearrests among cohort defendants over time during follow-up periods, by cohort: arrests/rearrests for index-level offenses 

Maricopa County, 1984 
(n=1157) 

Outcomes at next arrest 
% of those Total cohort 

Initial arrest Persons with these Rearrest: Rearrest: rearrested: rearrested: 
to Event: charges at first rearrest No rearrest different offense same offense same offense same offense 
Index-level %of % at this 

Number Cohort stage Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Percent Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 407 35.2 35.2 181 44.5 157 38.6 69 17.0 30.5 6.0 
Event 1 to 2 131 11.3 20.0 45 34.4 56 42.7 30 22.9 34.9 2.6 
Event 2 to 3 93 8.0 21.9 30 32.3 45 48.4 18 19.4 28.6 1.6 
Event 3 to 4 59 5.1 20.7 22 37.3 24 40.7 13 22.0 35.1 1.1 
Event 4 to 5 36 3.1 21.6 14 38.9 13 36.1 9 25.0 40.9 0.8 
Event 5 to 6 26 2.2 25.5 9 34.6 9 34.6 8 30.8 47.1 0.7 
Event 6 to 7 13 1.1 23.2 6 46.2 5 38.5 2 15.4 28.6 0.2 
Event 7 to 8 '" 9 0.8 28.1 2 22.2 5 55.6 2 22.2 28.6 0.2 
Average percent "'* 23.9 37.5 41.3 20.8 34.0 

Dade County, 1984 
(n = 2073) 

Outcomes at next arrest 
% of those Total cohort 

Initial arrest Persons with these Rearrest: Rearrest: Rearrested: rearrested: 
to Event: charges at first rearrest No rearrest different offense same offense same offense same offense 
Index-level % of % at this 

Number Cohort stal!e Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Percent Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 378 18.3 18.3 170 44.8 153 40.5 56 14.7 26.8 2.7 
Event 1 to 2 182 8.8 17.6 37 20.2 123 67.4 23 12.4 15.6 1.1 
Event 2 to 3 116 5.6 15.3 16 14.1 66 56.6 34 29.3 34.0 1.6 
Event 3 to 4 97 4.7 16.2 28 28.6 49 51.0 20 20.4 29.0 1.0 
Event 4 to 5 62 3.0 12.7 9 13.9 32 52.0 21 34.2 39.6 1.0 
Event 5 to 6 43 2.1 10.4 2 3.6 24 56.4 17 40.0 41.5 0.8 
Event 6 to 7 46 2.2 13.0 16 34.0 23 49.3 8 16.7 25.8 0.4 
Event 7 to 8 39 1.9 13.1 3 8.0 36 92.0 0 
Average Percent ** 14.6 20.9 58.2 21.0 26.5 



Table A2.3 Patterns of rearrests among cohort defendants over time during follow-up periods, by cohort: arrests/rearrests for index-level offenses (cont'd) 

Initial arrest 
to Event: 
Index-level 

Persons with these 
charges at first rearrest 

% of % at this 
No rearrest 

Dade County, 1987 
(n=1000) 

Outcomes at next arrest 

Rearrest: 
different offense 

% of those Total cohort 
Rearrest: Rearrested: rearrested: 

same offense same offense same offense 

Number Cohort stal!e Number Percent Number Percent Number_ Percent PeJ"cent _ Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 230 23.0 23.0 102 44.3 110 47.8 18 7.8 14.1 1.8 
Event 1 to 2 67 6.7 12.6 11 16.4 42 62.7 14 20.9 25.0 1.4 
Event 2 to 3 65 6.5 15.7 17 26.2 37 56.9 11 16.9 22.9 1.1 
Event 3 to 4 52 5.2 15.8 13 25.0 29 55.8 10 19.2 25.6 1.0 
Event 4 to 5 34 3.4 13.3 7 20.6 22 64.7 5 14.7 18.5 0.5 
Event 5 to 6 23 2.3 11.7 7 30.4 9 39.1 7 30.4 43.8 0.7 
Event 6 to 7 22 2.2 13.8 6 27.3 10 45.5 6 27.3 37.5 0.6 
Event 7 to 8 17 1.7 12.3 4 23.5 8 47.1 5 29.4 38.5 0.5 
Average percent * * 16.1 26.5 57.6 15.9 21.2 

* Small number of cases (n < 10) 

** Based on events where N is 30 or more 



Table A2.4 Patterns of rearrests among cohort defendants over time during follow-up periods, by cohort: arrests/rearrests for serious person offenses 

Maricopa County, 1984 
(n=1157) 

Outcomes at next arrest 
% of those Total cohort 

Initial arrest Persons with these Rearrest: Rearrest: rearrested: rearrested: 
to Event: charges at first rearrest No rearrest different offense same offense same offense same offense 
Serious Person %of % at this 
Offense Number Cohort stage Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Percent Percent 

Initial ar: e!;t to 
next event (1) 272 23.5 235 140 51.5 73 26.8 59 21.7 44.7 5.1 
Event 1 to 2 135 11.7 20.6 58 43.0 49 36.3 28 20.7 36.4 2.4 
Event 2 to 3 70 6.1 165 31 44.3 23 32.9 16 22.9 41.0 1.4 
Event 3 t04 43 3.7 15.1 21 48.8 10 23.3 12 27.9 545 4.7 
Event 4 to 5 29 2.5 17.4 12 41.4 10 34.5 7 24.1 41.2 0.6 
Event 5 to 6 20 1.7 19.6 9 45.0 6 30.0 5 25.0 45.5 0.4 
Event 6 to 7 • 8 0.7 14.3 4 50.0 3 37.5 1 12.5 33.3 0.1 
Event 7 to 8 • 6 0.5 18.8 3 50.0 2 33.3 1 16.7 50.0 0.1 
Average percent .. 18.9 46.9 29.8 23.3 44.2 

Dade County, 1984 
(n=2073) 

Outcomes at next arrest 
% of those Total cohort 

Initial arrest Persons with these Rearrest: Rearrest: rearrested: rearrested: 
to Event: charges at first rearrest No rearrest different offense same offense same offense same offense 
Serious Person % of % at this 
Offense Number Cohort stage Number Percent Number Percent Numbec_ }>ercent Percent Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 218 10.5 10.5 104 47.5 79 36.2 36 16.3 31.3 1.7 
Event 1 to 2 141 6.8 13.6 43 30.7 67 47.6 31 21.7 31.6 1.5 
Event 2 to 3 98 4.7 13.0 18 18.3 53 53.6 27 28.1 33.8 1.3 
Event 3 to 4 86 4.1 14.3 31 36.3 31 36.3 23 27.4 42.6 1.1 
Event 4 to 5 68 3.3 13.9 9 13.6 36 52.9 23 33.5 39.0 1.1 
Event 5 to 6 49 2.4 11.8 6 12.7 26 53.2 17 34.2 39.5 0.8 
Event 6 to 7 45 2.2 12.5 16 35.2 24 54.5 5 10.4 17.2 0.2 
Event 7 t08 34 1.6 11.4 5 13.8 23 67.9 6 18.4 20.7 0.3 
Average Percent •• 12.6 26.0 50.3 23.8 32.0 



Table A.2.4 Patterns of rearrests among cohort defendants over time during follow-up periods, by cohort: arrests/rearrests for serious person offenses (cont'd) 

Dade County, 1987 
(n=I000) 

Outcomes at next arrest 
% of those Total cohort 

Initial arrest Persons with these Rearrest: Rearrest: rearrested: rearrested: 
to Event: charges at first rearrest No rearrest different offense same offense same offense same offense 
Serious Person % of % at this 
Offense Number Cohort staRe Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Pen::ent Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 109 10.9 10.9 57 52.3 43 39.4 , 9 8.3 17.3 0.9 
Event 1 to 2 65 6.5 12.2 13 20.0 35 53.8 17 26.2 32.7 1.7 
Event 2 to 3 62 6.2 15.0 17 27.4 29 46.8 16 25.8 35.6 1.6 
Event 3 to 4 30 3.0 9.1 12 40.0 12 40.0 6 20.0 33.3 0.6 
Eve!!~4 to 5 22 2.2 8.6 8 36.4 11 50.0 3 13.6 21.4 0.3 
Event 5 to 6 14 1.4 7.1 3 21.4 9 64.3 2 14.3 18.2 0.2 
Event 6 to 7 12 1.2 7.5 5 41.7 7 58.3 0 
Event 7 to 8 '" 1 0.1 0.7 0 1 100.0 0 
Average percent .... 11.8 34.9 45.0 20.1 29.7 

• Small number of cases (n < 10) 
.'" Based on events where N is 30 or more 



Table A2.5 Patterns of rearrests among cohort defendants over time during follow-up periods, by cohort: arrests/rearrests for robbery offenses 

Maricopa County, 1984 
(n=1157) 

Outcomes at next arreg 
% of those Total cohort 

Initia! arrest Persons with these Rearrest: Rearrest: rearrested: rearrested: 
to Event: charges at first rearrest No rearrest different offense same offense same offense same offense 
Robbery offenses %of % at this 

Number Cohort stage Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Percent Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (I) 42 3.6 3.6 13 31.0 25 59.5 4 9.5 14.0 0.3 
Event 1 to 2 12 1.0 1.8 5 41.7 7 58.3 0 
Event 2 to 3 * 9 0.8 2.1 2 22.2 6 66.7 1 11.1 14.3 0.1 
Event 3 to 4 * 7 0.6 2.5 4 57.1 3 42.9 0 
Event 4 to 5 * 4 0.3 2.4 1 25.0 3 75.0 0 
Event 5 to 6 * 5 0.4 4.9 1 20.0 3 60.0 1 20.0 25.0 0.1 
Event 6 to 7 * 1 0.1 1.8 1 100.0 0 0 
Event 7 to 8 * 2 0.2 6.3 1 50.0 1 50.0 0 
Average percent ** 3.6 31.0 59.5 9.5 14.0 

Dade County, 1984 
(n=2073) 

Outcomes at next arrest 
% of those Total cohort 

Initial arrest Persons with these Rearrest: Rearrest: rearrested: rearrested: 
to Event: charges at first rearrest No rearrest different offense same offense same offense same offense 
Robbery offenses % of % at this 

Number Cohort stage Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Percent Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 39 1.9 1.9 14 36.0 20 52.0 5 12.0 20.0 0.2 
Event 1 to 2 30 1.4 2.9 2 5.2 27 89.6 2 5.2 6.7 0.1 
Event 2 to 3 41 2.0 5.4 9 21.1 32 78.9 0 
Event 3 to 4 * 0 0 0 0 
Event 4 to 5 20 1.0 4.2 9 42.4 8 37.9 4 19.7 33.3 0.2 
Event 5 to 6 17 0.8 4.0 0 9 51.9 8 48.1 47.0 0.4 
Event 6 to 7 14 0.7 4.0 7 50.0 6 39.1 2 10.9 25.0 0.1 
Event 7 to 8 14 0.7 4.8 3 21.8 11 78.2 0 
Average Percent ** 3.4 20.8 73.5 5.7 8.9 



Table A2.5 Patterns of rearrests among cohort defendants over time during follow-up periods, by cohort: arrests/rearrests for robbery offenses (cont'd) 

Initial arrest Persons with these 
to Event: charges at first rearrest 
Robbery offenses % of % at this 

Number Cohort stage Number 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 28 2.8 2.8 12 
Event 1 to 2 20 2.0 3.8 3 
Event 2 to 3 21 2.1 5.1 6 
Event 3 to 4 * 9 0.9 2.7 2 
Event4to 5 13 1.3 5.1 4 
EventS to 6 * 4 0.4 2.0 2 
Event 6 to 7 * 3 0.3 1.9 1 
Event 7 to 8 * 3 0.3 2.2 0 
Average percent * * 

* Small number of cases (n < 10) 

** Based on events where N is 30 or more 

Percent 

42.9 
15.0 
28.6 
22.2 
30.8 
50.0 
33.3 

Dade County, 1987 
(n=l000) 

Outcomes at next arrest 

Rearrest: 
different offense 

Number Percent 

15 53.6 
10 50.0 
10 47.6 
4 44.4 
7 53.8 
1 25.0 
0 
2 66.7 

% of those Total cohort 
Re~rrtst: rearrested: rearrested: 

same offense same offense 

Number Percent Percent Percent 

1 3.6 6.3 0.1 
7 35.0 41.2 0.7 
5 23.8 33.3 0.5 
3 33.3 42.9 0.3 
2 15.4 22.2 0.2 
1 25.0 50.0 0.1 
2 66.7 100.0 0.2 
1 33.3 33.3 0.1 



Table A2.6 Patterns of rearrests among cohort defendants over time during follow-up periods, by cohort: arrests/rearrests for weapons offenses 

Maricopa County, 1984 
(n = 1157) 

Outcomes at next arrest 
% of those Total cohort 

Initial arrest Persons with these Rearrest: Rearrest: rearrested: rearrested: 
to Event: charges at first rearrest No rearrest different offense same offense same offense same offense 
Weapons offenses %of % at this 

Number Cohort stage Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Percent Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 95 8.2 8.2 53 55.8 39 41.1 3 3.2 7.1 0.3 
Event 1 to 2 25 2.2 3.8 12 48.0 13 52.0 0 
Event 2 to 3 '" 9 0.8 2.1 5 55.6 4 44.4 0 
Event 3 to 4 '" 9 0.8 3.2 5 55.6 3 33.3 1 11.1 25.0 0.1 
Event 4 to 5 '" 5 0.4 3.0 2 40.0 3 60.0 0 
Event 5 to 6 '" 1 0.1 1.0 0 1 100.0 0 
Event 6 t07 '" 0 0 0 0 
Event 7 to 8 '" 1 0.1 3.1 1 100.0 0 0 
Average percent "'* 8.2 55.8 41.1 3.2 7.1 

Dade County, 1984 
(n=2073) 

Outcomes at next arrest 
% of those Total cohort 

Initial arrest Persons with these Rearrest: Rearrest: rearrested: rearrested: 
to Event: charges at first rearrest No rearrest different offense same offense same offense same offense 
Weapons offenses % of % at this 

Number Cohor,t stage Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Percent Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 356 17.2 17.2 191 53.5 134 37.7 31 8.8 18.8 1.5 
Event 1 to 2 80 3.9 7.7 18 22.4 45 56.8 17 20.8 27.4 0.8 
Event 2to 3 86 4.1 11.4 23 27.4 49 56.8 14 15.8 22.2 0.7 
Event 3 to 4 38 1.8 6.3 20 52.4 15 39.4 3 8.2 16.7 0.1 
Event 4 to 5 36 1.7 7.2 11 31.3 23 64.4 2 4.4 8.0 0.1 
Event 5 to 6 15 0.7 3.6 6 41.7 5 31.3 4 27.0 44.4 0.2 
Event 6 to 7 24 1.2 6.8 7 29.1 14 58.2 3 12.7 17.6 0.1 
Event 7 to 8 '" 4 0.2 1.4 4 100.0 0 0 
Average Percent ** 10.0 37.4 51.0 11.6 18.6 



Table A2.6 P$Uerns of rearrests among cohort defendants over time during follow-up periods, by cohort: arrests/rearrests for weapons offenses (cont'd) 

Dade County, 1987 
(n=I000) 

Outcomes at next arrest 
% of those Total cohort 

Initial arrest Persons with these Rearrest: Rearrest: rearrested: rearrested: 
to Event: charges at first rearrest No rearrest different offense same offense same offense same offense 
Weapons offenses % of % at this 

Number Cohort stage Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Percellt_ _ Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 118 11.8 11.8 60 50.8 52 44.1 6 5.1 10.3 0.6 
Event 1 to 2 36 3.6 6.8 9 25.0 22 61.1 5 13.9 18.5 0.5 
Event 2 to 3 27 2.7 6.5 11 40.7 11 40.7 5 18.5 31.3 0.5 
Event 3 to 4 15 1.5 4.6 4 26.7 6 40.0 5 33.3 45.5 0.5 
Event 4 to 5 20 2.0 7.8 4 20.0 13 65.0 3 15.0 18.8 0.3 
Event 5 to 6 11 1.1 5.6 4 36.4 4 36.4 3 27.3 42.9 0.3 
Event 6 to 7 13 1.3 8.2 3 23.1 9 69.2 1 7.7 10.0 0.1 
Event 7 to 8 * 4 0.4 2.9 0 2 50.0 2 50.0 50.0 0.2 
Average percent ** 9.3 37.9 52.6 9.5 14.4 

* Small number of cases (n < 10) 

** Based on events where N is 30 or more 



Table A2.7 Patterns of rearrests among cohort defendants over time during follow-up periods, by cohort: arrests/rearrests for assault offenses 

Maricopa County, 1984 
(n=1157) 

Outcomes at next arrest 
% of those Total cohort 

Initial arrest Persons with these Rearrest: Rearrest: rearrested: rearrested: 
to Event: charges at first rearrest No rearrest different offen:-;::: same offense same offense same offense 
Assault offenses %of % at this 

Number Cohort stage Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Percent Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 246 21.3 21.3 113 45.9 101 41.1 32 13.0 24.1 2.8 
Event 1 to 2 65 5.6 9.9 18 27.7 34 523 13 20.0 27.7 1.1 
Event 2 to 3 43 3.7 10.1 16 37.2 19 44.2 8 18.6 26.9 0.7 
Event 3 to 4 26 2.2 9.1 11 42.3 9 34.6 6 23.1 40.0 0.5 
Event 4 to 5 19 1.6 11.4 9 47.4 6 31.6 4 21.1 40.0 0.3 
Event 5 to 6 13 1.1 12.7 6 46.2 5 38.5 2 15.4 28.6 0.2 
Event 6 to 7 '" 5 0.4 8.9 3 60.0 2 40.0 0 
Event 7 to 8 '" 3 0.3 9.4 1 33.3 2 66.7 0 
Average percent ** 13.8 36.9 45.9 17.2 26.2 

Dade County, 1984 
(n=2073) 

Outcomes at next arrest 
% of those Total cohort 

Initial arrest Persons with these Rearrest: Rearrest: rearrested: rearrest~d: 

to Event: charges at first rearrest No rearrest different offense same offense same offense same offense 
Assault offenses % of % at this 

Number Cohort stage Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Percent Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 67 3.2 3.2 36 53.5 25 37.2 6 9.3 19.4 0.3 
Event 1 to 2 92 4.4 8.9 35 37.4 47 50.8 11 11.7 19.0 0.5 
Event 2 to 3 44 2.2 5.8 5 10.6 27 62.4 12 26.9 30.8 0.6 
Event 3 to 4 43 2.1 7.2 18 41.8 18 41.8 7 16.4 28.0 0.3 

Event 4 to 5 40 1.9 8.2 3 7.7 28 70.8 9 21.5 24.3 004 
Event 5 to 6 15 0.7 3.6 2 lOA 13 89.6 0 
Event 6 to 7 20 1.0 5.7 7 34.8 6 30.3 7 34.8 53.8 0.3 
Event 7 to 8 14 0.7 4.8 0 14 100.0 0 
Average Percent ** 6.7 30.2 52.6 17.2 24.3 

--
'\: 



Table A2.7 Patterns of rearrests among cohort defendants over time during follow-up periods, by cohort: arrests/rearrests for assault offenses (cont'd) 

Initial arrest 
-to Event: 
Assault offenses 

Persons with these 
charges at first rearrest 

% of % at this 
No rearrest 

Dade County, 1987 
(n=l000) 

Outcomes at next arrest 

Rearrest: 
different offense 

% of those Total cohort 
Rearrest: rearrested rearrested: 

sameQff~ same offense same offense 

Number Cohort sta2e__ Number Percent Number Percent NumbeL Pc_rcent __ ~PeLccnt __ Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 171 17.1 17.1 101 59.1 63 36.8 7 4.1 10.0 0.7 
Event 1 to 2 33 3.3 6.2 7 21.2 24 72.7 2 6.1 7.7 0.2 
Event 2 to 3 36 3.6 8.7 10 27.8 22 61.1 4 11.1 15.4 0.4 
Event 3 to 4 17 1.7 5.2 6 35.3 9 52.9 2 16.7 18.2 0.2 
Event 4 to 5 12 1.2 4.7 5 41.7 6 50.0 1 8.3 14.3 0.1 
Event 5 to 6 • 8 0.8 4.1 3 37.5 3 37.5 2 25.0 40.0 0.2 
Event 6 to 7 • 9 0.9 5.7 3 33.3 6 66.7 0 
Event 7 to 8 • 2 0.2 1.4 0 2 100.0 0 
Average percent •• 10.7 36.0 56.9 7.1 11.0 

• Small number of cases (n < 10) 
•• Based on events where N is 30 or more 



Table A2.8 Patterns of rearrests among cohort defendants over time during follow-up periods, by cohort: arrests/rearrests for burglary offenses 

Maricopa County, 1984 
(n=1157) 

Outcomes at next arrest 
% of those Total cohort 

Initial arrest Persons with these Rearrest: Rearrest: rearrested: rearrested: 
to Event: charges at first rearrest No rearrest different offense same offense same offense same offense 
Burglary offenses %of % at this 

Number Cohort stage Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Percent Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 169 14.6 14.6 71 42.0 69 40.8 29 17.2 29.6 2.5 
Event 1 to 2 63 5.4 9.6 18 28.6 29 46.0 16 25.4 35.6 1.4 
Event 2 to 3 49 4.2 11.6 12 24.5 23 46.9 14 28.6 37.8 1.2 
Event 3 to 4 38 3.3 13.3 14 36.8 18 47.4 6 15.8 25.0 0.5 
Event 4 to 5 20 1.7 12.0 7 35.0 10 50.0 3 15.0 23.1 0.3 
Event 5 to 6 • 9 0.8 8.8 2 22.2 2 22.2 5 55.6 71.4 0.4 
Event 6 to 7 • 8 0.7 14.3 3 37.5 3 37.5 2 25.0 40.0 0.2 
Event 7 to 8 • 4 0.3 12.5 0 2 50.0 2 50.0 50.0 
Average percent •• 12.3 33.0 45.3 21.8 32.0 

Dade County, 1984 
(n = 2073) 

Olltcomes at next arrest 
% of those Total cohort 

Initial arrest Persons with these Rearrest: Rearrest: rearrested: rearrested: 
to Event: charges at first rearrest No rearrest different offense same offense same offense same offense 
Burglary offenses % of % at this 

Number Cohort stage Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Percent Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 153 7.4 7.4 57 37.4 71 46.5 25 16.2 26.0 1.2 
Event 1 to 2 110 5.3 10.6 21 19.1 70 63.7 19 17.1 21.3 0.9 
Event 2 t03 71 3.4 9.4 15 20.9 33 47.0 23 32.2 41.1 1.1 
Event 3 to 4 71 3.4 11.9 17 23.5 36 50.0 19 26.5 34.5 0.9 
Event 4 to 5 50 2.4 10.3 3 6.1 37 73.6 10 20.3 21.3 0.5 
Event 5 to 6 27 1.3 6.4 2 5.8 13 50.0 12 44.2 48.0 0.6 
Event 6 to 7 36 1.7 9.9 5 13.1 24 66.9 7 10.0 22.6 0.3 
Event 7 to 8 20 1.0 6.9 0 13 65.2 7 34.8 35.0 0.3 
Average Percent •• 9.4 18.0 56.8 23.8 28.8 



Table A2.8 Patterns of rearrests among cohort defendants over time during follow-up periods, by cohort: arrests/rearrests for burglary offenses (cont'd) 

Dade County, 1987 
(n=I000) 

Outcomes at next arrest 
% of those Total cohort 

Initial arrest Persons with these Rearrest: Rearrest: rearrested: rearrested: 
to Event: charge~ at first rearrest No rearrest different offense same offense same offense same offense 
Burglary offenses % of % at this 

Number Cohort stage Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Percent Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 214 21.4 21.4 63 29.4 107 50.0 44 20.6 29.1 4.4 
Event 1 to 2 77 7.7 14.5 15 19.5 38 49.4 24 31.2 38.7 2.4 
Event 2 to 3 71 7.1 17.1 15 21.1 33 46.5 24 32.4 42.1 2.4 
Event 3 to 4 65 6.5 19,8 14 21.5 35 53.8 16 24,6 31.4 1.6 
Event 4 to 5 41 4.1 16.1 8 19.5 22 53.7 11 26.8 33.3 1.1 
Event 5 to 6 40 4.0 20.4 12 30.0 15 37.5 13 32.5 46.4 1.3 
Event 6 to 7 30 3.0 18.9 6 20.0 6 20.0 18 60.0 75.0 1.8 
Event 7 to 8 42 4.2 30.4 10 23.8 14 33.3 18 42.9 56.3 1.8 
Average percent •• 19.8 23.1 43.0 27.1 44.0 

• Small number of cases (n < to) 
.* Based on events where N is 30 or more 



Table A2.9 Patterns of rearrests among cohort defendants over time during follow-up periods, by cohort: arrests/rearrests for theft offenses 

Maricopa County, 1984 
(n=1157) 

Outcomes at next arrest 
% of those Total cohort 

Initial arrest Persons with these Rearrest: Rearrest: rearrested: rearrested: 
to Event: charges at first rearrest No rearrest different offense same offense same offense same offense 
Theft offenses %of % at this 

Number Cohort stage Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Percent Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 205 17.7 17.7 89 43.4 108 52.7 8 3.9 6.9 0.7 
Event 1 to 2 24 2.1 3.7 7 29.2 16 66.7 1 4.2 5.9 0.1 
Event 2 to 3 17 1.5 4.0 2 11.8 11 64.7 4 23.5 26.7 0.3 
Event 3 to 4 * 9 0.8 3.2 0 7 77.8 2 22.2 22.2 0.2 
Event 4 to 5 * 9 0.8 5.4 7 77.8 2 22.2 0 
Event 5 to 6 * 6 0.5 5.9 4 66.7 2 33.3 0 
Event 6 to 7 * 2 0.2 3.6 1 50.0 1 50.0 0 
Event 7 to 8 * 0 0 0 0 
Average percent ** 17.7 43.4 52.7 3.9 6.9 

Dade County, 1984 
(n = 2073) 

Outcomes at next arrest 
% of those Total cohort 

Initial arrest Persons with these Rearrest: Rearrest: rearrested: rearrested: 
to Event: charges at first rearrest No rearrest different offense same offense same offense same offense 
Theft offenses % of % at this 

Number Cohort stage Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Percent Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 376 18.1 18.1 191 50.8 102 27.1 83 22.1 44.9 4.0 
Event 1 to 2 224 10.8 21.7 41 18.3 95 42.3 88 39.4 48.1 4.2 
Event 2 to 3 183 8.8 24.3 38 20.7 58 31.7 87 47.6 60.0 4.2 
Event 3 t04 152 7.3 25.5 23 15.4 71 46.4 58 38.1 45.0 2.8 
Event 4 to 5 119 5.7 24.2 20 16.7 49 40.9 50 42.4 50.5 2.4 
Event 5 to 6 119 5.7 28.7 16 13.3 48 40.6 55 46.1 53.4 2.7 
Event 6 to 7 100 4.8 28.1 13 13.2 46 46.1 41 40.6 47.1 2.0 
Event 7 t08 71 3.4 23.9 13 17.9 28 39.3 30 42.8 51.7 1.4 
Average Percent ** 24.3 20.8 39.3 39.9 50.1 



Table A2.9 Patterns of rearrests among cohort defendants over time during follow-up periods, by cohort: arrests/rearrests for theft offenses (cont'd) 

Dade County, 1987 
(n=l000) 

Outcomes at next arrest 
% of those Total cohort 

Initial arrest Persons with these Rearrest: Rearrest: rearrested: rearrested: 
to Event: charges at first rearrest No rearrest different offense same offense same offense same offense 
Theft offenses % of % at this 

Number Cohort stage Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Percent Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 235 23.5 23.5 104 44.3 65 27.7 66 28.0 50.4 6.6 
Event 1 to 2 142 14.2 26.7 27 19.0 65 t,~5.8 50 35.2 43.5 5.0 
Event 2 to 3 103 10.3 24.9 17 16.5 47 45.6 39 37.9 45.3 3.9 
Event 3 to 4 8.5 85 25.8 21 24.7 40 47.1 24 28.2 37.5 2.4 
Event 4 to 5 60 6.0 23.5 12 20.0 27 45.0 21 35.0 43.8 2.1 
Event 5 to 6 62 6.2 31.6 15 24.2 24 38.7 23 37.1 48.9 2.3 
Event 6 to 7 46 4.6 28.9 7 15.2 18 39.1 21 45.7 53.8 2.1 
Event 7 to 8 36 3.6 26.1 5 13.9 16 44.4 15 41.7 48.4 1.5 
Average percent .. 26.4 22.2 41.7 36.1 46.5 

• Small number of cases (n < 10) 
•• Based on events where N is 30 or more 



Table A2.10 Patterns of rearrests among cohort defendants over time during follow-up periods, by cohort: arrests/rearrests for drug offenses 

Maricopa County, 1984 
(n=1157) 

Outcomes at next arrest 
% of those Total cohort 

Initial arrest Persons with these Rearrest: Rearrest: rearrested: rearrested: 
to Event: charges at first rearrest No rearrest different offense same offense same offense same offense 
Drug offenses %of % at this 

Number Cohort stage Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Percent Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 256 22.1 22.1 110 43.0 80 31.3 66 25.8 45.2 5.7 
Event 1 to 2 101 8.7 15.4 30 29.7 36 35.6 35 34.7 49.3 3.0 
Event 2 to 3 67 5.8 15.8 27 40.3 15 22.4 25 37.3 62.5 2.2 
Event 3 to 4 60 5.2 21.1 22 36.7 24 40.0 14 23.3 36.8 1.2 
Event 4 to 5 31 2.7 18.6 8 25.8 17 54.8 6 19.4 26.1 0.5 
Event 5 to 6 14 1.2 13.7 6 42.9 5 35.7 3 21.4 37.5 0.3 
Evenl6 to 7 10 0.9 17.9 5 50.0 2 20.0 3 30.0 60.0 0.3 
Event 7 to 8 * 7 0.6 21.9 3 42.9 0 4 57.1 100.0 0.3 
Average percent "'* 18.6 35.1 36.8 28.1 44.0 

Dade County, 1984 
(n=2073) 

Outcomes at next arrest 
% of those Total cohort 

Initial arrest Persons with these Rearrest: Rearrest: rearrested: rearrested: 
to Event: charges ~t first rearrest No rearrest different offense same offense same offense same offense 
Drug offenses % of % at this 

Number Cohort stage Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Percent Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 368 17.7 17.7 200 54.5 66 17.9 101 27.6 60.5 4.9 
Event 1 to 2 193 9.3 18.7 54 27.8 102 52.8 37 19.4 26.6 1.8 
Event 2 to 3 113 5.5 14.9 16 14.6 33 29.1 63 56.3 65.6 3.0 
Event 3 to 4 85 4.1 14.3 17 19.9 47 55.4 21 24.6 30.9 1.0 
Event 4 to 5 52 2.5 10.6 16 31.4 18 34.3 18 34.3 50.0 0.9 
Event 5 to 6 58 2.8 14.0 16 28.2 15 25.5 27 46.3 64.3 1.3 
Event 6 to 7 50 2.4 14.1 2 3.1 36 70.5 13 26.4 26.5 0.6 
Event 7 to 8 48 2.3 16.2 7 14.8 38 78.7 3 6.5 7.3 0.1 
Average Percent ** 15.1 24.3 45.5 30.2 41.5 



Table A2.10 Patterns of rearrests among cohort defendants over time during follow-up periods, by cohort: arrests/rearrests for drug offenses (cont'd) 

Dade County, 1987 
(n=1000) 

Outcomes at next arrest 
% of those Total cohort 

Initial arrest Persons with these Rearrest: Rearrest: rearrested: rearrested: 
to Event: charges at first rearrest No rearrest different offense same offense same offense same offense 
Drug offenses % of % at this 

Number Cohort stage Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent _PeKent Percent 

Initial arrest to 
next event (1) 345 34.5 34.5 164 47.5 107 31.0 74 21.4 40.9 7.4 
Event 1 to 2 113 11.3 21.2 36 31.9 46 40.7 31 27.4 40.3 3.1 
Event 2 to 3 85 8.5 20.5 22 25.9 42 49.4 21 24.7 33.3 2.1 
Event 3 to 4 57 5.7 17.3 14 24.6 29 50.9 14 24.6 32.6 1.4 
Event 4 to 5 49 4.9 19.2 15 30.6 26 53.1 8 16.3 23.5 0.8 
Event 5 to 6 24 2.4 12.2 4 16.7 15 62.5 5 20.8 25.0 0.5 
Event 6 to 7 17 1.7 10.7 4 23.5 10 58.8 3 17.6 23.1 0.3 
Event 7 to 8 23 2.3 16.7 5 21.7 13 56.5 5 21.7 27.8 0.5 
Average percent ** 22.5 32.1 45.0 22.9 34.1 

'" Small number of cases (n < 10) 
•• Based on events where N is 30 or more 



Table AS.1 Rearrests generated per 100 defendants by drug-related subgroups (based on charge/prior 
arrests), of 1984 Maricopa County felony defendants, by kind of crime 

[Note: Drug-related groupings with 15 or fewer cases were dropped from table.] 

Drug-related 
Group Kind of rearrest 

Total number 
generated 

Group 1: No drug charges/ no prior arrests 
(n = 349) Any rearrest 

Index-level 
Serious person 
Robbery 
Weapons 
Assault 
Burglary 
Theft 
Drug (any) 
Drug possession 
Drug sale/dist. 

(315) 
(75) 
(73) 
(4) 
(8) 

(37) 
(23) 
(17) 
(37) 
(30) 
(9) 

Group 2: No drug charges/ prior arrests: other offenses only 
(n = 281) Any rearrest (550) 

Index-level (177) 
Serious person (116) 
Robbery (17) 
Weapons (24) 
Assault (66) 
Burglary (92) 
Theft (26) 
Drug (any) (40) 
Drug possession (32) 
Drug sale/dist. (14) 

Group 3: No drug charges/ prior arrests: drug offenses only 
(n = 108) Any rearrest (153) 

Index-level (24) 
Serious person (26) 
Robbery (4) 
Weapons (6) 
Assault (16) 
Burglary (4) 
Theft (3) 
Drug (any) (15) 
Drug possession (14) 
Drug sale/dist. (4) 

Rate per 100 
defendants 

90.3 
21.5 
20.9 
1.1 
2.3 

10.6 
6.6 
4.9 

10.6 
8.6 
2.6 

195.7 
63.0 
41.3 
6.0 
8.5 

23.5 
32.7 
9.3 

14.2 
11.4 
5.0 

141.7 
22.2 
24.1 
3.7 
5.6 

14.8 
3.7 
2.8 

13.9 
13.0 
3.7 



------- --- ------~ 

Table AS.l Rearrests generated per 100 defendants by drug-related subgroups (based on charge/prior 
arrests), of 1984 Maricopa County felony defendants, by kind of crime (cont'd) 

[Note: Drug-related groupings with 15 or fewer cases' were dropped from table.] 

Drug-related 
Group Kind of rearrest 

Total number 
generated 

Group 4: No drug charges/ prior arrests: other and drug offenses 
(n = 154) Any rearrest (345) 

Index-level (62) 
Serious person (49) 
Robbery (13) 
Weapons (7) 
Assault (21) 
Burglary (31) 
Theft (14) 
Drug (any) (44) 
Drug possession (38) 
Drug sale/dist. (10) 

Group 5: Drug charges/ no prior arrests 
(n = 104) Any rearrest 

Index-level 
Serious person 
Robbery 
Weapons 
Assault 
Burglary 
Theft 
Drug (any) 
Drug possession 
Drug sale/dist. 

(107) 
(17) 
(10) 
(0) 
(1) 
(1) 
(6) 
(3) 

(44) 
(34) 
(18) 

Group 6: Drug charges/ prior arrests: other offenses only 
(n = 50) Any rearrest (94) 

Index-level (15) 
Serious person (14) 
Robbery (3) 
WeapollS (2) 
Assault (7) 
Burglary (5) 
Theft (0) 
Drug (any) (22) 
Drug possession (21) 
Drug sale / dist. (5) 

Rate per 100 
defendants 

224.0 
40.3 
31.8 
8.4 
4.5 

13.6 
20.1 
9.1 

28.6 
24.7 
6.5 

102.9 
16.3 
9.6 
0.0 
1.0 
9.6 
5.8 
2.9 

42.3 
32.7 
17.3 

188.0 
30.0 
28.0 
6.0 
4.0 

14.0 
10.0 
0.0 

44.0 
42.0 
10.0 



ii 
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Table AS.1 Rearrests generated per 100 defendants by drug-related subgroups (based on charge/prior 
arrests), of 1984 Maricopa County felony defendants, by kind of crime (cont'd) 

[Note: Drug-related groupings with 15 or fewer cases were dropped from table.] 

Drug-related 
Group Kind of rearrest 

Total number 
generated 

Group 7: Drug charges/ prior arrests: other offenses only 
(n = 51) Any rearrest (113) 

Index-level (17) 
Serious person (13) 
Robbery (0) 
VVeapons (2) 
Assault (12) 
Burglary (5) 
Theft (4) 
Drug (any) (47) 
Drug possession (42) 
Drug sale/dist. (7) 

Group 8: Drug charges/ prior arrests: other and drug offenses 
(n = 48) Any rearrest (128) 

Index-level (17) 
Serious person (12) 
Robbery (0) 
VVeapons (3) 
Assault (8) 
Burglary (9) 
Theft (2) 
Drug (any) (57) 
Drug possession (48) 
Drug sale/dist. (11) 

Rate per 100 
defendants 

221.6 
33.3 
25.5 
0.0 
3.9 

23.5 
9.8 
7.8 

92.2 
82.4 
13.7 

266.7 
35.4 
25.0 
0.0 
6.3 

16.7 
18.8 
4.2 

118.8 
100.0 
22.9 



Table AS.2 Rearrests generated per 100 defendants by drug-related subgroups (based on charge/prior 
arrests), of 1984 Dade County felony defendants, by kind of crime 

[Note: Drug-related groupings with 15 or fewer cases were dropped from table.] 

Drug-related 
Group Kind of rearrest 

Total number 
generated 

Group 1: No drug charges/ no prior arrests 
(n = 608) Any rearrest 

Index-level 
Serious person 
Robbery 
Weapons 
Assault 
Burglary 
Theft 
Drug (any) 
Drug possession 
Drug sale/dist. 

(683) 
(84) 
(71) 
(11) 
(44) 
(38) 
(82) 

(129) 
(114) 
(112) 
(33) 

Group 2: No drug charges/ prior arrests: other offenses only 
(n = 606) Any rearrest (3115) 

Index-level (303) 
Serious person (249) 
Robbery (102) 
Weapons (121) 
Assault (121) 
Burglary (200) 
Theft (572) 
Drug (any) (188) 
Drug possession (188) 
Drug sale/dist. (44) 

Group 3: No drug charges/ prior arrests: drug offenses only 
(n = 61) Any rearrest (104) 

Index-level (23) 
Serious person (22) 
Robbery (7) 
Weapons (9) 
Assault (14) 
Burglary (4) 
Theft (14) 
Drug (any) (29) 
Drug possession (29) 
Drug sale/dist. (6) 

Rate per 100 
defendants 

112.3 
13.8 
11.7 
1.8 
7.2 
6.3 

13.5 
21.2 
18.8 
18.4 
5.4 

514.0 
50.0 
41.1 
16.8 
20.0 
20.0 
33.0 
94.4 
31.0 
31.0 

7.3 

170.5 
37.1 
36.1 
11.5 
14.8 
23.0 
6.6 

23.0 
47.5 
47.5 
9.8 



Table AS.2 Rearrests generated per 100 defendants by drug-related subgroups (based on charge/prior 
arrests), of 1984 Dade County felony defendants, by kind of crime (cont'd) 

[Note: Drug-related groupings with 15 or fewer cases were dropped from table.] 

Drug-related 
Group Kind of rearrest 

Total number 
generated 

Group 4: No drug charges/ prior arrests: other and drug offenses 
(n = 359) Any rearrest (2258) 

Index-level (301) 
Serious person (225) 
Robbery (62) 
Weapons (111) 
Assault (.130) 
Burglary (273) 
Theft (567) 
Drug (any) (284) 
Drug possession (284) 
Drug sale/dist. (64) 

Group 5: Drug charges/ no prior arrests 
Cn = 145) Any rearrest 

Index-level 
Serious person . 
Robbery( 
Weapons 
Assault 
Burglary 
Theh 
Drug (any) 
Drug possession 
Drug sale/dist. 

(138) 
(10) 
(25) 
(7) 

(21) 
(14) 
(5) 

(35) 
(31) 
(29) 
(9) 

Group 6: Drug charges/ prior arrests: other offenses only 
(n = 95) Any rearrest (323) 

Index-level (50) 
Serious person (33) 
Robbery (17) 
Weapons (21) 
Assault (9) 
Burglary (40) 
Theft (85) 
Drug (any) (59) 
Drug possession (59) 
Drug sale/dist. (8) 

Rate per 100 
defendants 

629.0 
83.8 
62.7 
173 
30.9 
36.2 
76.0 

157.9 
79.1 
79.1 
17.8 

95.2 
6.9 

17.2 
4.8 

14.5 
9.7 
3.4 

24.1 
21.4 
20.0 
6.2 

340.0 
52.5 
34.7 
17.9 
22.1 
9.5 

42.1 
89.5 
62.1 
62.1 
8.4 



------~------

Table AS.2 Rearrests gemerated per 100 defendants by drug-related subgroups (based on charge/prior 
'arrests), of 1984 Dade County felony defendants, by kind of crime (cont'd) 

[Note: Drug-related groupings with 15 or fewer cases were dropped from table.] 

Drug-related 
Group Kind of rearrest 

Total number 
generated 

Group 7: Drug charges/ prior arrests: other offenses only 
(n = 21) Any rearrest (35) 

Index-level (0) 
Serious person (2) 
Robbery (0) 
Weapons (2) 
Assault (0) 
Burglary (0) 
Theft (12) 
Drug (any) (26) 
Drug possession (26) 
Drug sale/dist. (8) 

Group 8: Drug charges/ prior arrests: other and drug offenses 
(n = 91) Any rearrest (326) 

Index-level (37) 
Serious person (26) 
Robbery (12) 
Weapons (15) 
Assault (16) 
Burglary (45) 
Theft (85) 
Drug (any) (62) 
Drug possession (57) 
Drug sale/dist. (18) 

Rate per 100 
defendants 

166.7 
0.0 
9.5 
0.0 
9.5 
0.0 
0.0 

57.1 
123.8 
123.8 
38.1 

358.2 
10.7 
28.6 
13.2 
16.5 
17.6 
49.5 
93.4 
68.1 
62.6 
19.8 



Table AS.3 Rearrests generated per 100 defendants by drug-related subgroups (based on charge/prior 
arrests), of 1987 Dade County felony defendants, by kind of crime 

[Note: Drug-related groupings with 15 or fewer cases were dropped from table.] 

Drug-related 
Group Kind of rearrest 

Total number 
generated 

Group 1: No drug charges/ no prior arrests 
(n = 139) Any rearrest 

Index-level 
Serious person 
Robbery 
Weapons 
Assault 
Burglary 
Theft 
Drug (any) 
Drug possession 
Drug sale/dist. 

(90) 
(10) 
(13) 
(6) 
(9) 
(7) 
(7) 

(17) 
(14) 
(14) 
(4) 

Group 2: No drug charges/ prior arrests: other offenses only 
(n = 272) Any rearrest (779) 

Index-level (125) 
Serious person (61) 
Robbery (20) 
Weapons (41) 
Assault (34) 
Burglary (206) 
Theft (232) 
Drug (any) (77) 
Drug possession (77) 
Drug sale/dist. (22) 

Group 3: No drug charges/ prior arrests: dru.1i:t offenses only 
(n = 23) Any rearrest (24) 

Index-level (1) 
Serious person (2) 
Robbery (1) 
Weapons (0) 
Assault (2) 
Burglary (2) 
Theft (5) 
Drug (any) (5) 
Drug possession (5) 
Drug sale/dist. (2) 

Rate per 100 
defendants 

64.7 
7.2 
9.3 
4.3 
6.5 
5.0 
5.0 

12.2 
10.1 
10.1 
2.9 

286.3 
46.0 
21.3 
7.4 

14.0 
12.5 
75.7 
85.3 
28.3 
28.3 
8.1 

104.3 
4.3 
8.7 
4.3 
0.0 
8.7 
8.7 

21.7 
21.7 
21.7 
8.7 



Table AS.3 Rearrests generated per 100 defendants by drug-related subgroups (based on charge/prior 
arrests), of 1987 Dade County felony defendants, by kind of crime (cont'd) 

[Note: Drug-related groupings with 15 or fewer cases were dropped from table.] 

Drug-related 
Group Kind of rearrest 

Total number 
generated 

Group 4: No drug charges/ prior arrests: other and drug offenses 
(n = 218) Any rearrest (901) 

Index-level (145) 
Serious person (93) 
Robbery (40) 
Weapons (42) 
Assault (46) 
Burglary (179) 
Theft (305) 
Drug (any) (108) 
Drug possession (lOS) 
Drug sale/dist. (IS) 

Group 5: Drug charges/ r..o prior arrests 
(n = 92) Any rearrest 

Index-level 
Serious person 
Robbery 
Weapons 
Assault 
Burglary 
Theft 
Drug (any) 
Drug possession 
Drug sale/dist. 

(73) 
(10) 
(2) 
(1) 
(6) 
(1) 

(13) 
(18) 
(28) 
(26) 
(6) 

Group 6: Drug charges/ prior arrests: other offeru;es only 
(n = 103) Any rearrest (270) 

Index-level (37) 
Serious person (32) 
Robbery (13) 
Weapons (21) 
Assault (16) 
Burglary (34) 
Theft (62) 
Drug (any) (67) 
Drug possession (60) 
Drug sale/dist. (26) 

Rate per 100 
defendants 

413.3 
66.5 
42.7 
18.3 
19.3 
21.1 
82.1 

139.9 
49.5 
49.5 
S.3 

79.3 
10.9 
2.2 
1.1 
6.5 
1.1 

14.1 
20.7 
30.4 
2803 
6.5 

262.1 
35.9 
31.1 
12.6 
20.4 
15.5 
33.0 
60.2 
65.0 
58.3 
25.2 



Table A53 Rearrests generated per 100 defendants by drug-related subgroups (based on charge/prior 
arrests), of 1987 Dade County felony defendants, by kind of crime (cant'd) 

[Note: Drug-related groupings with 15 or fewer cases were dropped from table.] 

Drug-related 
Group Kind of rearrest 

Total number 
generated 

Group 7: Drug charges/ prior arrests: other offenses only 
(n = 25) Any rearrest (18) 

Index-level (1) 
Serious person (2) 
Robbery (0) 
Weapons (0) 
Assault (2) 
Burglary (0) 
Theft (1) 
Drug (any) (11) 
Drug possession (11) 
Drug sale/clist. (3) 

Group 8: Drug charges/ prior arrests: other and drug offenses 
(n = 125) Any rearrest (489) 

Index·level (43) 
Serious person (41) 
Robbery (12) 
Weapons (24) 
Assault (25) 
Burglary (36) 
Theft (50) 
Drug (any) (116) 
Drug possession (116) 
Drug sale/clist. (28) 

Rate per 100 
defendants 

72.0 
4.0 
8.0 
0.0 
0.0 
8.0 
0.0 
4.0 

44.0 
44.0 
12.0 

389.6 
34.4 
32.8 
9.6 

19.2 
20.0 
28.8 
40.0 
92.8 
92.8 
22.4 



Table AS.4 Rearrests generated per 100 defendants by drug-related subgroups of 1987 Dade County 
felony defendants, by kind of crime 

(Note: Drug-related groupings with 15 or fewer cases were dropped from table.] 

Drug-related 
Group Kind of rearrest 

Total number 
generated 

Group 1: No drug charges/ no prior arrests/ negative 
(n == 66) Any rearrest (21) 

Index-level (0) 
Serious person (4) 
Robbery (1) 
Weapons (5) 
Assault (3) 
Burglary (0) 
Theft (4) 
Drug (any) (2) 
Drug possession (2) 
Drug sale/dist. (1) 

Group 2: No drug charges/ no prior arrests/ positive 
(n == 47) Any rearrest (27) 

Index-level (8) 
Serious person (8) 
Robbery (5) 
Weapons (3) 
Assault (3) 
Burglary (1) 
Theft (7) 
Drug (any) (2) 
Drug possession (2) 
Drug sale/dist. (1) 

Group 3: No drug charges/ prior arrests: other offenses only/ negative 
(n == 57) Any rearrest (90) 

Index-level (11) 
Serious person (8) 
Robber1j (3) 
Weapons (4) 
Assault (7) 
Burglary (12) 
Theft (16) 
Drug (any) (5) 
Drug possession (5) 
Drug sale/dist. (2) 

Rate per 100 
defendants 

31.8 

6.1 
1.5 
7.6 
4.5 

6.1 
3.0 
3.0 
1.5 

57.5 
17.0 
17.0 
10.6 
6.4 
6.4 
2.1 

14.9 
4.3 
4.3 
2.1 

157.9 
19.3 
14.0 
5.3 
7.0 

12.3 
21.1 
28.1 
8.8 
8.8 
3.5 



Table AS.4 Rearrests generated per 100 defendants by drug-related subgroups of 1987 Dade County 
felony defendants, by kind of crime (cont'd) 

[Note: Drug-related groupings with 15 or fewer cases were dropped from table.] 

Drug-related 
Group Kind of rearrest 

Total number 
generated 

Group 4: No drug charges/ prior arrests: other offenses only/positive 
(n = 131) Any rearrest (461) 

Index-level (73) 
Serious person (34) 
Robbery (12) 
VVeapons (18) 
Assault (19) 
Burglary (136) 
Theft (152) 
Drug (any) (51) 
Drug possession (51) 
Drug sale/dist. (12) 

Group 7: No drug charges/ prior arrests: other and drug offenses/ negative 
(n = 19) Any rearrest (53) 

Index-level (7) 
Serious person 
Robbery 
VVeapons 
Assault 
Burglary 
Theft 
Drug (any) 
Drug possession 
Drug sale/dist. 

(7) 
(1) 
(5) 
(4) 
(5) 

(12) 
(1) 
(1) 
(0) 

Group 8: No drug charges/ prior arrests: other and drug offenses/ positive 
(n = 137) Any rearrest (599) 

Index-level (104) 
Serious person (60) 
Robbery (27) 
VVeapons (28) 
Assault (32) 
Burglary (132) 
Theft (191) 
Drug (any) (83) 
Drug possession (83) 
Drug sale/dist. (10) 

Rate per 100 
defendants 

351.9 
55.7 
26.0 
9.2 

13.7 
14.5 

103.8 
116.0 
38.9 
38.9 
9.2 

278.9 
36.8 
36.8 
53 

263 
21.1 
26.3 
632 
5.3 
5.3 

437.2 
75.9 
43.8 
19.7 
20.4 
23.4 
96.4 

139.4 
60.6 
60.6 
73 



Table AS.4 Rearrests generated per 100 defendants by drug-related subgroups of 1987 Dade County 
felony defendants, by kind of crime (cont'd) 

[Note: Drug-related groupings with 15 or fewer cases were dropped from table.] 

Drug-related 
. Group Kind of rearrest 

Total number 
generated 

Group 9: Drug charges/ no prior arrests/ negative 
(n ::; 16) Any rearrest (7) 

Index-level (1) 
Serious person (1) 
Robbery (1) 
Weapons (2) 
Assault (0) 
Burglary (0) 
Theft (1) 
Drug (any) (2) 
Drug possession (2) 
Drug sale/dist. (0) 

Group 10: Drug charges/ no prior arrests: other offenses only/positive 
(n = S2) Any rearrest (33) 

Index-level (6) 
Serious person . (1) 
Robbery (0) 
Weapons (2) 
Assault (1) 
Burglary (9) 
Theft (11) 
Drug (any) (17) 
Drug possession (15) 
Drug sale/dist. (S) 

Group 12: Drug charges/ prior arrests: other offenses only/positive 
(n = 67) Any rearrest (191) 

Index-level (25) 
Serious person (20) 
Robbery (8) 
Weapons (12) 
Assault (12) 
Burglary (24) 
Theft (34) 
Drug (any) (SO) 
Drug possession (47) 
Drug sale/dist. (22) 

Rate per 100 
defendants 

43.6 
6.3 
6.3 
6.3 

12.5 

6.3 
12.5 
12.5 

63.5 
11.5 
1.9 

3.8 
1.9 

17.3 
21.2 
32.7 
28.8 
9.6 

28S.1 
37.3 
29.9 
11.9 
17.9 
17.9 
3S.8 
SO.7 
74.6 
70.1 
32.8 



Table AS.4 Rearrests generated per 100 defendants by drug-related subgroups of 1987 Dade County 
felony defendants, by kind of crime (cont' d) 

[Note: Drug-related groupings with 15 or fewer cases were dropped from table.] 

Drug-related 
Group Kind of rearrest 

Total number 
generated 

Group 16: Drug charges/ prior arrests: other and drug offenses/ positive 
(n = 83) Any rearrest (345) 

Index-level (29) 
Serious person (28) 
Robbery (8) 
Weapons (17) 
Assault (16) 
Burglary (26) 
Theft (38) 
Drug (any) (80) 
Drug possession (79) 
Drug sale/dist. (22) 

Rate per 100 
defendants 

415.7 
34.9 
33.7 
9.6 

15.7 
19.3 
31.3 
45.8 
96.4 
95.2 
26.5 



Figure A2.16a Cumulative percentages of 1984 Maricopa County defendants rearrested during 
follow-up period. by time until first rearrest. by selected offenses 
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Fi gure A2.1 6b Cumulative percentages of 1984 Maricopa County defendants rearrested during 
follow-up period. by time until first rearrest. by selected offense 
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Fi gure A2.17a cumUlative percentages of 1984 Dade County defendants reClTested during follow-up 
period. by time until first rearrest. by selected offense 
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Figure A2.17b Cumulative percentages of 1984 Dade County defendants rearrested during follow-up 
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Fi gure A2.1 Ba Cumulative percentages of 1987 Dade County defendants rearrested during follow-up 
period. by time until first rearrest. by selected offense 
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Fi gure A2.1 Bb Cumulative percentages of 1987 Dade County defendants rearrested during follow-up 
period. by time until first rearrest. by selected offense 
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Figure A4.6 Cumulative percentage of 19B7 Dade County felony defendants rearrested during 
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Chapter One 

OVERVIEW OF THE RESEARCH 

The Purposes of the InguiI:y: The Role of Drug-related Cases and Their Implications for Public Safety 

Although placed within the broad parameters of the effect of drug-related crime on criminal justice, this 

research has focused more narrowly on aspects of the impact of the drug-related criminal caseload on the criminal 

process, public safety and crowding. Its goals were modest and practical, to contribute knowledge of the impact of these 

kinds of cases on the criminal justice system. Our approach has made use of data collected in three large urban 

jurisdictions to serve as the basis of what might best be characterized as three empirical case studies. As we examined 

the role of drug-related criminal cases within the entering caseloads in five courts in three cities--Miami (Dade County), 

Boston and Phoenix (Maricopa County), o~were. twofold: to describe the actual contours of the drug-crime 

contribution to caseload, crowding and public safety concerns, and to offer an empirically grounded discussion of the 

implications of the impact of drug-related crime to help inform pJanning of future criminal justice policy. he goals of 

this project have been modest in that they do not seek to answer all the questions that could be asked in this area, but 

rather focus on what could be learned from an examination of data describing caseloads in several jurisdictions as 

illustrations of the issues being faced across the United States. The scope of the project has been determined as well by 

practical considerations, the need to learn as much as possible within the constraints of available resources and time. 

The research described in two earlier reports and summarized in this volume has addressed two primary 

questions, each forming the basis of a separate study. The first question asks about the part played by drug-related 

criminal cases in the criminal caseload, how they differ from other cases, how they are handled throughout the 

adjudicatory process. Because the analyses examine data from two recent periods, 1984 and 1987, the purpose is 

descriptive, to provide a background picture of how courts have been handling drug-related cases and their impact. The 

second question centers on the public safety implications of the drug-related caseload. Given the popular and policy 

assumptions concerning the role of drugs in crime, this investigation charts the later criminal activity of samples of 

criminal cases in three follow-up studies and, within its means, attempts to identify the relationshiE of drug-relat~d ------
~~ses to later rearr~ In a fundamental sense, the purpose of both components of the empirical research 

has been descriptive and involved basic questions of classification and prediction. 
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The results of the two analyses have been presented in-depth in two earlier reports. Because in this report the 

aim is to summarize these earlier results and discuss their implications for policy, the reader is urged to consult the 

original reports for greater detail. The fIrst monograph (Volume I: Assessing the Impact of Drug-Related Criminal 

Cases on the Judicial Process. Crowding and Public Safety) describes the data which served as the foundation of 

descriptive analyses, develops an initial working defmition of drug-related criminal cases, and examines the role played 

by drug-related cases in the criminal process. The classifIcation of drug-related cases we employed emphasizes two 

/ factors: criminal charges for drug offenses (drug crimes) and active drug abuse among defendants (drug use). Volume I 

characterizes entering defendants focusing on both kinds of "drug-related" criminal cases and charts their role within and 

movement through the criminal process in the fIve courts in three sites. The analysis is comparative at each stage, 

asking in what ways drug-related cases differ from cases that are not drug relate-d in the criminal caseload. Although the 

analysis best addresses questions about the role of drug-related criminal cases in the criminal process, it treats the 

implications of drug-related crime for public safety in its study of pretrial crime, and for institutional crowding in its 

analyses of the comparative use of pretrial detention and incarcerative sentences. 

In the second monograph (Volume II: Assessing the Impact of Drug-related Criminal Cases on Public Safety: 

Drug-related Recidivism), the defInition of "drug-relatedness" is expanded to incorporate defendants' prior criminal 

history regarding drug offenses and drug use and the extent to which the drug-relatedness of cases entering the judicial 

system is related to subsequent offIcial contacts (arrests) during follow-up periods is studied. The analysis of 

reoffending is conducted using the frame of reference of the criminal caseload. Thus, rather than wishing to learn, for 

example, about the etiology of reoffending in itself, our analysis adopts the vantage point of the criminal courts for 

whom drug-related criminal cases make up not only a large part of the volume of the incoming caseload, but also a large 

part of the continuing court caseload, a component that is repeatedly reprocessed with few productive results. To 

examine the relationship betwe.en drug-related crime and subsequent contact with the court system, we charted the 

subsequent criminal histories of large samples of 1984 defendants in Dade County and Maricopa County for a period of 

four years and followed the offIcial contacts of the 1987 Dade County felony defendants for a period of 18 months using 

offIcial court fIles. Thus, the question addressed in Volume II is quite straightforward: From the perspective of the 

criminal caseload, what risk to public safety is presented by persons involved in drug-related criminal cases, compared to 

persons involved in other kinds of cases processed by the court system? 
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In one of the data sets the analysis of reoffending benefits from the availability of information on defendant 

drug use through drug testing. The data collected for the 1987 sample of Dade County felony defendants differed from 

the other samples because of the addition of defendant drug testing information resulting from voluntary drug tests 

conducted at the time of their entry into the judicial process in 1987.1 Thus, in addition to the criminal charge, prior 

criminal history and self-reported measures of drug-relatedness normally available in the other data, the 1987 sample's 

unique value is that it allowed us to address more fully the impact of defendant drug-relatedness on later official 

contacts through a reliable measure of drug use. (Measures of defendant drug use through drug testing were then, and 

still are, rarely available on a systematic basis in most jurisdictions in the United States.) Taken together, these 

comparatively exhaustive data describing large cohorts of defendants and their cases entering the courts in 1984 and 

1987 offered a special opportunity to characterize the public safety implications of the drug-related criminal caseload. 

Background Problems: Drugs. Crime and Criminal Justice 

The investigation of the impact of drug-related criminal cases on the judicial process and their later public 

safety implications is an inquiry that is conducted within a larger framework of drug-crime research and policy debate 

that is characterized by fundamental substantive problems involving conceptualization, definition and measurement. 

The development of research and policy to address the drug-crime problem has suffered from confusion in definition (as 

to what the precise nature of "the problem" and the phenomena being studied are), from uncritical acceptance of overly 

general assumptions about the relationship between drugs and crime and its control, and from lack of information 

accurately describing various facets of the drug-crime problem. 

Like policy debate, research investigating the drug-crime problem, is faced at a most basic level with problems 

of definition. Although many discuss the "drug problem" and debate the success of the "war against drugs" and its next 

initiatives, agreeing on precise definitions of what is meant is not so simple, nor, therefore, is measurement of its 

charact~:ristics. Thus, a first substantive problem is conceptualization of the "problem." A major source of definitional 

difficulty lies in the variety of perspectives from which the drug-crime problem can be viewed. From an economic 

perspective, the illicit drug enterprise represents a wealthy and powerful market, against which the limited resources of 

1 For a description of the drug testing methodology, see Goldkamp et al. (1988), Goldkamp et al. (l990a), and Volume I 
of this series. It should be noted that the drug testing was voluntary and for research purposes only. As a result, drug 
tests were not obtained for all defendants, but rather about 77 percent of them. 
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government--and in particular of criminal justice--are likely to be ineffective. From a public health perspective, drug 

abuse is seen as an illness which not only threatens the health of individuals but plays a pivotal role in the transmission 

of a range of serious diseases from hepatitis to AIDS. Like crime, drugs are also viewed as a symptom of a social health 

problem, raising questions about opportunity, education and social values in American society, among others. 

The alternative conceptualizations of the "problem" carry with them different "languages." Terms employed in 

discussions of drug abuse and its treatment, for example, may be quite different from those employed within a legal 

framework when the objective is the elimination of the drug trade--although both perspectives may be seeking reduction 

in crime. A good illustration of this difficulty is found in the definitions of drug crimes in state laws. Even after efforts 

to develop model Federal legislation in hopes of encouraging greater consistency of definition of drug offenses and 

penalties in the states, significant diversity still exists? Moreover, even though we may assume we are speaking about 

the same substances when describing concerns about illegal substances most threatening to public health, we may have 

different substances in mind. The substances of concern may change over time. (Government attention, congressional 

hearings and research in the early 1980s focused on the criminality of heroin addicts. The "War on Drugs" has focused 

most recently on cocaine.) They may differ greatly by geographic location. 

Given alternative approaches to conceptualizing the drug-crime problem, it is not surprising that interpretations 

of a drug-crime relationship are not universally agreed to. Despite a growing body of research and reviews of the. 

literature (primarily focusing on narcotics), there is no definitive answer regarding the question of causality. The 

difficulty lies in determining whether (and to what extent) narcotics use leads to crime, is a consequence of crime, or 

whether both narcotics use and crime are sparked by similar, antecedent forces (i.e., that the relationship between drugs 

and crime is spurious). And, of course, interpretations of the drug-crime relationship are not merely of academic 

interest. They have great importance for the development of policy. To the extent that drug use influences persons 

toward commission of crime, then policy initiatives would need to target drug use because of its catalyzing role, the 

elimination of which would result in less crime. But if drug use is only a concomitant of crime, then, while it serves as a 

2 For an excellent review of the controlled substances acts and the organization of drug laws in the s.tates, see Holden, et 
aI. (1988). 
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good "predictor," it cannot provide a handle for strategies aimed at lowering crime. At a more basic leve~ a definitional 

problem affecting this research is the meaning of "drug-related" and how it is measured when dealing with the criminal 

caseload. (See our discussion of this below.) 

Compounding the conceptual and defmitional problems and the assumptions flowing from them are problems 

of data--all of which have a bearing on this. research. Contrary to widely held beliefs and despite modem techniques of 

data collection and processing, the problem of drug abuse and its relationship to crime and criminal justice in this 

country still prove difficult to measure accurately, certainly in part due to the complexity of the problem and its 

geographical diffusion. As we attempted to illustrate in our first report, there are many kinds of data used to describe 

the drug-crime problem in its different facets, ranging from self-reports of drug use among the general population and 

by offenders, to drug test results of arrestees, to criminal caseload statistics relating to drug cases. (For a recent 

compendium of data sources relevant to measurement of the drug-crime problem see Collins and Zawitz, 1990). These 

data are disparate, usually aggregate in nature and often suffer limitations important enough to raise questions about 

their reliability or generalizabiIity. 

The Focus on Drug-related Crime and Its Measurement 

The research we summarize in this report examines the part played by drug-related cases in the criminal 

caseload and studies their implications for public safety. Our findings concerning the role of drug-related criminal cases, 

of course, must be understood in the larger context of drug-related crime and the difficulties associated with its 

measurement. Drug-related crime, the larger phenomenon of interest, can most usefully be understood as involving two 

categories: a) crimes related to the business of drugs; and b) crimes related to the use of drugs. 

The first category of drug-related crime includes the various crimes associated with the production and 

distribution of drugs as well as other crimes associated with the drug enterprise, such as enterprise-related crimes of 

violence. The second category of drug-related crime focuses on crime not related to the business of drugs, but rather 

crime committed by persons who use drugs. In this second category, we would like to be able to differentiate between 

drug users who commit crimes partly or largely because of drugs and drug users who commit crimes for whom drug use 
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is coincidental and not a motivation toward crime. Full investigation of drug-related crime should include these two 

components as well as their overlap. However, a characteristic these categories share is our limited ability to measure 

them accurately. 

Crime Related to the Business of Drugs 

Of course, accurate data describing the importation into, and the production and/or distribution of illicit drugs 

within the United States are very limited and generally provide very sketchy estimates of the true extent of drug-related 

criminal behavior. The difficulty in obtaining estimates of this kind of drug crime from official sources most closely 

parallels the difficulties associated with the measurement of white collar crime, although the problems with estimating 

crime associated with the drug enterprise are perhaps worse. Much has been written criticizing the reliability of 

Uniform Crime Reports "crimes known to the police" statistics in reflecting the "true" level of crime and detailing the 

extent to which the UCR under-reports "street" crime. (This limitation of pol.ice data was a major reason for the 

development of the National Crime Panel or victimization surveys.) Like some forms of white collar crime, much drug 

crime, at least crime in the category of "crime related to the business of drugs," would never be reported to law 

enforcement agencies because of its near invisibility. 

Drug violations reported to the police and finding their way into the FBI's UCR--consisting mainly of 

possession, sale, distribution, manufacture or trafficking--would certainly represent only the "tip of the iceberg" of all 

such crimes. Far worse, of course, would be reliance on arrests for drug offenses as indicators of this kind of drug

related criminal activity, for all of the reasons long discussed in the literature.3 Nevertheless, a UCR statistic measuring 

arrests for "drug abuse violations" provides one of the only indicators of drug-related crime in this category.4 As difficult 

as it is to obtain accurate estimates of the incidence of such crimes as sale" manufacture, distribution and trafficking, 

indicators of the other kinds of crime related to the drug enterprise--involving violence particularly--are nearly 

impossible to come by. Although we are made aware by the media of drug-related murders, often we are not able to 

distinguish violence related to the business of drugs from violence by drug users (which falls into the second category of 

drug-related crime) from "normal" violent crime--unless, of course, an arrest results and drug charges are placed in 

3 One of the principal questions raised about patterns in arrest data, for example, is whether they should be interpreted 
as measures of criminal activity or law enforcement arrest practices. 
4 F.B.I. data for drug abuse violations are generally classified into "sale/manufacture" and "possession" arrests. 
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addition to other charges for violent offenses. We may be able to document the incidence of drug-related homicide best, 

because of the investigatory resources focused on homicides, but even the "drug-relatedness" of many homicides may be 

difficult to ascertain. 

Crime Associated with Drug Use 

Crime linked to drug use forms the second part of the focus on the impact of drug-related crime. This kind of 

crime includes two important subcategories, both also difficult to measure accurately: 

a) crimes committed by persons motivated by their drug use (either to support their drug habits or 
because their drug use encourages criminal behavior in itself); and 

b) persons committing crimes who happen to use drugs, but whose drug use plays no role in the 
commission of crimes. 

To estimate the magnitude of this kind of crime generally, we would need to know which persons committing crimes 

were using drugs. However, even if we were able to obtain these estimates, we would then need to determine the 

proportion of dmg using criminals for whom drug use played no criminogenic role. Because presently this would be 

nearly impossible, we are left with the task of at least seeking the grosser measure of drug use among persons 

committing crimes--which would thus provide to an unknown extent an over-estimate of crime associated with the use of 

drugs. In trying to obtain measures of drug-related crime that is crime by drug users, three kinds of data are available: 

arrest statistics for drug possession, self-reported data reporting drug use among "criminals" (at least some persons 

arrested and/or convicted of crimes) and data obtained by means of drug testing. Each of these sources, while offering 

estimates of the incidence of drug use among the popUlation of persons committing crimes, again, suffers important 

limitations. Moreover, they are not systematically available. 

Arrests for Drug Possession 

In our discussion of estimating the extent of crime related to the business of drugs from the UCR arrest data 

for drug violations, we noted that it largely reflected possession offenses. If we were to infer drug use among persons 

committing crimes from the FBI measure of arrests for possession (assuming most people possessing drugs to be users 

of drugs), we would conclude that less than one-tenth (6 percent) of all arrested persons in 1986 were drug users (U.S. 

Department of Justice, F.B.I., 1988:163,166,167). We would then, of course, still have to debate the question of how 
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many of these were "merely" drug users who, except for buying, possessing and using drugs (all acts, of course, 

nevertheless constituting of crimes), were not otherwise involved in crime. 

Drug Use Estimated through Self-Report 

Perhaps the most common source of data used to estimate the extent of drug use among populations of persons 

committing crimes is provided by self-reports. Delinquency literature, for example, has often relied on this approach in 

studying the relationship between drug use, other forms of deviant behavior and delinquency. Studies of recidivism have 

long included self-reported measures of offender drug abuse as factors related to repeated crime. A number of sources 

of self-report data are currently available describing drug use among recent popUlations of arrested or institutionalized 

youths or adults. (See CoIlins and Zawitz, 1990.) Inferring a level and kind of crime-related drug-use among persons 

committing crimes overall from self-reports of confined persons, of course, is hampered by problems of reliability (Do 

inmates remember accurately? Do they tell the truth about drug use?) and sample bias (To what extent are confmed 

persons like the general popUlation of persons committing crimes but who are not confined?). Thus, just as drug arrest 

data would lead to an underestimate of the actual number of drug using offenders, self-reported data from 

institutionalized inmates would quite likely result in an overestimate. 

Drug Use Estimated through Drug Testing of Arrestees 

Very recently, additional data describing drug use among arrested persons have become available through the 

introduction of drug testing at the booking stage, first in the District of Columbia (e.g., Carver, 1986; Toborg et al., 

1988; Yezer et aI., 1988) and then in selected additional pilot sites funded through a Bureau of Justice Assistance 

program. (See, e.g., Pretrial Services Resource Center, Pretrial Reporter XII/5-6 (1988), XIII/1-2, 1989; Goldkamp et 

aI., 1990a (forthcoming); Gottfredson et aI., 1990 (forthcoming).) Although this is a new area for criminal justice in 

which study and debate continue (see, e.g., Belenko and Mara-Drita, 1988; Goldkamp, Gottfredson and Weiland, 1988; 

Smith et al., 1989; Rosen and Goldkamp, 1989; Goldkamp et aI., 1990b), two results are certain: data regarding the use 

of drugs among persons entering the criminal process are being made available that have not been previously available; 

arrest statistics for drug offenses and defendant self-report data greatly understate the amount and kind of drug use, at 

least in the cities studied so far. The National Institute of Justice's Drug Use Forecasting (DUF) drug testing program 

collects urine specimens from small samples of arrestees in a number of cities on a quarterly basis to provide a picture 

of the level and kind of drug use experienced in those cities (see, e.g., U.S. Department of Justice, National Institute of 
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Justice, Research in Action, March, 1990). Although drug testing in the selected localities that have adopted such 

programs can provide measures of drug use among persons entering the criminal process better than arrest data or self

reports from offenders, like self-reports from inmate surveys, drug testing data cannot estimate the level of drug use 

among the larger offending population. (All offenders--most of whom are not in custody--may use drugs to a greater or 

lesser extent than those entering the criminal process.) In addition, the results are usually sample specific, are closely 

tied to the composition of the samples of arrestees provided in the jurisdictions, and may vary within a jurisdiction over 

time as well as acrnss jurisdictions. Estimation of the relative numbers of persons using drugs and committing crimes 

for whom drug use is and is not a motivation or cause, however, is a need that has not yet been met in research. 

The Implications of Measurement Problems for Study of the Criminal Caseload 

In short, available measures fall short of providing accurate estimates of the level and kinds of drug-related 

CrIme. Because criminal caseload data are derivative of arrests (only arrested persons enter the criminal caseload but 

not all arrested persons do), they offer an even poorer reflection of the actual occurrence of drug-related crime in a 

locality. However incapable arrest and caseload based data are in estimating the prevalence of drug-related crime, they 

do m.easure well the characteristics of persons and cases dealt with by the criminal courts. (In this sense, at the least, 

growing arrests for drug-related charges translate into growing numbers of drug cases that must be handled by the 

system.) Although it is important to keep in mind the gap between the characteristics of the criminal caseload and the 

characteristics of the popUlation of persons committing crimes and/or using drugs, this inquiry focuses predselyon the 

implications of drug-related cases for the criminal caseload and public safety and therefore makes use of an appropriate 

and informative set of criminal caseload data. 
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Chapter Two 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS: 
ASSESSING THE IMPACT OF DRUG·RELATED CRIMINAL CASES ON THE JUDICIAL PROCESSING 

OF CRIMINAL CASES, JAIL CROWDING AND PUBLIC SAFE1Y 

Drug-related Criminal Cases in Boston, Dade Counly and Maricopa County 

The impact of drug-related crime cannot, of course, be neatly divided into an impact on public safety and a 

separate impact on criminal justice, To an extent, the larger the threat that drug-related crime poses to the public 

safety, the larger the challenge to the performance of the full range of criminal justice agencies. The relationship 

between these two kinds of impacts of drug-related crime is, of course, not as simple as "the greater the rate of drug-

related crime, the greater the volume of arrests, criminal cases and correctional popUlations," Some argue, for example, 

that drug policies--of legislatures, police and prosecutors--account for the impact on criminal justice as much as the level 

of drug crime itself. The aim of this research has been to add knowledge concerning the impact of drug-related crime 

on criminal justice--setting aside the important policy question. Because of the breadth of this problem area, of course, 

our inquiry had a narrower focus relating primarily to the judicial process and its implications for institutional crowding 

and for public safety. 

The study was limited in a practical manner by the nature of the dat? we employ~d, Although the focus was on 

the description of actual, very recent criminal caseloads, we are describing popUlations the contents of which were 

determined by outside forces including but not limited to the incidence of crime, We cannot measure the impact of new 

legislation redefining crimes and penalties, for example, or newly implemented law enforcement policies or 

prosecutorial practices that may have played an important part in shaping the substance of the courts' workloads. We 

cannot infer characteristics of the phenomenon of drug-related crime in society as well as we can consider the role it 

may play within the criminal justice process. Therefore, keeping in mind the "internal" locus of the inquiry, our 

empirical analysis first described the role of the drug-related caseload within the larger caseload of defendants facing 

adjudication of criminal charges. 

This chapter briefly summarizes findings presented in our first report from the in-depth analyses of data based 

on large cO}l1orts of defendants moving through five diverse courts in three locations, Boston, Massachusetts, Dade 

C(lllnty Florida, and Maricopa County, Arizona, as well as on samples of local jail populatioru" from 1984, 1985 and 

1987. The caseloads processed by these courts ranged from strictly misdemeanor (County Court in Dade County), to 
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mostly misdemeanor but some felony (Boston Municipal Court), to strictly felony (Dade County Circuit Court, Suffolk 

County Superior Court, Maricopa County Superior Court). Taken together, they are illustrative of the experiences of 

large urban court systems facing the challenges of drug-related criminal cases. 

The analyses we presented in Volume I were organized to reflect and integrate three perspectives for measuring 

the "drug-relatedness" of the criminal caseload. The first analysis examined the role of drug cases (defendants charged 

with drug offenses), differentiating between drug offenses of greater and lesser seriousness5 and comparing the 

dispositions of defendants with drug charges to those of defendants \vithout drug charges. The point of this comparative 

analysis was to learn whether the "drug case" represents a different kind of case to the courts, or whether it is viewed 

(and processed) as merely one of many kinds of criminal cases handled by major courts. In the second analysis, the aim 

was to identify the part played by drug using defendants within the caseload processed by the courts. This component of 

the research focused specifically on a large sample of Dade County, Florida, felony defendants whose drug use was 

measured by means of booking-stage drug testing. In that section, we as~ed whether the drug using defendant was 

distinguishable from the non-drug using defendant and, as well, whether the drug user represented a special kind of 

defendant to the courts in their adjudicatory dispositions. Because of the unique Dade County felony data, we could 

consider drug use and drug charges together in a more complete framework for evaluating the impact of "drug-related" 

criminal cases in a third part of the analysis. 

This chapter summarizes some of the key findings from the research described in Volume 1. Findings from that 

volume are reported under three headings--drug cases, drug use, "drug-relatedness" (either or both)--reflecting these 

three perspectives for each topic discussed. The implications of the findings from this part of the research are discussed 

more generally in Chapter Five. 

5 We noted in Volume I that, because the jurisdictions differed in the classification of drug offenses in their criminal 
codes, there was not a satisfactory categorization of drug crimes that could be adopted across sites. The approach taken 
was to categorize drug offenses in each site as of greater or lesser seriousness using the respective legal codes. Except in 
a crude sense, the definitions were not intended to permit comparisons across sites. 
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The Prevalence of Drug Charges and Drug Use Among Criminal Cases 

Drug Charges 

Defendants with drug charges accounted for a notable proportion of the entering criminal caseloads in each of 

the five courts in three locations, ranging from a·low of 10 percent of the misdemeanor defendants in County Court in 

Dade County to a high of 26 percent of the felony defendants entering Circuit Court in Dade County. (In our 

subsequent study of 1987 felony defendants in Dade County, the proportion of drug cases had grown to 34 percent of the 

caseload.) The local jails in each location held between 9 and 25 percent of detainees on drug offense charges. If not for 

any other reason, these findings demonstrate that d1Ug cases had an important impact because of their volume. (See 

Figures 2.1 and 2.2.) 

The kind of substances associated with drug cases processed by the courts varied by the jurisdiction and by the 

seriousness of the charges. In the limited jurisdiction courts (handling mostly misdemeanor cases) in Boston and Dade 

County, for example, marijuana was most often involved. In the felony courts if! Boston and Dade County, cases were 

more often cocaine-related. Marijuana, not cocaine was the dominant drug among the charges of Maricopa County 

felony defendants, however. 

Drug Use 

Drug use was measured using a large sample of Dade County felony defendants entering the criminal process 

during June and July of 1987, whose urine was submitted to testing at the booking stage. Certainly the prevalence of 

drug use among arrested persons can be expected to vary from city to city in the United States6 nonetheless, the findings 

in Dade County were dramatic: more than 80 percent of tested defendants showed positive results for either marijuana or 

cocaine. (Defendants were tested for a total of seven drugs but were found positive for others only very rarely.) 

Seventy-five percent tested positively for cocaine alone or in combination. However defined, drug use among persons 

entering the criminal process was clearly widespread. (See Figure 2.3.) 

6 See, e.g., the most recent DUF results published by the National Institute of Justice (NI] Research in Action, March, 
1990). 



Figure 2.1 

30 

25 

20 
Percent of 
entering 
defendcrits 15 
with aug 
cha-gel 

10 

5 

0 

Colrl: 

Coseload: 

Figure 2.2 

25 

20 

PtII"CCIt of 15 
detainees 
wIth ctug 
chcrga 'f0 

5 

o 

Entering criminal cases in three urban jurisdictions (Boston. 
Dade County, Maricopa County) during 1984 sample periods, 
by drug offenses 

Boston Suffolk Dade: Dade: Dade: Ucrlcopa: 
Mullclpal COWl~ ~~ Circuit Combined S~or 
Colrl S~. olri Colrl Com 

M1x6d/ Felony WId. Felony Ulxed Felony 
Wad. 

Persons held in pretrial detention in three urban jails 
Suffolk County, Dade County, Maricopa County) on fall 
1985 study dates, by drug offense 

25 

Suffolk CoIJ:1ly (Boston) Dade CoIJ:1ly Ucrlcopci Colriy 

Jail populatlona ~ 

n - 311, .Suffolk Co!riy 
n - 203, Dade CoLlrty 
n - 177, Ucrlcopa Colriy 



15 

"Drug-related" Criminal Cases (Cases Involving Drug Charges and/or Drug Use) 

The descriptive analysis in Volume I adopted the simple working definition of drug-relatedness shown in Figure 

2.4 by classifying defendants on the basis of whether they had drug charges and/or tested positively for drug use. When 

drug charges and drug use among defendants were considered together to classify the 1987 sample of Dade felony 

defendants, we found the numbers of drug-related cases to be overwhelming: only one in five defendants entering Circuit 

Coult was not classifiable as "drug-related," that is, was neither charged with a drug crime nor shown to be an active drug 

user at thl': time of arrest (category I in Figure 2.4). Two-fifths of defendants fell into the secondo-and largest--category 

of defendants, those testing positively for cocaine but not facing charges for drug offenses (category TI). Another large 

category of defendants (more than three-tenths) was accounted for by those who tested positively for drugs and had drug 

charges (category IV). (More than 80 percent of these were charged with the more serious drug charges.) Only a very 

small number (about 5 percent) had drug charges without also testing positively for drug use (category Ill). 

The Characteristics of Drug-related Criminal Cases 

Drug Cases 

In each of our analyses we were asking whether persons in drug-related cases were distinguishable from persons 

not involved in drug-related cases, whether they represented a "different" kind of criminal case from others routinely 

processed. Most difficult to differentiate were persons charged with drug crimes when compared to persons not charged 

with drug crimes. Generally, clear demographic patterns differentiating dmg and non-dntg defendants did not emerge 

within or across jurisdictions. WI,en all of the defendants' charges were considered, dntg cases were found to be a generally 

homogeneous category of cases showing little overlap with other kinds of criminal charges; they were not accompanied by 

charges for crimes of violence, crimes against the person, or crimes involving weapons. Minor exceptions were the fmdings 

that weapons charges were found disproportionately among defendants in Dade County facing misdemeanor-level drug 

charges and drunken driving companioil charges were found disproportionately among the charges of felony drug 

defendants in Dade County and in Suffolk County Superior Court. 

Self-reported drug abuse information, available in the Boston Municipal Court and Dade County Circuit Court 

data, was related to the presence of drug charges and to their seriousness in one court (the Boston Municipal Court) but 

not in the other; in the Boston Municipal Court defelldams admitting to drug abuse in their pre-bail interviews were more 
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likely to be charged with drug offenses and to be charged with mOl,? seriolls drug charges than defendants who did not. (See 

FIgUre 25.) When the defendants' prior criminal history W,Q'S t.'Xamined, the conventional wisdom that defendants in 

drug cases are more serious, repetitive offenders was not SIlpponet.f, The only exception was that persons charged in drug 

cases were more likely than other kinds of defendants to have hi:5ID:l'it~s of arrests and convictions for prior drug offenses. 

(See Figure 2.6.) 

Drug Use 

Compared to the classification of defendants on the basis of drug charges, identifying groups of criminal 

defendants with differing probabilities of positive tests for drug use was more successful, employing a greater variety of 

descriptive information. In fact, the factors predictive of risk of flight and crime among released defendants before trial 

were also useful in predicting positive drug test results. (For a detailed analysis of this question, see Goldkamp et al., 

1990.) The fmal classification of defendants depended on the kind criminal charges facing the defendant, prior criminal 

history, and self-reported drug use. A finding that nms contrary to the conventional lore is that drug use was not 

associated with charges involving crimes of violence or injury to victims of sitch crimes ill the sample of 1987 Dade felony 

defendants who were drug tested. 

Drug-related Criminal Cases (Drug Charges and/or Drug Use) 

The fOllr drug-related categories of defendants (see Figure 2.4) were distinguishable by criminal charge and prior 

criminal history attributes. For example, category I defendants--having no drug charges and no drug use--showed the 

highest proportions of index-level, weapons-related and victim-injury charges. Category II defendants (testing positively 

for drugs but having no drug charges) ranked second to category I defendants in the presence of index-level charges and 

charges involving victim injury, but stood apart in the comparatively high proportions having charges involving burglary 

and theft. They also had extensive prior criminal histories. Category III defendants (with drug charges and no drug use) 

were distinguished by the lack of companion charge and prior criminal history attributes. Finally, category IV 

defendants (testing positively for drug use and having drug charges) were distinguished primarily by their more extensive 

criminal histories. 
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Differences were found in the kinds of dispositions made at various stages of the judicial process; some were 

unexpected. In the Boston Municipal Court, Suffolk County Superior Court and Circuit Court in Dade County, the use 

of nonfmancial bail options (ROR) varied by the seriousness of drug charges. Defendants charged in drug crimes of 

lesser seriousness received nonfmancial release more often and defendants charged with more serious drug crimes 

received nonfinancial release less often than defendants without drug charges. In Maricopa County, drug defendants 

were given nonfinancial release more often than non-drug defendants, regardless of the seriousness of the drug charges. 

More importantly, dmg defendants obtained pretrial release more frequently than non-dmg defendants regardless of 

the seriousness of charges and of the site. (See Figure 2.7.) Interestingly, in Dade County the greatest increase in pretrial 

release between two days after bond hearing and 90 days was found among defendants charged with the most serious 

drug crimes. Among Boston Municipal Court and Maricopa County Superior Court defendants, the predominant 

means of gaining pretrial release for drug-charged defendants was nonfinancial release. Among Suffolk County 

Superior Court and Dade County defendants, drug defendants more commonly gained release through financial means. 

In each of the jail popUlations studied, defendants held on drug charges in pretrial detention were held on notably higher 

bails than other detainees. In two of the three jails, dmg detainees had longer average stays than non-drug detainees; ill 

Boston, they had shorter average stays. (See Figure 2.8.) 

Failure-ta-appear in court (FTA) during pretrial release was lower among drug defendants-regardless of the 

seriousness of the drug charges-than among nOll-dmg defendants ill four of the five courts studied. It was no worse than 

for non-drug defendants in the fifth. (The picture changed for the 1987 Dade defendants: the highest FfA rates were 

recorded among the most seriously charged drug defendants.) Rearrest for subsequent crimes was generally lower as well 

among dmg defendants, with the exception of Maricopa COllnty defendants with the most serious drug charges. Those 

defendants generated higher rearrest rates than either the less seriously charged drug defendants or the non-drug 

defendants. (See Figures 2.9 through 2.11) When considering the "effectiveness" of pretrial release, which takes into 

account pretrial detention as well as defendant misconduct (see the discussion of the effectiveness of pretrial release in 

Chapter Five of Volume I), the rather striking general finding is that courts are generally more effective when it comes to 
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Figw-e 2.11 Misconduct (FTA. recrrest) c:mong released Maricopa County felony 
defendants. June-July. 1984. by seriousness of drug charge 
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Figure 2.13 The effectiveness of pretrial release (rearTest or FTA) among 1984 felony 
defendants in Dade County Circuit Court. by seriousness of drugcharges 
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pretrial release decisionmaking involving defendants having drug charges. Even in their decisions concerning the most 

seriously charged defendants, the courts were at least no less effective than in the decisions for other kinds of 

defendants. (See Figures 2.12 through 2.14.) 

Generally, the cases of defendants involving drug charges were completed about as quickly (or as slowly) as the 

cases of defendants without drug charges-with the exception of Circuit Court in Dade County. The efficiency of early 

disposition (dermed as the percentage of cases completed within 90 days minus the percentage completed through 

dropping or dismissals) of drug cases, however, was greater among drug cases in the misdemeanor courts of Boston and 

Dade County, about the same in Suffolk County Superior Court and Maricopa County Superior Court, and was 

noticeably poorer in Circuit Court in Dade County. (See Figure 2.15.) 

Our analyses compared the disposhions of the courts' caseloads using a sequential conceptualization of decision 

stages, including the decision to drop or dismiss charges, to divert, to accept a guilty plea or to try cases. As a rule, there 

were very few differences ill the dispositions made by the courts between drug and non-drug categories of defendants. it 

appears that only very slight differences can be noted in each of the courts--with several exceptions. In the BMC, the 

more serious the drug charges, the lower the "dropout" rate within the initial 90 days. In Dade County Court, defendants 

in drug cases were 7 times less likely to have their charged dropped than their non-drug charged counterparts. In 

Circuit Court, the cases involving the more serious drug charges had a higher rate of dropout. (This rmding was 

reversed by the time of the 1987 study of Dade felony defendants.) Although diversion was a rare option in all of the 

courts, in Dade County it was used most often among the more seriously charged drug defendants. Generally, persons 

charged with the more serious drug crimes and persons not charged with drug crimes disposed of their cases through 

guilty pleas in similar numbers. Defendants charged with the less seriolls dntg charges showed the highest rates of guilty 

pleas across courts. (See Figure 2.16) 

Reinforcing the general conclusion that drug cases are not treated much differently by the courts in their 

adjudication than other kinds of cases is the finding that the make-up of the much shrunken caseload ''surviving'' for 

processing (trial) beyond 90 days did not differ from make-up of the caseload at the point of entry. (See Figure 2.17.) 

Although we did see differences among the courts generally ill the rate of convictions produced among the entering defendant 

case/oads, the differences in cOllviction rates between defendants charged with and not charged with drug offenses were not 

great-with two exceptions. In the B01lton Municipal Court, a larger proportion of defendants charged with the less 



Figure 2.15 The efficiency of early disposition of criminal cases (completion within 90 days 
vs. completion excluding dropped/dismissed). by court. by drug charges 
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Figure 2.17 
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serious (possession variety) drug offenses were convicted than other categories of defendants. In Circuit Court in Dade 

County, the less seriously charged group of drug defendants were convicted less frequently than others. Although we 

find some slight differences in conviction rates and in sentences when drug-charged and non-drog charged groups of 

defendants are contrasted at a gross level, we do not see a cOllsistellt theme emerge. In Maricopa County, for example, 

persons convicted of non-drug offenses were more likely to receive incarcerative sentences and longer incarcerative 

sentences than persons convicted of other kinds of crimes. In Dade County, misdemeanor drug offenders received 

incarcerative sanctions notably more often than other kinds of defendants, but for very short terms (averaging about 1 

month). In the other courts differences in sentencing were not noted. 

Drug Use 

We also traced and compared the dispositions of cases of drug using and non-drug-using defendants. Of 

course, the point of the analysis was different in that the judges were not privy to the drug test results of the defendants 

passing before them. The aim was, rather, to identify the kinds of decisions received by these categories of defendants 

to help determine the role played by the drug using criminal case in processing in the courts. Quite logically, not a 



27 

great many differences were found. Interestingly, however, defendants testing positively were less often given nonfinancial 

release and less often secured pretrial release than non-dntg using defendants. Pretrial release was less effective in the cases 

of drug using defendants than in the cases of non-dntg using defendants, because of the higher rates of detention and greater 

misconduct rates. (For a detailed empirical analysis of the relationship between drug test results and defendant crime 

and flight during pretrial release, see Goldkamp et aI., 1990b.) (See Figure 2.18 and 2.19.) These findings from the bail 

stage suggest that without having access to drug testing infonnation for the felony defendants appearing before them at bond 

hearing, the Dade County judges were identifying dntg using defendants for more restrictive treatment prior to trial. The 

implication is that the judges were reacting to other defendant attributes, such as criminal charge or prior history, that 

were closely related to drug use. 

Drug-related Criminal Cases (Drug Charges and lor Drug Use) 

Analysis of the dispositions of the 1987 Dade felony defendants using the framework of the drug-charge/drug 

use classification also showed some differences. For example, category II defen4ants less often received pretrial release 

than defendants in the other categories and also seemed to produce the greatest rateS of rea"ests during pretrial release, 

although category IV defendants generated the highest rates of FT As. Consequently. the effectiveness of pretrial release 

decisions varied depending upon the drug-related criminal case category. (See Figures 2.20 and 2.21.) Some differences 

were also noted in the processing outcomes of criminal cases using this framework. Category IV defendants-with drug 

charges and dntgpositive tests-had cases completed early at a notably lower rate (66 percent) than defendants in the other 

categories. Interestingly, when the dropped/dismissed cases are excluded to measure "efficient" early disposition, it is found 

that category IV defendants are handled most efficiently. 

Defendants in categories I and III, having in common their negative tests for drug use, received diversion twice 

as often as their counterparts in groups II and IV, who tested positively for drug use. Although this different treatment 

is dramatic, it cannot be "explained" by the availability of tests measuring drug use because, of course, that information 

was not available to the relevant officials. It does, however, indicate that in Circuit Court in 1987, diversion was not 

aimed selectively as dmg using defendants as might have been supposed. 

As the criminal caseload moved beyond the 9O-day mark in Circuit Court, its make-up using the drug-related 

case framework had changed somewhat. The proportion of defendants falling into category IV, defendants witb drug 

charges and positive drug tests, increased compared to their relative pmportion in the caseload at the entry point. 
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Chapter Three 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS: 
ASSESSING THE IMPACT OF DRUG· RELATED CRIMINAL CASES ON PUBLIC SAFETY: 

DRUG RELATED RECIDMSM 

In the second major component of the empirical analysis, the task was to assess the public safety implications of 

the drug-related criminal caseload. In this chapter we synopsize the findings from the in-depth analyses presented in 

Volume II of the research. (The general implications of the findings are discussed in Chapter Five.) As we explained in 

Chapter One, the examination of the later official contacts of the defendant cohorts was carried out from the vantage 

point of the court system, and thus was limited to official data. To examine the implications of the drug-relatedness of 

entering criminal cases on their later "recidivism," we conduct~follo.W=.uP-Stu.dieJ! of rand~ selected subsamples of 

about 1,000. defendants from each of the defendant cohorts'? We charted the subsequent criminal histories of the 1984 
~"P~-=-~~ ... ---.a .~~{~ 

defendants in Dade County and Maricopa County for a period of four years and followed the official contacts of the 

1987 Dade County felony defendants for a P~ months using official court files. The data collected for the 1987 
::::::::------' 

sample of Dade County felony defendants differed from the other samples because of the availability of defendant drug 

testing information from voluntary drug tests conducted at the time of their entry into the judicial process in 1987.8 

Taken together, these comparatively exhaustive data describing large cohorts of defendants and their cases entering the 

courts in 1984 and 1987 offered a special opportunity to characterize the public safety implications of the drug-related 

criminal caseload. In this investigation the question addressed was straightforward, assessing the extmlt.J..o ~hich "dr.ult. 

Measuring the "Public Safety" Implications of the Drug-related Caseload 

Just as definition of drug-relatedness may involve several aspects separately or jointly, the focus on public safety 

can also be multifaceted. Our approach to the assessment of the subsequent public safety implications of the drug-

related criminal caseload divided the investigation into two components: a) the drug-relatedness of later crimes ( or, 

7 The unweighted 1984 Dade County subs ample of about 1,000 defendants produces weighted estimates for 
approximately 2,010 defendants. Random subsamples were employed for follow-up data collection due to resource 
§onstraints. See description of the samples in Volumes I and II and Goldkamp et aI., 1988. 

For a description of the drug testing methodology, see Goldkamp et al. (1988), Goldkamp et al. (l990b), and Volume I 
of this series. It should be noted that the drug testing wa~ voluntary and for research purposes only. As a result, drug 
tests were not obtained for all defendants, but rather about 77 percent of them. When drug test results are used in this 
report, then, the sample size is commensurately reduced. 
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more correctly for these data, rearrests) springing from the overall criminal caseload during a follow-up period, and b) 

the relationship of drug-related attributes of defendants and their cases at the first stage (entry into the cohort) with 

later crime during the follow-up. Later drug-related crimes, which can be generated by defendants who earlier mayor 

may not have had drug-related attributes, form an important ingredient in assessment of the public safety implication of 

the drug-related caseload. Within the larger framework of "recidivism," we examined the kinds and patterns of rearrests 

produced by the cohort defendants during the follow-up periods, identifying the comparative role of subsequent drug 

crimes in relation to other kinds of crimes, and focusing on whether cohort defendants were rearrested for certain kinds 

of subsequent crimes, on how often they were rearrested, and on the likelihood of repetitive (and similar) rearrests. 

Defendants who at an earlier stage possessed drug-related attributes mayor may not commit later crimes which 

mayor may not be drug related. Thus, the second part of our approach to identifying the public safety implications of 

the drug-related criminal caseload asked specifically what drug-related attributes of entering defendants or their cases 

could tell us about future offending. In this instance, we were testing the assumption that these attributes recorded at 

entry into the caseload cohort--current drug charges, prior history of drug crimes and drug use--help predict the kind, 

frequency and/or timing of defendants' future criminal behavior. There have been no studies to date of cohorts of 

criminal caseloads followed over time, certainly not cross-jurisdictional studies of the implications of the drug-

relatedness of criminal caseloads. 

I. THE PREVALENCE AND NATURE OF "RECIDIVISM" AND DRUG CRIME 
IN THE THREE DEFENDANT COHORTS 

The measure of crime among defendant cohorts in Maricopa County (Phoenix), Arizona, and Dade County 

(Miami), Florida, during the follow-up periods is limited to the configuration of charges associated with arrests and 

convictions subsequent to the defendants' involvements in the entry stage 1984 and 1987 arrests. In this research, we 

focus primarily on arrests because the configuration of charges lodged at the arrest stage allows us to examine a richer 

variety of (at least "alleged") criminal behavior than convictions for crimes committed during the follow-up period.9 

9 Although the data analyzed in this study provide a unique opportunity to examine the public safety implications of the 
drug-related criminal caseloads in two urban jurisdictions and three time periods, they suffer the traditional limitations 
of other recidivism studies that rely on official records. Basically, these limitations involve questions about the reliability 
of official records and the Validity of arrests or official contacts as a measure of actual criminal activity. We certainly 
acknowledge these limitations and point to another in our data at this stage. Although we have fairly thorough arrest 
data for each of the defendant cohorts through the follow-up periods, in this phase we were not able to obtain 
information describing periods of confmement for the sample defendants who were convicted and sentenced, given 
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Imf1!<,itly at least, we are inquiring about the public safety implications of the dispositional decisions made by the courts 

with respect to the drug-related criminal caseload. Admittedly, like most "recidivism" studies, the criminal process deals 

only with some unknown fraction of all persons committing crimes--and in many ways arrests provide a poor measure of 

criminal activity. However, our focus purposely is on the characteristics and implications of the known fraction, those 

coming into the courts for adjudication of criminal charges and those later returning again, and in some cases, again. 

Thus, in an important sense, the data we employ are very appropriate for the study of risk of reoffending as measured 

through rearrest--and for assessing the public safety implications of the drug-related criminal caseload. 

The Prevalence of Recidivism in the Three Defendant Cohorts 

Perhaps the most dramatic initial fill ding is the very high level of subseqllelll rean-ests recorded by defendants in 

each of the cohorts studied. (See Figure 3.1.) A majority of defendants across sites were rearrested at least once.lO The 

jurisdictions differed in the frequency of rearrests among the defendant cohorts during the follow-up period: only six 

percent of the 1984 Maricopa County felony defendants recorded more than five arrests during the four year follow-up; 

19 percent of the 1984 Dade County misdemeanor and felony sample recorded that many rearrests. Remarkably, 17 

percent of the 1987 Dade felony sample generated more than five rearrests within only an 18-month follow-up period. 

Figure 3.2 displays the rates of rearrests by the kinds of crimes with which defendants were charged during the ( 

follow-up periods. Several striking similarities across cohorts can be noted. Regardless of the sample, about one-futh of -7 
I, 

defendants were rearrested for index-level offenses,l1 nearly one-fifth were rearrested for serious crimes against the J\ 
person,12 roughly one-tenth were rearrested for offenses involving assault, and less than one in ten were rearrested for 

robberies. From 15 to 26 percent were rearrested for drug crime, depending on the sample. 

resource and time constraints. Certainly, interpretations of data without this information can be misleading, for 
example, resulting in assumptions that individuals were arrest free who may in fact have been confined for large portions 
of the follow-up study. To ascertain the likely effect of lack of at-risk information on our findings we conducted a mini
study on a 50 percent random sample of the Dade County 1987 defendants for whom we developed at-risk estimates. 
See Appendix C. 
1U Approximately 70 percent of the rearrested 1984 Dade cohort defendants were convicted for at least one crime • t.,... 
during the follow-up period; 78 percent of the 1987 Dade felony defendants were convicted at least once during the 18 ~ 
month follow-up. Conviction data were not available for the Maricopa County Superior Court felony defendants. 
11 In this study we use the FBI measure of index offenses as a means for comparing the seriousness of charges across 
sites. We eliminate from the FBI measure arrests for auto theft and larceny, however. 
12 Serious crimes against the person include assaults, kidnapping, rape, robbery, manslaughter, murder and arson with 
personal harm. 
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Figure 33 presents the kinds of offenses for which defendants were most frequently rearrested when only 

defendants having rearrests are counted. While the findings parallel those just described, the relative frequency of rean-ests 

for drug crimes, burglary, theft and weapons offenses in the two Dade County samples stands out, particularly for the 1987 

felony defendants. Among both Dade County cohorts, only theft rearrests were more common than drug rearrests. 

Nearly half of the Dade defendants were rearrested for drug crimes (the bulk of which were of the possession not the 

sales/distribution variety,13 see Figure 3.4), more than half were rearrested for theft, more than one-third were 

rearrested for burglary during the short 18 month follow-up period. Although a large proportion of the 1984 Maricopa f 
County felony defendants (26 percent) were rearrested for drug offenses at least once during the four-year follow-up, 

index-level offenses generally and serious crimes against the person were somewhat more common. 

Table 3.1 compares the rearrests generated by the three defendant cohorts in a different way, by calculating a 

number of rearrests per 100 defendants by selected categories of offenses. This table shows first that regardless of the 

site or time period each defendant cohort generated a large number of rearrests per 100. In Maricopa, which showed 

the lowest overall rate per 100, 100 defendants could be expected to generate 158 arrests. The 1984 

misdemeanor/felony cohort in Dade County generated more than twice that rate (340 per 100 defendants), while the 

1987 Dade felony cohort was not far behind with 265 rearrests generated per 100 defendants (in a much shorter follow-

up period). 

Among Maricopa County felony defendants, tile highest number of rearrests per 100 defendants was generated in 

the index offenses (35 per 100), although dntg and serious person crime rates per 100 were almost as high. In contrast, the 

highest rates per 100 defendants in both Dade County cohorts were found in the theft category (at 72 and 69 per 100 in 

the 1984 and 1987 cohorts respectively). The number of burglary, index-level and drug rearrests per 100 defendants in 

the two Dade cohorts were similar at a se, ~nd highest level, however. During their much shorter 18 month follow-up 

period, the 1987 Dade felony defendants produced the highest IIllmber of rearrests for (any) drog crimes per 100 defendqnts 

(43 compared to 39 among the 1984 Dade defendants and 27 among the 1984 Maricopa defendants). In each site, 

13 For a discussion of the non-comparability of measures of drug offenses and their severity in criminal codes, see 
Volume I. 
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Table 3.1 Total number of rearrests and rearrests per 100 defendants, by selected rearrest offenses, by cohort 

Cohort 
Kind of Maricopa 1984 Dade 1984 Dade 1987 
Rearrest (n = 1,145) ( = 2,010) (n = 998) 
Offense Total rearrests Per 100 Total rearrests Per 100 Total rearrests Per 100 

Total 
(any rearrest) (1805) 157.6 (6830) 339.8 (2643) 264.8 

Index offenses (404) 35.3 (799) 39.8 (372) 373 
Serious Person (313) 273 (650) 323 (247) 24.7 
Robbery (41) 3.6 (210) 10.4 (93) 9.3 
Weapons (53) 4.6 (339) 16.9 (143) 14.3 
Assault (177) 15.5 (343) 17.1 (134) 13.4 
Burglary (175) 15.3 (636) 31.6 (477) 47.8 
Theft (69) 6.0 (1446) 71.9 (690) 69.1 
Drugs (any) (306) 26.7 (793) 39.4 (426) 42.7 
Drugs - sale/dist. (78) 6.8 (190) 9.4 (109) 10.9 
Drugs - possession (259) 22.6 (784) 39.0 (417) 41.8 

however, the number of rearrests for. drug sales/distribution were comparably low (7 in Maricopa, 9 in the 1984 Dade 

County sample and 11 in the 1987 Dade County sample). The 1987 Dade County felony defendants recorded the 

highest rate of rearrests per 100 for drug possession offenses at 42. 

The Probabilities of Rearrest Given a Previous Arrest 

Ollce defelldants had been rea"ested aile time, the chalices that they would go all to be a"ested at least aile more 

time (for any crime) increased in each locatioll, slightly (from .57 to .65) ill Maricopa COllllty, dramatically in both Dade 

cohorts (from .50 to .73 among the 1984 defelldallts, from .53. to .78 among the 1987 defendants). The chances for a next 

rearrest stayed consistently higher among the Dade County defendants for every successive rearrest, peaking among the 

1984 cohort among defendant having seven arrests. Their chances for an eighth arrest were nearly 9 out of 10 (.89). 

The probability of a next arrest among Maricopa County defendants never exceeded .67, which was the probability that a 

defendant having two arrests would go on to a third rearrest. 
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The chances of being rearrested a subsequent time for a particular crime were, logically, much lower than the 

chances of being rearrested for any kind of crime.14 Table 3.2 shows, for example, that persons who have been arrested 

twice for the broad category of index crimes have increasingly greater odds that they will be rearrested for a subsequent 

index offense. The same seems to be true of persons having two ar:ests for burglary, assault, robbery and theft. 

In each cohort, the odds for subsequent rea"est for dmg offenses do not seem to increase so dramatically, peaking 

among Maricopa defendants at .54 for those wit" three dmg possession a"ests having a fourth. The probability of a next 

rearrest for a drug sales/distribution offense is fairly low in each jurisdiction. The limited number of repeat drug 

offenses, however, might lead to the interpretation that drug offenders are rapidly being taken out of circulation and not 

being permitted an opportunity for a subsequent drug arrest. An alternative explanation is that drug offenders are 

eclectic in their repeat crime choices, often being rearrested for other kinds of crimes, particularly property offenses. 

Patterns of Rearrests Over Time Among Cohort Defendants 

A more basic way to consider the public safety implications of the drug-related caseload, however, is to 

determine the likelihood that there will be a next "event" (rearrest) at all and, if so, the probability that it will involve the 

same kind of offense. The analysi~ in Volume II focused on the probable "next" event to be experienced by defendants, 

given a particular stage rearrest, and asked whether the defendant would next most likely be a) not rearrested, b) 

rearrested but for a different kind of crime, or c) rearrested for the same crime as previously. Figures 3.5a through 3.5c 

show the average percentage of next stage events that were rearrests for the same offense as the preceding arrest among 

defendants in the folIm"-up cohorts, indicating the extent to which sample defendants were rearrested for offenses which 

were homogeneous an sequential ("specialized").15 

14 As we noted above, these chances of subsequent rearrest among cohort defendants may be greatly affected by periods 
of confinement (persons convicted and sentenced for incarcerative terms during the follow-up period have less time at 
~k and fewer opportunities to be rearrested for new crimes than persons who were not confined). 

These figures were constructed in the following fashion. Next outcomes were calculated for all defendants with a 
given preceding kind of rearrest. For example, we asked "Of all persons arrested for burglary at entry into the cohort, 
what were the next outcomes?" The possible outcomes were no rearrest, rearrest for an offense other than burglary, 
rearrest for burglary. We asked this question for each offense type for defendants at each successive arrest stage. Thus, 
we asked this of all defendants with burglary arrests at their second arrest during the follow-up, of all defendants with 
burglary arrests at their third rearrest, and so forth. We continued the calculations until there were insufficient cases 
(less than 30) and then took the average of all the percentages for each of the outcomes for a composite which is 
portrayed in the figures. For greater detail, see Table A2.3 through A2.1D in Volume II. 



Table 3.2 Given an arrest/rearrest, the probability of a subsequent rearrest, by kind of offense, by cohort 

An~ rearrest Index charges Serious person 
Arrest/ Maricopa Dade Dade Maricopa Dade Dade Maricopa Dade Dade 
Rearrest 1984 1984 1987 1984 1984 1987 1984 1984 1987 

Arrest to rearrest 1 0.572 0.499 0.533 0.369 0397 0.383 0.183 0.185 0.158 
Rearrest 1 to 2 0.647 0.731 0.776 0.341 0.441 0.397 0.330 0.371 0.316 
Rearrest 2 to 3 J 0.672 0.791 0.794 0.777 0.807 0.824 0.386 0.423 0.380 
Rearrest 3 to 4 0.586 0.816 0.774 0.959 0.945 0.941 0.333 0.400 0.316 
Rearrest 4 to 5 0.611 0.849 0.771 0.985 0.969 0.986 0.250 
Rearrest 5 to 6 0.549 0.863 0.806 0.998 0.994 0.991 
Rearrest 6 to 7 0.571 0.818 0.867 0.997 0.994 
Rearrest 7 to 8 0.656 0.894 0.810 0.998 
Rearrest 8 to 9 0.809 0.743 0.995 0.996 
Rearrest 9 to 10 0.849 0.783 
Over 10 arrests 0.997 0.996 

Robbea Weapons Assault 
Arrest/ Maricopa Dade Dade Maricopa Dade Dade Maricopa Dade Dade 
Rearrest 1984 1984 1987 1984 1984 1987 1984 1984 1987 

Arrest to rearrest 1 0.049 0.131 0.115 0.042 0.126 0.104 0.191 0.236 0.201 
Rearrest 1 to 2 0.224 0.313 0.278 0.082 0.267 0.231 0.319 0.271 0.194 
Rearrest 2 to 3 0.964 0.923 0.960 0.114 0.375 0.853 0.845 0.856 
Rearrest 3 to 4 0.997 0.988 0.984 0.989 0.981 0.987 
Rearrest 4 to 5 0.996 0.996 0.995 0.996 
Rearrest 5 to 6 0.998 
Rearrest 6 to 7 0.998 
Rearrest 7 to 8 
Rearrest B to 9 
Rearrest 9 to 10 0.999 
Over 10 arrests 



Table 3.2 Given an arrest/rearrest, the probability of a subsequent rearrest, by kind of offense, by cohort (cont'd) 

Arrest/ 
Rearrest 

Arrest to rearrest 1 
Rearrest 1 to 2 
Rearrest 2 to 3 
Rearrest 3 to 4 
Rearrest 4 to 5 
Rearrest 5 to 6 
Rearrest 6 to 7 
Rearrest 7 to 8 
Rearrest 8 to 9 
Rearrest 9 to 10 
Over 10 arrests 

Arrest/ 
Rearrest 

Arrest to rearrest 1 
Rearrest 1 to 2 
Rearrest 2 to 3 
Rearrest 3 to 4 
Rearrest 4 to 5 
Rearrest 5 to 6 
Rearrest 6 to 7 
Rearrest 7 to 8 
Rearrest 8 to 9 
Rearrest 9 to 10 
Over 10 arrests 

Maricopa 
1984 

0.168 
0.190 
0.889 
0.994 
0.997 

0.997 

Maricopa 
1984 

0.129 
0.403 
0.400 
0.542 

Burgla~ 
Dade Dade 
1984 1987 

0.278 0.383 
0.457 0.499 
0.867 0.864 
0.976 0.939 
0.986 0.970 
0.984 0.978 
0.997 0.996 
0.996 0.998 
0.999 
0.999 0.989 
0.950 0.994 

Drug Possession 
Dade Dade 
1984" 1987 

0.195 0.247 
0.388 0377 
0.439 0.419 
0377 0.282 
0.462 

Maricopa 
1984 

0.085 
0.176 
0.932 
0.998 
0.998 

Maricopa 
1984 

0.044 
0.545 
0.222 

Theft 
Dade Dade 
1984 1987 

0.446 0.526 
0.578 0.542 
0.865 0.788 
0.932 0.919 
0.947 0.953 
0.986 0.978 
0.986 0.983 
0.988 0.991 
0.990 0.994 
0.994 0.996 
0.980 0.992 

Drug Sale/Dist. 
Dade Dade 
1984 1987 

0.058 0.085 
0.281 0.188 
0.265 

Drugs 
Maricopa Dade 

1984 1984 

0.147 0.198 
0.441 0.384 
0.453 0.468 
0.471" 0.446 

0.364 

Dade 
1987 

0.251 
0.391 
0.454 
0.267 
0.167 
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The Volume II analysis of patterns of rearrests produced three main findings that seem to apply across sites and 

across offense categories. The first finding is that the most likely next outcome for sample defendants at a given arrest stage 

(from the initial a"est to the seventh rea"est) is not repeating for the same offense. Rather, the chances are either that 

defendant will not be rea"ested again or that he/she will be rearrested for some offense, but not the same offense. The 

second general finding, therefore, is that persons who are next rearrested lor the same offense are usually a small minority. A 

third finding is that, after having been rearrested once, the chances that defendants will next not be rearrested decline and the 

chances that defendants will be rearrested but for a differellt offense increase. This was also generally true for persons 

charged with drug offenses. With one exception, only a minority of persons charged with drug offenses at one stage 

were rearrested for a drug offense. Subsequently. the exception is four.d among the 1984 sample of Dade County 

defendants, 56 percent (a majority) of defendants with a second rearrest for drug crimes had a third rearrest for drug 

crimes. 

When we examined only those defendants rearrested at each stage, comparatively large proportions of defendants 

originally charged with theft, drug crimes and burglary were rearrested at the next stage for the same kinds of offenses. Of 

persons rearrested subsequent to a previous arrest for drug crimes at any stage during the follow-up, 44 percent in 

Maricopa County were rearrested next for drug crimes on the average. Serious person crime arrestees averaged a 

similar rate of next rearrests for serious person crimes when rearrested. (Figure 3.6a.) Among the 1984 Dade County 

defendants, of earlier theft arrestees who were rearrested, 50 percent were rearrested for theft offenses again. Of initial 

drug arrests rearrested at a next stage, an average of 35 percent of next rearrests were for drug crimes. Among the 1987 

Dade felony defendants, similarly high next-rearrest averages were found among earlier stage, burglary, theft and drug 

crime rearrestees. 

Time From Arrest to First R~arrest 

The analysis in Volume II recognized that public safety can be as affected by the timing of rearrests for 

particular kinds of crimes as by the kind and number of rearrests. The fact that a certain proportion of defendants are 

many months later rearrested for burglary may pose a different kind of concern for a jurisdiction from the fact that drug 

crime or theft rearrests occur very soon after the initial court event among cohort defendants. 
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Figure 3.7 
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Figure 3.7 compares the timing of first rearrests for any kind of offense during the follow-up periods in the 

three jurisdictions. Note that although roughly similar proportions of defend;;mts are ultimately rearrested iu each of the 

sites by the end of the follow-up periods, the 1987 Dade felony defendants, who, as we have just mentioned, 

distinguished themselves by high rates of drug and theft crime rearrests, also distinguish themselves by earlier and 

sharply increasing rates of rearrest generally throughout the follow-up period. (Again, we should point out that what 

makes this especially remarkable is the fact--partially obscured by this collapsed figure--that the follow-up period for the 

1987 defendants was 18 months as contrasted with four years for the other two cohorts.) Figures 3.8a through 3.lOb 

show the timing of rearrests for a selected number of offenses in each of the cohorts during the follow~up periods. A 

first finding is that the slope of the line is very roughly similar regardless of the offense-type examined. That is, the rates of 

first rearrest depend quite directly on the length of time defendants are at risk. However, within that general picture, 

rearrests for different kinds of offenses can be seen to occur at varying rates. Among Maricopa felony defendants the 

timing of theft and of drug crime rearrests seem to go hand-in-hand, showing an earlier and more rapidly increasing 

rate--reaching approximately 50 percent rearrested by month five--than rearrests for other kinds of crimes. Among the 

1984 Dade County defendants, theft and drug crime rearrests begin at a fast pace compared to other offenses. In 
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Maricopa County, the timing of first rearrests for drug crimes seemed linked with theft rearrests; in the Dade COWlty 

cohorts the timing of drug arrests in comparison with the timing of other kinds of rearrest seemed distinctly middle-

paced. 

II. USING DRUG-RELATED ATTRffiUTES OF CRIMINAL CASES TO PREDICT LATER REARRESTS: 
CLASSIFICATION OF THE COHORT DEFENDANTS ON THE BASIS OF DRUG CHARGES 

AND PRIOR ARRESTS 

In the second part of the recidivism analysis in Volume II, we addressed the more commonly held assumption 

that drug related attributes of "current" criminal cases/defendants are closely tied to the risk of future offending. To do 

C
· this we elaborated on the classification of drug-relatedness employed in the analysis of the role of drug-related criminal 

cases reported in Chapter Two and Volume I by grouping cohort defendants on the basis of two measures. The first 

grouped defendants according to an eight category classification based on a two-part current charges indicator (whether 

involving drug charges or not) and a four-part prior arrest history indicator (whether involving no prior arrests, arrests 

for other crimes only, arrests for drug crimes only, arrests for other and drug crimes). The second measure created a 

16-category classification by adding the additional information of defendant drug use as measured by drug tests in the 

1987 sample of Dade County felony defendants,16 

The Distribution of Defendants When Drug-Relatedness Is Measured on the Basis of Initial Drug Charges and Prior 
Arrests 

Figures 3.11 through 3.13 show how defendants in the three recidivism cohorts were distributed according to the 

current charge/prior arrests classification of drug-relatedness. I~ both the Maricopa County and Dade County 1984 

co~e mQd~largest) groups in..!~lassifica~on were defendanl~~;'~~Ea~y 
kind (31 percent of each cohort), followed by defendants with no drug charges and prior arrests for other but not drug 

offenses (24 percent of the Maricopa defendants and 31 percent of the 1984 Dade County defendants). The third largest 

grouping in the two cohorts consisted of defendants with no current (cohort-entry) drug charges and prior arrests for 

drug and other offenses (13 percent and 18 percent respectively). The next largest grouping in both sites consisted of 

defendants with current drug charges and no prior arrests of any kind, 

/16 In a subsequent report, we weigh the usefulness of drug-related attributes of defendants' cases against other available 
information in developing a risk classification of subsequent rearrest. 



Figure 3.8a Cumulative percentages of 1984 Maricopa County defendants rearrested during 
follow-up period, by time until first rearrest, by selected offenses 
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Figure 3.8b Cumulative percentages of 1984 Maricopa County defendants rearrested during 
follow-up period, ~y time until first rearrest, by seIer-ted offense 
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Figure 3.9a Cumulative percentages of 1984 Dade County defendants rearrested during follow-up 
period. by time until first recrrest, by selected offense 
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Fig&.n 3.100 Clmulative percentages of 1987 Dade County defendants rearrested dLring follow-up 
period, by time I6Itii first rearrest, by selected offense . 
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Figure 3.1 Db Cumulative percentages of 1987 Dade County defendants rearrested during follow-up 
period, by time until first rearrest, by selected offense 
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This configuration of drug-related groupings did not resemble the classification of the 1987 Dade County felony 

defendants. The largest group (27 percent) of 1987 Dade defendants consisted of defendants with no drug charges who 

had prior arrests for other (not drug) offenses. Only half the proportion of the 1987 defendants fell into the category 

with no drug charges and no prior arrests compared to the other cohorts. The second largest category (22 percent) 

included defendants with no drug charges and with prior arrests for drug and other offenses. Because more 1987 

defendants had drug charges, more also were distributed among the derivative drug-related groupings. About 13 

percent fell into the group having drug charges and prior arrests for drug and other offenses; 10 percent had drug 

charges and prior arrests for other (not drug) offenses. 

Using the eight group classificatioll produced by considering defendants' Cll"ent charges (no, yes) and prior a"ests 

(none, for other offenses only, for drug offenses only, for other and dntg offenses), 39 percellt of the 1984 Dade cohort and 

44 percent of the 1984 Maricopa cohort were classifiable as "dntg-related" ill some fashion. Fifty-nine percent of the 1987 

Dade cohort was dntg-related. In each of the sites, the charge/priors drug-related classification produced categories of 

defendants showing a range of rates of later rearrest, from much lower than the relevant base rates to much higher. 

(See Table 3.3.) Also, remarkably there was some general correspondence across sites in the relative ranking of 

defendant categories according to probability of rearrest. For example, defendants in group 1 (no drug charges/no prior 

arrests (any kind) and defendants in group 5 (drug charges/no prior arrests) showed the lowest rates of later rearrest in 

each of the sites. Similarly, defendants in groups 4 (no dntg charges/prior a"ests for dntg and other offenses) and 8 (dntg 

charges and prior a"ests for dntg and other offellses) ranked highest in rearrests ill each of the sites. The least "recidivistic" 

group of any site was group 1 of the 1987 Dade felony defendants (no drug charges/no prior arrests). The most 

rearrests were recorded among 1984 Maricopa felony defendants in group 8 (drug charges/prior arrests for drug and 

other offenses). Although this drug-related classification of cohort defendants distinguished relative rearrest 

probabilities well across the samples when the perspective was any kind of rearrest, data presented in Volume II show 

that the ability to differentiate and the relative ranking of drug-related categories varied depending on the kind of 

offense and kind of rearrest offense. 



Figure 3.11 Two-criteria (drug charges/prior arrests) drug-re~ated classification of 
1984 Maricopa County felony defendants 
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Figure 3.12 Two-criteria (drug charges/prior arrests) drug-related classification of 
1984 Dade County felony defendants 
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Figure 3.13 Two-criteria (drug charges/prior arrests) drug-related classification of 
1987 Dade COU'lty felony defendants 
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For example, partitiorn'ng dl~feDldants into prior arrest and drug charge subgroups produced eight categories 

with widely varying rates of subsequent rearrest for index crimes,; however, the results are not quite as uniform across 

cohorts or as successful in producing groups that differ clearly in their rates of rearrest from each other. Despite the 

cohort to cohort variation in the effects of the drug-related classification, by combining a few of the charge/prior arrests 

subcategories in the framework, groups of defendants having low, medium and higher rearrest rates for index offenses 

could be derived in each site. A similar rmding was noted when the focus was on rearrests for serious crimes against the 

person as a broad category. However, given the greater specificity of the offense category and the relative scarcity of 

robbery offenses in the cohorts, this classification has a difficult time differentiating lower from higher rate offenders. 

When the focus was on weapons offenses, among Maricopa County defendants who rarely (4 percent of the time) were 

rearrested for weapons off~nses, the classification proved of little value. Among the 1984 Dade County defendants, low, 

medium and higher rate categories were identified. Defendants in groups 1, 5 and 7 showed lower rates of rearrests for 

weapons offenses. Defendants in group 4 (no drug charges/drug and other prior arrests) showed the highest rate (25 

percent), roughly twice the cohort base rate (13 percent). When applied to the 1987 Dade defendants, the classification 

did not discriminate the rate of reoffending as well. 

Among Maricopa County defendants, assault rearrests did not vary notably according to the drug-related 

subgroup. Among the 1984 Dade County defendants, the classification was somewhat more successful. Group 1 

defendants (5 percent) and group 7 defendants (0 percent) show very low assault rearrest rates. Group 4 defendants 

were distinguished by a rearrest rate nearly twice as high as the cohort base rate (12 percent). Thus, later assault 

rearrests seemed tied to persons without drug charges who had prior arrest for drug and other offenses. Among the 

1987 Dade cohort, the classification was not quite as successful. 

Among Maricopa County defendants, group 4, group 8 and group 2 defendants showed burgil:try remests at 

higher than the cohort base rate. The same finding holds for the 1984 Dade cohort, although with systematically higher 

rearrest rates for burglary. What these groups had in common were prior arrests for drug and other offenses. In 

Maricopa, defendarit groups 1, 3 and 5 showed much lower than base rate burglary rearrests. In the 1984 Dade sample 

groups 1, 3, 5, and 7 showed very low rates of burglary rearrest. Among the 1987 Dade felony defendants, the highest 



Table 33 The "drugarelatedness" of criminal cases as defined by current drug charges and prior drug arrests, by rearrrest 
for any offense during follow-up, by cohort 

Site 
Drug-related Maricolla 1984 Dade 1984 Dade 1987 
Classification Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total (base rate) ~ "u.C<»h '(" (1145) 572 (1986) 49.8 (997) 53.3 

1. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (349) 42.4- Lo W- (608) 32.8 (139) 18.0 - LcJ LA-r-' 

2. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (281) 64.1 (606) 58.9 (272) 56.6 

3. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (108) 58.3 (61) 59.1 (23) 30.4 

4. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 

~ :jj]) ~~) other and drug offenses (154) 74.0 J 2- (359) I (218) I 
""...,......,~F" 

5. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (104) 45.2 (145) 26.4 - LOW- (92) 21.7 

6. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (50) 60.0 (95) 61.1 (103) 65.0 

7. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (51) ()2.7 (21) 44.1 (25) 36.0 

8. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 

(s57) ( , 66J:) z. 
f"'" .. ') 

other and drug offenses (48) (91) (125) \~ '2. 
.~.-~ 
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rate (36 percent) was found among group 4 defendants as well, with group 2 defendants earning second position (at 27 

percent). Groups 1 and 7 showed very low burglary rates (2 and 0 percent respectively); group 3 and 5 showed low rates 

(9 and 7 percent respectively). 

The charge/prior arrests classification did not distinguish well among lower and higher theft rearrest categories 

among Maricopa felony defendants. In both Dade cohorts the classification did well: group 4 defendants (with no drug 

charges but with drug and other prior arrests) showed the highest rates of rearrests for theft offenses during the follow

up. Thirty-nine percent of the 1984 defendants and 47 percent of the 1987 defendants in this category were later 

rearrested for at least one theft offense. Defendants least likely to be rearrested for theft fell into groups 5 and 7 in both 

Dade cohorts. 

In each of the cohorts, defendants in group 8 (drug charges/prior arrests drug and other offenses) showed the 

greatest rates of rearrest for drug possession offenses (ranging from 36 percent among the 1984 Dade defendants, and 

49 percent of the 1987 Dade defendants to 52 percent of in Maricopa). In the Dade 1984 cohort, defendants in groups 

4, 6 and 7 showed possession rearrest rates equally high. Very unlik~ly to be rearrested for possession offenses were 

defendants in group 1 in the Dade 1984 cohort (9 percent), group 1 in the 1987 Dade cohort (7 percent) and in groups 1 

(5 percent), 2 and 3 (8 percent) among the Maricopa felony defendants. 

The Charge/Prior Arrest Drug Classification of Cohort Defendants and Time Until First Rearrest 

Table 3.4 and (other tables and figures in Volume II) shows that the drug-related charge/prior arrest 

classification also discriminated well among cohort defendants regarding the timing of reoffending among rearrested 

cohort defendants as well, although, once again, depending on the site and the rearrest offense measure. The average 

(median days) times until first rea"est among the two 1984 co"ort defendants differed only slightly-Maricopa (216 days) 

and Dade (196 days). Among the 1987 Dade felony cohort, however, the average time to first reamst was remarkably 

sooner, only about 60 days. (The early timing of reoffending in the 1987 Dade sample partially explains the high overall 

rate of rearrest within a comparatively short follow-up period.) Reoffending 1987 Dade felony defendants were re~ested 

in less t"an one-t"ird of the time it took defendants who were rea"ested ill the other two cohQrts. 



Table 3.4 The "drug-relatedness" of criminal cases as defmed by current drug charges and prior drug arrests, by time 
(median days) until first rearr~ during follow-up, by cohort -

Site 
Drug-related Maricona 1984 Dade 198A Dade 1987 
Classification Number Median Number Median Number Median 

Total (base rate) Da..-"f / MQ.,W ...... -r (653) 216.0 (1032) 196.0 (530) 60.0 

1. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (148) 235.0 (199) 169.0 (25) 46.0 

2. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (180) 253.0 (357) 207.0 (153) 52.0 

3. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (61) 204.0 (36) 198.0 (7) 60.0 

4. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (114) 190.0 (270) 186.0 (163) 48.0 

5. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests (47) 216.0 (38) 418.0 (20) 106.5 

6. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only (30) 116.5 (58) 337.0 (67) 76.0 

7. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only (32) 176.0 (9) 401.0 (9) 147.0 

8. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses (41) 139.0 (60) 88.0 (85) 79.0 



58 

Among the 1984 Maricopa County felony defendants, persons charged with drug offenses took a much shorter 

time (with a median of 155 days) than persons without drug charges to be rearrested (with a median of 231 days). 

Among defendants in both Dade County cohorts, the relationship is just the opposite, however. It appears that persons 

charged with drug offenses who were rearrested were rearrested notably later (with medians of 243 days in 1984 and 81 

days in 1987) than persons without such charges (190 and 51 days respectively). 

In the Maricopa County cohort, rearrested defendants in group 6 (drug charges/prior arrests other offenses) 

were the earliest to be rearrested (with a median of 117 dayc}, followed by group 8 defendants (with a median of 139 

days). Rearrested defendants in group 2 and 1 took the longest times to be rearrested (with medians of 253 and 235 

days respectively). 

Among the 1984 Dade defendants who were rearrested, defendants in group 8 (with drug charges/prior arrests 

for other and drug offenses) were the quickest to be rearrested (with a median of 88 days to fIrst rearrest). The next 

quickest group of rearrestees, group 1 with a median of 169 days) required nearly three times as long on average to fIrst 

rearrest. Group 6 rearrestees required nearly one year (337 days), while groups 5 and 7 averaged over 400 days to the 

time of fIrst rearrest during the follow-up period. 

( Among the 1987 Dade felony cohort defendants, and contrary 10 conventional wisdom perhaps, re(UTested 

~ defendants in group 1 (no drug charges/no prior arrests) were the quickest to be rearrest.ed (with a median of 46 days to first 

rearrest), closely followed by group 2 and 4 defendants. Rearrested defendants in group 7 (with drug charges and prior 

arrests for drug offenses only) seemed to take the longest period of time to rearreGt, averaging 147 days. 

III. A THREE CRITERIA CLASSIFICATION OF DRUG-RELATEDNESS (ADDING DRUG TEST DATA): 
DRUG-RELATEDNESS AND LATER REARRESTS AMONG THE 1987 DADE FELONY DEFENDANTS 

The Three-Criteria (Charges. Prior Arrests. Drug Use) Classification of Later Rearrests 

Currently, one of the most common policy assumptions is that drug abuse among persons entering the criminal 

justice system is an important key to their criminality. Although current charges and prior criminal record are fairly 

easily accessible to courts, accurate data about defendant drug use has been much more diffIcult to come by. In this part 

of the inquiry, we made use of booking stage drug test data collected from defendants in the 1987 Dade County felony 
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sample to add to the examination of the relationship between drug-relatedness and later public safety concerns.17 Thus, 

by incorporating knowledge of defendant drug use (positive or negative for cocaine) in Figure 3.14, a third dimension is 

added to the charge/prior arrest classification of the Dade 1987 cohort defendants. IS The distribution of the Dade 

felony defendants into 16 groups defmed by charges, prior arrests and drug test results is exhibited in the right-most 

column. A first finding was tha4 based on possession of one of the three defining attributes (drug charges, prior drug arrests, 

pcsitive drug tests), fully 83 percent of the 1987 Dade County felollY collort could be defined as drug-related. 

Clearly, all drug-related types were not equally represented in the Dade felony defendant cohort. The largest 

single category (19 percent) consisted of defendants with no drug charges, having prior arrests for drugs and other 

offenses, and testing positively for drugs. The second largest defendant category (18 percent) induded defendants with 

no drug charges, with prior arrests for other (not drug offenses), and testing positively for drugs. The third largest 

category (12 percent) consisted of defendants with drug charges, with prior arrests for drug and other offenses and 

testing positively for drugs. Together, these three categories accounted for nearly half of the Dade felony defendants. 

Of the 16 possible drug-related subcategories, only eight included 3 percent or more of the defendants in the cohort, 

suggesting that while other categories of defendants existed they were quite rare and were unlikely to have an important 

impact on later recidivism among defendants in the cohort.19 

Using the eight remaining categories, Table 3.5 shows that a variety of measures of subsequent rearrests varied 

notably with the drug-relatedness of criminal cases. One theme was that for all measures of reoffending except later drug 

crimes, group 8 defendants (no dmg charges/prior a"ests for dmg and other crimes/positive dmg tests) showed the highest 
----~...... ."-'"- -

rates of rearrest during the 18-month follow-up period. Group 8 defendants (76 percent) were followed closely by group ..... .. 

16, 4 and 12 defendants (from 70 to 63 percent) in showing high rates of rearrest for any kind of offense during the 

follow-up. The lowest rates are recorded by group 1 defendants (no drug charges/no prior arrests/negative tests), 

17 At the time of this study, such information measuring defendant drug use just before arrest was rarely available on a 
systematic basis in the United States (primarily only in the District of Columbia). Urine testing was conducted in Dade 
County only for research purposes. . 
18 We remind the reader that the sample of defendants having drug test information (n=722) was smaller than the total 
sample (998) because of the voluntariness of testing. Defendants unwilling or unable to provide specimens for testing 
were under no obligation to do so. We employed drug test results for cocaine because of its prevalence. For a detailed 
d~cription of the drug testing procedures and results, see Goldkamp, Gottfredson and Weiland (l990b). 
1 The eight smallest categories were dropped from the subsequent analyses because of the small numbers of cases. 
Even though these categories included few defendants in this sample, this does not mean that given a larger sample or a 
different cohort they might not have proved important in the analysis of later crime. 
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Table 3.5 
~-., 

The "drug-relatedness" of 1987 felony cases i~ Dade C~unty d fined by drug charges, prior drug arrests, and 
drug test results, by selccted measures of rearr nng t e 18-month follow-up period 

~ 
Drug-related Rearrested Ind~x Qff~n~~~ Serious Person ~ 
Classification Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

1. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests/ 
negative (66) 13.6 (66) 0.0 (66) 3.0 (66) 2.0 

2. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests/ 
positive (47) 19.1 (47) 6.0 (47) 6.4 (47) 2.0 

3. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only/ 
negative (57) 43.9 (57) 12.0 (57) 5.3 (57) 2.0 

4. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only / 
positive (131) 63.4 (131) 27.0 (131) 16.8 (131) 8.0 

5. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only/ 
negative • • • 

6. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only/ 
positive • • 

7. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses/ 
negative 

8. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses/ "'2B4<: positive (137) C. 75.9 (137) 40.0 (137) 27.0 (137) 14.0 

9. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests/ 
negative • • 

10. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests/ 
positive (52) 25.0 (52) 4.0 (52) 1.9 (52) 0.0 

11. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only / 
negative • • 

12. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only/ 
positive (67) 62.7 (67) 19.0 (67) 22.4 (67) 8.0 

13. Drug chargc.~/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only/ 
negative • • • 

14. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only/ 
positive 

15. Drug chargcs/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses/ 
negative • 

16. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses/ 
positive (83) . 69.9/ (83) 

' .. -_ •. .,# 
24.0 (83) 21.7 (83) 5.0 

Tutal (ba.~e ratc) (722) 533 (722) 20.0 (722) 15.8 (722) 6.0 

• Small number of cases (n < 20) 



Table 3.5 The "drug-relatedness" of 1987 felony cases in Dade County defined by drug charges, prior drug arrests, and 
drug test results, by selected measures of rearrest during the 18-month foUow-up period (cont'd) 

~ 
Drug-related Assault ~ ~ Theft 
Classification Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

1. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests/ 
negative (66) 3.0 (66) 3.0 (66) 0.0 (66) 5.0 

:.1. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests/ 
positive (47) 4.lil (47) rf..4 (47) 2.0 (47) 15.0 

3. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only / 
negative (57) 9.0 (57) 5.3 (57) 18.0 (57) 19.0 

4. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only/ 
positive (131) 11.0 (131) 9.9 (131) 32.0 (131) 44.0 

5. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only/ 
negative 

6. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only / 
positive. 

7. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses/ 
negative • 

8. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses! 
positive (131) 20.0 (137) 14.6 (137) 42.0 (137) 47.0 

9. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests/ 
negative • 

10. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests/ 
positive (52) 2.0 (52) 3.8 ~52) 8.0 (52) 10.0 

11. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only / 
negative • • • 

12. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only / 
positive (67) 16.0 (67) 13.4 (67) 16.0 (67) 25.0 

13. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only / 
negative 

14. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only / 
positive • 

15. Drug charges/ 
prior lIrrests: 
other and drug offenses/ 
negative • • 

16. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses/ 
positive (83) 14.0 (83) 15.7 (83) 22.0 (83) 24.0 

Total (base rate) (722) 11.0 (722) 10.4 (712) 20.0 (722) 28.0 

• Small number of cases (n < 20) 



TlIble 3.5 The "drug-relatedness" of 1987 felony cases in Dade County defined by drug charges, prior drug arrests, and 
drug test results, by selected mCllSures of rearrest during the 18-mo:lth follow-up period (cont'd) 

~ 
Drug-related DruLls Dqlll [!!l:i,~!Q~sil!n Drill: ~al!<l!L~isl. M!l~iiln ~iI~~ II! [!<ilr[!C~1 
ClassifiClltion Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Median 

1. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests: 
negative (66) 3.0 (66) 3.0 (66) 1.5 (9) 34 

2. No drug charges/ 
no prior arrests: 
positive (47) 4.3 (47) 4.3 (47) 21 (9) 194 

3. 'r'~o drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only / 
negative (57) 8.8 (57) 8.8 (57) 3.5 (25) 188 

4. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only / 
positive (131) '2.3.7 (131) 22.9 (131) 8.4 (82) 52 

5. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only / 
negative (2) 0 

6. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only/ 
positive • (5) 28 

7. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other lind drug offenses/ 
negative (15) 1111 

8. No drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses/ 
positive (137) 34.3 (137) 33.6 (137) 5.8 (104) 51 

9. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests/ 
negative • (3) 364 

10. Drug charges/ 
no prior arrests/ 
positive (52) 21.2 (52) 21.2 (52) 9.6 (13) 101 

11. Drug c1mrges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only/ 
negative (5) 172 

12. Drug chnrges/ 
prior arrests: 
other offenses only / 
positive (67) 38.8 (67) 37.3 (67) 19.4 (42) n 

13. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only / 
negative • • (1) 212 

14. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
drug offenses only / 
positive • • (6) 83 

15. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offensesj 
negative (3) 2(i 

16. Drug charges/ 
prior arrests: 
other and drug offenses/ 
positive (83) 50.6 (83) 48.2 (83) 21.7 (58) 61 

TOlal (base rate) (722) 25.5 (722) 24.7 (722) 8.5 (382) 60 

• Small number of cases (n < 20) 
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group 2 defendants (same as group 1 but with positive tests) and group 10 defendants (drug charges/no prior 

arrests/positive tests), ranging from 14 to 25 percent rearrested. Group 8 defendants showed the highest rates of 

rearrest (40 percent) for index offenses, at twice the cohort baseline rate, and the highest for serious crimes against the 

person. Group 1 and group 2 defendants showed very low rearrest rates for index offenses (0 and 6 percent, 

respectively), while group 3 defendants showed a moderately low rate (12 percent). 

The drug-related classification did not differentiate well among defendants with lower and higher rates of 

rearrests for weapons crimes. However, group 16, 8 and 12 defendants (16, 15, and 13 percent) showed rates for 

weapons offense rearrests above the base rate A roughly similar pattern was found for assault rearrest'). Group 8 

showed the highest rate, followed by groups 12 and 16. 

Group 8 also showed the highest rearrest rate for burglary (42 percent). Group 4 defendants (no drug 

charges/other prior arrests/positive tests) were close behind with 32 percent rearrested for burglary during the follow-

up. Groups 1, 2 and lO--having in common no prior arrests--showed the lowest rates of rearrests for burglary during the 

follow-up. 

Group 8 and group 4 defendants once again ranked highest in the area of theft rearrests (44 and 47 percent 

respectively). Group 1 and group 10 defendants showed the lowest subsequent theft rearrest rates (5 and 10 percent 

respectively). 

Table 3.5 shows a different pattern when rearrests for dntg crimes are considered using this version of drug-related 

classification. Group 16 defendants (defendants with dntg charges/dntg and other arrests/positive tests) were ranked 

highest, with rates of drug crime rearrests at least twice that of the cohort average (and regardless of the kind of drug crime). 

\ Groups 8 and 12 were also highly ranked (with 34 and 37 percent subsequently rearrested) for possession offenses. 

Groups 1, 2 and 3 were among the lowest ranked, regardless of the kind of drug charge. From 3 to 9 percent were 

rearrested for drug possession, from 2 to 4 percent for sales/distribution during the 18 month follow-up. 

The Three-Criteria Drug-related Classification, and Time Until First Rearrest 

Figures 3.15 and 3.16 show that, taken separately, having a prior record of arrests for drug crimes and testing 

positively for drugs was associated with an early and high rate of rearrest (of any kind) during the cohort period. Table 

3.5 and Figures 3.17a and b show that classification of defendants using the three drug-related criteria in combination 
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Figure 3.17a Cumulative percentage of 1987 Dade County felony defendants reClT'ested, by time 
until first rearrest, by drug-related classification (drug charges/prior crrests/ctrug tests) 
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works well to differentiate defendant groups according the median lengths of time from the initial arrest to the first 

rearrest. Contrary to conventional wisdom, for example, of the 10 groups charted, group 1 defendants (with no drug 

charges, no prior arrests and negative drug tests) start out most quickly being rearrested and maintain a sharply increasing 
~ -------------------

rate to the end of the follow-up period. However, group 8 defendants (with no drug charges, prior arrests for other and 

drug offenses, positive tests) are quite close behind throughout the period. The slowest rate of reoffending is found 

among group 2 rearrestees (defendants with no drug charges and no prior arrests but positive drug tests). 

IV. THE GENERATION OF REARRESTS PER 100 DEFENDANTS AND 
THE DRUG-RELATEDNESS OF CRIMINAL CASES 

The Two Criteria (Charge/Prior Arrest) Classification of Drug-Relatedness and the Generation of Rearrests 

Generally speaking, comparison of the proportion of crime generated with the share of the sample represented 

by the drug-related subcategory does point to categories that contribute disproportionately to the generation of rearrests 

in each of the cohorts. The cohorts differed in the groups that accounted disproportionately for particular kinds of 

offenses. They also differed in the groups that stood out as their "top producers" when compared to one another. (See 

Volume II for a detailed discussion.) 

Productivity can also be measured using a per capita framework. Figures 3.18 and 3.19 show the numbers of 

arrests for any offense and for index-level offenses generated per 100 defendants by each cohort using the 8-part 

classification of defendants based on criminal charges and prior arrests. Although the cohorts differ in the numbers of 

rearrests per 100 produced (with the highest categories of Dade defendants generating much higher rates than of 

Maricopa defendants), they do reveal some rough similarities in the ranking of drug-related subgroups. For example, 

group 4 and 8 appear among the most "productive" groups of defendants when the total numbers of rearrests per 100 

defendants is considered, and group 1 and 5 defendants rank among the least "productive" of drug-related groupings. 

Yet, when considering offense categories overall, attempts to find a general rule are made difficult by offense-specific 

and cohort-to-cohort variations. 

These figures show three principal findings: a) the drug-related grouping distinguished reasonably well between 

defendant groups producing low, medium and higher numbers of rearrests per 100 defendants during the follow-up 

periods (with perhaps the exception of some very low rate crime categories such as robbery or weapons offenses); b) the 
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classification performed (differentiated defendant groups based on rates per 100 defendants) reasonably well across 

cohorts; c) the relative rankings of groups, however, varied somewhat based on the crime or on the cohort being 

examined. 

Thus, from a public safety perspective, if we were concerned about the "productivity" of defendants as well as 

their comparative likelihood and kind of arrests, the drug charges/prior arrest classification of drug-relatedness would 

(defendants with and without drug charges who have prior arrest for drug and others 

offenses) as the most "productive" of crimes, depending on the cohort. If we wanted to identify defendants likely to 
= ---

generate the fewest rearrests per 100 defendants, Group 1 or 5 defendants (who have in common no prior arrests) 
~ . 

would be the best bet. Although this drug-related classification appears to distinguish well among defendant groups 

based on their numbers of subsequent rearrests, it is not possible to say that the patterns are always the same or that 

there is a simple rule for interpreting the implications of the drug-crime relationship for assessing risk of rearrest. 

The Three Criteria (Charge/Prior Arrest/Drug Test) Classification of Drug-Relatedness and Generation of Rearrests 
Per 100 Defendants 

The three-criteria classification (using charge, prior arrests and drug test results) of the 1987 Dade County 

felony cohort also pointed to drug-related categories of defendants providing disproportionate contributions to the 

generation of crime. Group 8 defendants (no drug charges, prior arrests for other and drug offenses, positive tests) 

contributed 1.7 times their expected share to rearrests overall and roughly 2 times their expected rate to all categories of 

rearrests, with the exception of drug sales. Group 4 defendants (no drug charges, prior arrests for other offenses only, 

positive tests) contributed disproportionately to index offenses (at 1.5 times the expected rate) and burglary rearrests (at 

2.2 times the expected rate). Group 7 defendants (no drug charges, other and drug prior arrests, negative tests: 

contributed 1.7 times their expected share to serious persons rearrests and also disproportionately to weapons (at 2.2 

times) and assault rearrests (at 1.6 times). Groups 12 (drug charges, arrests for other offenses only, positive tests) and 

16 (drug charges, arrests for drug and other offenses, positive tests) made their impact upon drug rearrests particularly. 

Group 12 contributed to drug possession rearrests 1.7 times the expected rate and to sales/distribution rearrests at 3.2 

times the expected rate. Group 16 produced 2.3 times its expected share of possession rearrests and 2.6 times its share 

of sales/distribution rearrests. 
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From a different perspective, Figures 3.20 through 3.22 show the variation in rates of rearrest per 100 

defendants associated with this classification of drug-relatedness. Depending on the kind of rearrest being predicted, 

this three-criteria classification of drug-relatedness also differentiates defendants well based on the rearrests generated 

per 100. 

When the measure is of the number per 100 of any kind of rearrest among the 1987 defendants, groups 8 and 16 

clearly stand out (with 437 and 416 arrests per 100 defendants). The common theme for defendants in these two groups 

is having prior arrests for other and drug offenses and positive drug test results for cocaine. Group 4 defendants (no 

drug charges, other arrests, positive tests) were not far behind with 352 rearrests per 100 defendants. In comparison, 

group 1, 2, 9 and 10 defendants seemed highly unproductive of rearrests during the 18-month follow-up (with rates 

ranging from 32 per 100 to 64 per 1(0). 

Figure 3.22 shows a different relationship between drug-related attributes and rearrest when rearrest for drug 

crimes are the focus. Group 16 defendants--having drug charges, prior arrests for drug and other offenses, and testing 

positively for cocaine--were without doubt the most productive of drug possession rearrests per 100 defendants of all 

groups. Group 12 defendants (drug charges, prior arrests for other offenses, positive) were the most productive of drug 

sales/distribution rearrests, although group 16 defendants were not far behind. 

In short, whichever version of drug-related classification is employed, the "productivity" of rearrests by cohort 

defendants appeared related to drug-relatedness at this level of analysis. If appears that further simplification of the 

classification will occur by combining categories showing similar rates. The result would be classification with fewer 

categories. 
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Figure 3.22 Number of rearrests for drug offenses (possession, sales/distribution) per 100 defendants 
among 1987 Dade County felony defendants by three criteria drug-related classification 
(drug charges/prior arrests/drug tests) 
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Chapter Four 
THE DRUG-RELATEDNESS OF CRIMINAL CASES AND IMPLICATIO~ FOR PUBLIC SAFElY: 

A MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF REPEATING 

Earlier analyses sought to determine whether the drug-relatedness of criminal defendants and their cases was 

related to the likelihood of subsequent crime. In those analyses we examined data describing two four-year and one 18-

month follow-up studies of defendant cohorts in Maricopa County, Arizona, and Dade County, Florida. At the simpler 

level of analysis we asked whether knowledge of drug related attributes--used to form two classifications of "drug-

relatedness"--had implications for public safety or, more specifically, was helpful in predicting subsequent reoffending 

among defendants in the three cohorts. Our essentially bivariate finJings present in Chapter Three did point to some 

utility in employing such classifications, although their interpretation did not result in a simple rule-of-thumb. Our 

conclusions were also qualified, however, because the relationships found between drug-related subgroups of defendants 

and later reoffending required further testing in multivariate analyses, the purpose of which would be to ask whether 

these relationships survived or could be explained away once the effects of other factors were taken into account (i.e., 

once controls were exercised). In this chapter, we summarize the results of in-depth multivariate analyses in whir.h the 

into the respective cohorts in 1984 and 1987 prove to be predictive of subsequent reoffending (rearrests for later crimes). -=-__ ~-'~-""'~~~.....,.·~ ... tlII~·"'-'''''''~_}'''>:'.r_......-'-----~ 
To the extent that drug-related attributes fail to improve the ability to explain or predict later offending, we would 

conclude that the drug-relatedness of the criminal caseload had little import in estimating public safety implications. 

Definition of the Dependent Variables: Three Measures of Rearrest During the Follow-up Periods 

As discussions in Volume II pointed out, analysis of the role of drug-relatedness in later offending involves 

conceptualization of measures of both the phenomenon being investigated, the reoffending dependent variable, and of 

drug-relatedness, the predictor or independent variables. In Chapter Three (and in Volume II) we dermed a variety of 

measures of crime during the follow-up periods broadly conceived to represent the public safety threats 

20 The research described in this chapter was conducted by the Crime and Justice Research Institute under Purchase 
Order No.???? from the Bureau of Justice Assistance. 

~ 
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posed by the <:aseloads of criminal defrndants. In this chapter, for the purposes of clarity we focus on three basic 

measures of repeat crime: whether or not cohort defendants were rearrested for any crime, rearrested for index-level 

crimes21, or rearrested for serious crimes against the person during the follow-up periods.22 

lli,finition of the Independent Variables: Measures of Drug-relatedness 

In our earlier discussions of the role of drug-related criminal cases, we have touched upon the concept of "drug-

relatedness" in a number of ways, including self-reported information about drug abuse habits derived from pretrial 

services interviews with defendants at the stage of initial entry into the cohort; and defendants' initial criminal charges 

and prior criminal histories (whether involving drug offenses or not). In addition, for the 1987 Dade County felony 

defendants, we obtained drug test results from urinalysis conducted at the time of their entry into the cohort. 

The relationship between these descriptors (independent variables) representing the drug-relatedness of 

defendants and their cases have been discussed singly in Chapter Three. Their combination into simple drug-related 

classifications of defendants suggested that important relationships between drug-relatedness and later rearrests of 

cohort defendants did exist. In this analysis, we examine the contributions of these measures of drug-related attributes 

of defendants to the prediction of later rearrests in a number ways. 

The Purpose of the Multivariate Analyses: The Contribution of Drug-related Attributes of Defendants to the Prediction 
of Rearrests During Follow-up Periods 

In this report, we have operationalized the assessment of the public safety implications of drug-related criminal 

cases as an empirical examination of the relationship between drug-related characteristics of defendants and their cases 

and later reoffending. That is, given the assumptions in criminal justice policy currently, we would expect to find that 

defendants with drug-related attributes pose greater public safety threats (show a greater likelihood of reoffending) than 

defendants without. The purpose of the multivariate analyses described in this chapter is to move beyond the simple, 

bivariate level of analysis presented earlier to test the validity of this hypothesis. Using multivariate analysis we ask to 

21 Recall that to create a measure of "serious" crime, we modify the UCR definition of index offenses to delete auto 
~eft and larceny. 

For the sake of brevity, we confine our analyses to these measures because they are the most basic. If we did not fmd 
a predictive role for drug-related attributes in these most basic measures of reoffending, it would be unlikely that more 
specific analyses would show such relationships. Subsequent analyses wiil include predictive analyses of specific types of 
crimes (weapons offenses, assaults, robbery, burglary, theft, drug offenses). 
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what extent knowledge of the drug-relatedness of criminal cases (variously measured) can improve the ability to predict 

subsequent rearrest behavior of cohort defendants above and beyond the contributions of existing, non-drug-related 

information available to the court system. Because of the availability of drug testing data for the 1987 Dade County 

sample of felony defendants, a sub-theme of these analyses is to determine how measures of drug relatedness normally \.,./'" 

available (such as self-reports of drug use, criminal charges for drug crimes, prior history of drug offenses) compare in 

the prediction of later rearrests with measures derived from drug testing. 

The Method: The Logic of the Multivariate Analyses 

Determining the contribution of drug-related information to the modeling or prediction of reoffending is reaBy 

a subcategory of the larger question, "Can we predict future offending based on any kind of information at all?" The 

question about the role of drug-relatedness, asked only after that first question is answered, might best be formulated in 

the following fashion: "Compared to how well we predict reoffending without knowledge of drug-related characteristics 

of defendants/cases, how is the ability to predict improved with knowledge of drug-related characteristics?" Using each 

of the three sample cohorts of defendants entering the criminal process ( Maricopa County, 1984; Dade County, 1984; 

and Dade County, 1987), we employ logit analysis to model or predict reoffending, as represented by the three measures 

of rearrest, and to identify the relative role of drug-related information. By "modeling" we mean grouping and 

evaluating "predictor" variables that adequately "fit" or best explain patterns of the rearrests according to statistical 

procedures. Thus, in the analyses summarized in this chapter, we begin by trying to determine whether we can develop 

a model based on the kinds of data routinely available to court officials that can predict rearrests according to minimal 

statistical standards. Depending on the success of that analysis, we next add measures of drug use derived from drug 

tests to determine whether, controlling for the effects of other variables, drug test results add to the overall statistical 

ability to "predict" rearrest. 



76 

To begin multivariate analysis, we first must screen a large number of descriptors of defendants and their cases 

to identify variables showing at least a minimum statistical relationship23 with the dependent variables (rearrests, 

rearrests for index-level crimes, or rearrests for serious crimes against the person). Thus, from well over 50 variables, 

depending on the sample and the dependent variable, we may include 20 or so independent variables in the initial 

multivariate analysis which asks which variables are related to the dependent variable, once the effects of relationships 

with other variables are controlled. Controlling for the effects of all candidate variables, the logit technique is then used 

to drop variables selectively that do not add statistically to the ability to predict the dependent variable.24 When all 

redundant (unrelated) variables are eliminated, the logit procedure stops. 

Using this procedure, then, we seek to learn which variables "survive" the exercise of controls. The remaining 

variables, taken together, represent a "best fit" of independent variables to the dependent variable. Taken together, they 

can be said to explain variability in or "predict" outcomes of the reoffending measure. To the extent that models reject 

measures of drug-relatedness as redundant, we would conclude that drug-relat~d attributes do not contribute to an 

overall ability to predict subsequent rearrest. To the extent that they do remain in the final models, we would infer that 

they playa significant role in reoffending and would obtain estimates of their relative contributions by comparing their 

coefficients with those of other predictor variables in the logit models. Note that we present the multivariate tables in 

Appendix B for easier reference. 

1. MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF REARREST AMONG THE 1984 
MARICOPA COUNTY FELONY DEFENDANTS 

Rearrest (for Any Offense) among Maricopa County Defendants during thl:) Four-Year Follow-up 

We begin this process by consideration of rearrests (for any kind of crime) among the 1984 Maricopa County 

felony defendants whose subsequent visits to the court system were charted for a four-year period. Model I in Table 

B4.1 shows that the original pool of independent variables (selected because of showing a minimum relationship with 

rearrest) included 22 variables. The defendants' self-reported drug use did not show a minimum relationship, although 

23 We included only variables showing a chi-square significant at the .05 level or lower in our initial pool of predictor 
variables. 
24 Actually, the backwards elimination process removes variables whose absence from the model does not weaken its 
predictive capacity. In short, it is dropping variables whose relationship becomes non-significant once the effects of the 
other "ariables are controlled. 
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defendants' self-reported alcohol use problems did. Current charges for drug offenses was not minimally related to 

rearrest during the follow-up period; prior drug arrests and prior drug convictions were. 

After successive elimination of redundant predictor variables, Model III in Table B4.1 shows the most 

parsimonious model predictive of subsequent rearrests.25 This can be interpreted in the following fashion: taken 

together, knowledge that a defendant is under 26 years old, resides locally, self-reports alcohol abuse, has a record of 

prior arrests, a record of arrests for property offenses, and a record of convictions for misdemeanor convictions add to 

the likelihood of rearrest for any kind of offense during the follow-up period. The coefficients show the relative weight 

given to individual predictor variables. Note that no drug-related measures survive the exercise of controls to make it 

into the final model of rearrest over four years. 

Table B4.2 starts with the findings developed in Table B4.1 and examines the question of whether the addition 

of a special measure of prior criminal history (indicating whether a defendant had no prior arrests, arrests for non-drug 

offenses only, arrests for drug offenses only, or arrests for both kinds of offenses) improves the prediction of rearrest. 

Model II shows that two measures (prior arrests for non-drug offenses only, prior arrests for drug-offenses only) enter 

the model, but cause prior misdemeanor conviction to drop out because of non-significance. The model statistics 

indicate that while this model is acceptable, it provides a weaker model than Model II under Table B4.1. However, 

given the questions asked in our analyses, it is noteworthy that the model does include a measure of (prior) drug-

relatedness, even after the effects of other variables have been taken into account. 

Table B4.3 starts with the findings from Model II in Table B4.2 and asks whether variables representing 

categories of the 8-part drug-charge/drug priors classification26 described in Chapter Three make a contribution to the 

prediction of rearrest. Model II in Table B4.3 shows that none of the variables representing the drug charges/prior drug 
--------------------------~---~ __ 4 

offenses classification survive the exercise of controls to make a contribution to the model predicting rearrest. 
I,-.... ~_',..,..,, __ ... J __ ............ "-___ _~~"" .... ',"'"l.~'_"'_"--..._" """""""-"'''" ">or,,,"""""''''''''',' ... ''''' .... ,'~,_.. "-~ ........ ,., • .,..,~ .. ~~ '>«'",,< "~ ... _~.1>!".="'" .... ~,.-._ 

25 The p-value indicates that this model adequately fits the data. 
26 The 8-part classification was simplified for the multivariate analysis to include six categories, represented by dummy 
variables in the analysis (defendants having no drug charges/ no prior arrests (0), defendants having no drug 
charges/prior arrests for non-drug offenses (1), defendants having no drug charges/prior arrests for drug offenses only 
(3), defendants having no drug charges/ prior arrests for both kinds of offenses (4), defendants having drug charges and 
no prior arrests (5), all other defendants (6». . 
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Because drug testing information was not available in Maricopa County, the multivariate analysis of rearrest 

during the follow-up period ends with these last findings. They suggest, in short, that, with the exception of the variable 

measuring whether or not the defendant had a record of prior arrests for drug offenses OILY, the drug-relatedness of 

defendants and/or their cases did not add to the prediction of rearrest beyond the ability of the other predictor 

variables. In other words, other kinds of descriptive data of the sort generally available to the courts was more useful in 

assessing the subsequent threats to public safety likely to be posed by the 1984 felony defendants during the next four 

years. Interestingly, if the definition of drug use considered in a broader sense to include alcohol, we find that alcohol 

abuse did playa role in predic~ing a greater likelihood that defendants would be returning to the courts on later charges 

during the follow-up period. 

Rearrest for Index-level Offenses among Maricopa County Defendants During the Follow-up Period 

Based on the rationale that public safety concerns are generally focused on more serious offending, the analyses 

presented in Tables B4.4 through B4.6 focus on rearrests for more serious crimes, in this case measured as rearrests for 

index-level offenses only. Predictive analysis of this measure of reoffending among Maricopa County c.efendants, 

however, proved much more difficult. Although a number of candidate predictor variables were initially identified to 

begin the analysis, no combination of variables could be found to form a model meeting minimal statistical standards. 

We conclude from this that, based on information available in Maricopa County, we were generally unable to model 

rearrest for index-level offenses well, the addition of drug-related data notwith~tanding. 

Rearrest for Serious Crimes Against the Person among Maricopa County Defendants 

Tables B4.7 through B4.9 focus even more specifically on the modeling of rearrests for serious crimes against 

the person among Maricopa County defendants during the follow-up period. Table B4.7 begins with 21 candidate 

variables showing at least a minimum relationship with rearrests for serious crimes against the person. The only drug

related variable to be included at this initial stage is whether the defendant had drug charges at the initial stage. 

However, subsequent steps in the analysis are unable to produce a model of rearrests for serious crimes 
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against the person that meets minimum statistical standards. In this area as well, we conclude that prediction of rearrest 

for serious person crimes is not successful based on available data and, as a result, that drug-related attributes also do 

not play an important role. 

II. MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF REARREST AMONG THE 1984 DADE COUNTY DEFENDANTS 

Rearrest (for Any Offense) among 1984 Dade County Defendants during the Four-Year Follow-up 

Multivariate analysis of rearrest during the four-year follow-up in Dade County was more successful overall 

than the results reported above for Maricopa County felony defendants. Table B4.1O, Model I, shows under that 32 

predictor variables passed the screening criterion to be included in the initial multivariate modeling of rearrest for any 

offense when focusing on the 1984 cohort of Dade County misdemeanor and felony defendants. Measures of current 

drug charges and prior drug arrests and convictions were included; the measure of self-reported drug abuse was not. 

The reduced model (Model III) includes nine variables that together adequately fit the rearrest data. In addition to 

measures of prior arrests and demographics (gender, local residence and employment), three measures of drug charges 

appear to add to the prediction of rearrest among the 1984 Dade County cohort defendants. (Being charged with drug 

offenses increase!; the odds that a defendant will be rearrested during the follow-up.) 

In Table B4.11, we add the measure of drug-related prior arrests to the model developed in Table B4.10; 

however, it makes no contribution to the modeling of rearrest among the 1984 Dade defendants over the next four years. 

In Table B4.12, we add the variables representing the drug charge/prior drug arrests classification to the Table B4.10 

model with similarly unsuccessful results. (The variables are rejected as not making significant contributions to the 

prediction of rearrest.) We are left then with Model III in Table B4.10 as the best fitting model of rearrest among the 

1984 Dade defendants. The presence of drug charges plays a central role in this prediction, even after having taken into 

account the impact of other variables. 
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Rearrest for Index-level Offenses among 1984 Dade County Defendants during the Follow-up Period 

Tables B4.13 through B4.15 repeat the multivariate approach for rearrests involving index-level offenses among 

the 1984 Dade defendants. The initial list of potential predictors is reduced to six variables which form an acceptable 

model of index-rearrests. Drug-related attributes do not survive controls to make it into the reduced model. The 

addition of prior drug arrest history in Table B4.14 and variables representing the 8-part drug charge/drug priors 

classification in Table B4.15 do not add to the ability to model index-level rearrests. Thus, we do not find a role for 

drug-related attributes in the prediction of index-rearrest when other factors are taken into account. 

Rearrest for Serious Crimes Against the Person among 1984 Dade County Defendants during the Follow-up 

Tables B4.16 through B4.18 summarize the results of logit analyses of rearrest of the 1984 Dade County 

defendants for serious crimes against the person during the follow-up period. In Table B4.16, the contributions of 26 

candidate predictors are considered under Model I. Of these, eight variables survive the exercise of controls to form the 

best-fitting model (Model III) of rearrest for serious person crimes. Drug-related variables do not playa part in this 

prediction. 

Table B4.17 tests the contribution of the prior drug history measure to Model III from Table B4.16. None of 

these variables makes a significant contribution to the model. In Table 84.18, however, when variables representing the 

drug-charge/drug priors classification are added, one (indicating whether defendants have no current drug charges and 

have priors for drug and non-drug offenses) does add significantly to the final model. The interpretation of this model 

suggests that--talken together--being less than 40 years old, being male, being black, having weapons, robbery or assault 

charges, having recent prior arrests, having prior misdemeanor convictions all increase the probability of rearrest for 

serious person crimes during the follow-up, as does not having drug charges but having an eclectic record of prior arrests 

(having prior drug and non-drug arrests). 
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ill. MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF REARREST AMONG THE 1987 DADE COUNTY FELONY 

DEFENDANTS 

Analysis of the follow-up data of the 1987 Dade County felony defendants offers the advantage of measures of 

drug use derived from drug testing of defendants. Unfortunately, the study of 1987 defendants employed a shorter 

follow-up period, 18 months compared to the four-year follow-up used for the two earlier samples. (Interestingly, the 

1987 Dade felony defendants recorded proportionately as many rearrests in the shorter period as defendants in the other 

samples did in four years.) 

Rearrest (for Any Offense) among 1987 Dade County Felony Defendants during the Four-Year Follow-up 

In Table B4.19, 32 independent variables were included in the initial logit analysis of rearrests among the 1987 

Dade felony defendants. Among these, self-reported drug use and measures of prior arrests and convictions for drug 

crimes were entered. Ten variables survived controls to form a reduced model of rearrest (Model III). Although one 

drug-related measure, prior arrests for manufacture, sale, delivery, was included, the power of the model was not 

sufficient to meet minimum statistical standards. At this stage, therefore, we were not able to construct a model 

predictive of rearrest. 

Table B4.20 shows the results when the measures for prior drug-related arrests were added to the results 

produced in Table B4.19. The variable representing whether defendants had a prior history of drug arrests only added 

significantly to the model and, in fact, brought the entire model into significance (Model II). 

Ntxt, in Table B4.21, variables representing the classification of drug-relatedness based on drug charges and 

drug priors were added to the model from Table B4.20. None made a significant contribution. 

Table B4.22 shows that the addition of drug test results to the Table B4.20 model changes the make-up of .the 

best-fitting model and makes a significant addition to the predictive power of the analysis. Whether or not a defendant 
'" -

tested positively for either coke or marijuana enters and causes five formerly acceptable variables to drop out (assault 

charges, prior arrests for serious person crimes, prior arrests for manufacture, sale delivery of controlled substance, and 

prior weapons convictions, and whether or not defendants had prior arrests only for drug offenses). 
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Model I in Table B4.23 starts with the final model from Table B4.22 including drug test results and adds 

variables representing the drug-related classification based on drug charges/drug priors/drug test results. Model II 

shows that when drug test results are included, these variables do not make a significant contribution. In Table B4.24, 

drug test results are dropped from the same analysis with the result that, without the simple drug test measure, one of 

the charge/priors/drug test classification variables does make a contribution: persons falling in the category with no 

drug charges/with prior arrest for non-drug offenses only/with negative drug test results showed a noticeably lower 

likelihood of subsequent rearrest for any offense during the l8-month follow-up. Overall this model is weaker than the 

simpler mildel including drug test results (Table B4.22, Model II). 

~ From these analyses, we conclude that prediction of rearrest without drug test measures among the 1987 Dade 

/ County felony defendants during the l8-month follow-up is comparatively weak but that it is strengthened by knowledge 

l of drug test results. 

Rearrest for Index-level Offenses among 1987 Dade County Felony Defenda~ts during the Follow-up Period 

Beginning with Table B4.25, logit analysis next turns to the question of whether drug-related measures add 

significantly to the prediction of more serious rearrests, rearrests for index-level offenses, during the l8-month Dade 

follow-up of 1987 felony defendants. These results point more strongly to a predictive role of drug-related measures, 

particularly derived from drug testing. 

Table B4.25 first considers 28 independent variables showing a relationship with rearrest for index-level 

offenses. Model III shows that seven variables survive the exercise of controls to form a reduced model of adequate, if 

not powerful, fit. Four of the variables are measures of prior criminal history, including prior arrests for manufacture, 

sale, delivery of controlled substances. Being charged with burglary adds to the probability of later arrests for index-

level offenses. Finally, being employed reduces the likelihood and being African-American increases the likelihood of 

index-level rearrests. The findings that race/ethnicity predicts later index-level rearrests even after many controls are 

exercised is a disturbing finding, although at this point apparently tangential to our focus on the contribution of drug-

related measures. 
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Table B4.26 adds to this model the variables representing the defendants history of drug-related versus other 

kinds of arrests. One of these measures, indicating whether defendants had prior arrests for drug offenses only, does 

make an important addition to the other variables (entering as the second most powerful predictor) and strengthens the 

prediction of index-level rearrest. The interpretation of its contribution, incidentally, is that defendants with prior 

arrests only for drug crimes will show a notably lower probability of index-level rearrest, other factors controlled. 

Table B4.27 adds variables representing the drug-related classification based on drug charges and prior drug

related history to this model. The analysis finds these measures to be unhelpful. 

Table B4.28 adds drug test results to Model II of Table B4.25. All of the original variables stay in the model as 

two drug test measures make a significant contribution: whether defendants tested positively for marijuana (reducing the 

likelihood of index-level rearrest) and whether defendants tested positively for either cocaine or marijuana (increasing 

the probability of later rearrest). The fit of this model shows an improvement over previous models. 

Table B4.29 asks whether, added to drug-related prior arrests, and drug .test results, variables representing the 

drug-related classification of defendants based on drug charges/prior drug arrests/drug test results would make a 

significant predictive contribution. In fact, none of them do. The race variable indicating that black defendants were 

more likely than other defendants to be rearrested for index-level offenses drop does not out of the model. Prior history 

for manufacture, sales, delivery also drops out, as well as the variables representing prior arrests only for drug offenses 

and testing positively for marijuana. Testing positively for either marijuana or cm:aine stays in the model. 

Table B4.3O asks whether prediction of index rearrests would be just as successful if the drug test results are 

dropped and only the variable measuring prior arrests for drugs only and the charge/priors/tests drug-related 

classification variables are entered. The results show that this model is adequate, but less powerful than the model 

produced in Table B4.28. 

In sum, the analyses of rearrests for index-level offenses among the Dade felony defendants seem to suggest 

that a variety of drug-related measures add to the ability to predict, particularly those incorporating drug test results. 

Rearrest for Serious Crimes Against the Person among 1987 Dade County Felony Defendants during the Follow-up 

Drug-related attributes are found to playa role as well in the prediction of rearrests for serious crimes against 

the person among the 1987 Dade County felony defendants. Twenty-three independent variables are considered in the 



84 

initial logit modeling of serious person rearrests; these are reduced to five variables surviving the exercise of controls in 

Model ill, Table B431. In addition to race (African-Americans show greater likelihoods of later rearrest for serious 

crimes against the person), to having a telephone (defendants with phones showed lower probabilities), and to prior 

arrests and prior arrests for serious crimes against the person (both indicating higher likelihoods), prior arrest for 

manufacture, sales, delivery survives as a predictor. 

Table B4.32 adds the variables representing the defendants drug-related prior history of arrests to the analysis, 

with the result that they do not make a significant contribution. Table B4.33 adds the variables representing the drug 

charge/d~ug priors classification, again showing little effect. However, when drug test results are added in Table B434, 

testing positively for either marijuana or cocaine makes a significant contribution to the model. When the variables 

represent the drug charge/drug priors/drug test classification are entered in Table B4.35, the drug test variable drops 

out, but one of the classification variables enters: whether defendants fell into the group having no drug charges, prior 

arrests for non-drug offenses only, and negative test results. The effects of race are not removed from the model this 

time, once drug testing variables or their derivatives are entered. This model represents a slight improvement over the 

previous version (as is reiterated in Table B4.36). 

Again, we conclude that drug-related attributes do contribute to the prediction of rearrest for serious crimes 

against the person among the Dade County 1987 felony sample. 

IV. SUMMARY: THE CONTRIBUTION OF DRUG-RELATED ATTRIBUTES OF DEFENDANTS AND THEm 
CASES IN THE MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF REOFFENDING 

Table 437 summarizes very generally the findings of the various multivariate analyses of reoffending among the 

three defendant cohorts during the follow-up studies. A first finding is that drug-related attributes of some sort played a 
~_ •.. ____ . ___ .' ~,""" """ .......... <~"'_._"._..--.-A-' '"'-_< ""'_ _~ 

role in six of the nine analyses conducted. In the three analyses showing no role for drug-related measures--modeling of --- - -- ~<-<--.. 
index-level rearrest and rearrest for serious crimes against the person in Maricopa County and of index-level rearrest in 

the 1984 Dade County sample--no successful prediction based on any kind of data was produced (no combination of 

predictors could be identified to construct a predictive model meeting minimum statistical standards). Second, when 

measures deriving from drug-test measures were available (in the 1987 Dade County felony data), those measures 



Table 4.37 Summary of the role of drug-related measures in the multivariate analysis of reoffending among Maricopa COUl1ty (1984) and Dade 
County (1984, 1987) defendants 

Independent 
Variables 

Demographics 

Charge-related 

Prior criminal histor): 

Drug-relateq 

Maricopa 
1984 

x 

NS 

x 

Self-reported alcohol abuse X 
Drug charges NS 
Drug priors X 
Drug charge/drug priors. NS 
Drug tests N/A 
Drug charge/drug priors/ 

drug tests N / A 

Rearrest 
Dade 
1984 

x 

NS 

x 

NS 
X 

NS 
NS 

N/A 

N/A 

Dade 
1987 

X 

x 

X 

NS 
NS 

X 

~s) 
" X 

i, __ .... "."' ....... 

NS 

Maricopa 
1984 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

N/A 

N/A 

Dependent variables 

Rearrest for 
index-level offenses 

Dade Dade 
1984 1987 

x 

X 

X 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

N/A 

N/A 

x 

X 

X 

NS 
NS 
X 

iJlh 
',-/ 

X 

[Note: X = significant contribution] 

Rearrest for 
serious crimes against the person 

Maricopa Dade Dade 
1984 1984 1987 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

N/A 

N/A 

x 

x 

x 

NS 
NS 
NS 
X 

N/A 

N/A 

x 

NS 

x 

NS 
NS 
X 

Cb 
X 
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improved the ability to predict reoffending, usually when added to measures of prior history of drug-related arrests. 

Drug-related and, specifically, drug testing measures figured significantly into the modeling of each of the three 

measures of reoffending over 18-months among the Dade County 1987 felony defendants. Finally, it should be noted 

\ that the drug-related measures did not always indicate that defendants with drug-related attributes would show higher 

likelihoods of reoffending, sometimes they predicted lower probabilities. 

V. THE DEVELOPMENT OF RISK CLASSIFICATIONS OF COHORT DEFENDANTS BASED ON THE 
MULTIVARIATE FINDINGS: AN ILLUSTRATION 

In considering the public safetr Implications of the drug-related criminal caseload, we have seen in our analyses 

that drug-related information often--but not always and not always in the same way--can playa useful predictive role. 

We have seen in the 1987 sample that drug testing information generally improved the ability to predict later offending. 

We were able to develop predictive models for the 1984 Dade County defendants, incorporating some drug-related 

information, but without drug testing data. We cannot say whether better models might have been constructed, had 

drug test data been available for that sample of defendants. Similarly, we could only guess about the contribution such 

information might have made in the Maricopa County analyses, where successful models were not possible. 

Thus, in finding that drug-related attributes of defendants and/or their cases can playa predictive role--after 

controlling for the effects of other variables--we have found support for the notion of a relationship between such 

characteristics and later reoffending. (Note--we still have little to say about the nature of the statistical relationship, 

whether artifactual or causal.) Beyond the insights these findinfos provide, the data may be employed more practically to 

develop classifications of cohort defendants that would array them according to their likelihood of reoffending based on 

the logit results. We illustrate briefly here how the foregoing analyses can be used to construct six such predictive 

classifications. 

Tables 4.38 through 4.43 illustrate how the 1984 and 1987 Dade County cohort defendants can be "scored" on 

the attributes included in the final predictive models to place them in groupings ranked in order of the relative likelihood 

of rearrest they pose. (Risk classifications for the 1984 Maricopa County felony defendants are not presented because of 

the weakness of the multivariate models.) The weights shown are merely the coefficients from the finallogit analyses of 
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the three kinds of rearrests. By dividing these weights by a constant (e.g., .15) and rounding, a simple point scoring 

system was derived. The number of points shows the relative emphasis given the various attributes in the risk 

classification. The bottom of each table shows how the scores are grouped to form classes with higher and lower 

predicted probabilities of rearr~st and the actual numbers of defendants rearrested in ea·;:h of the groups. 

Table 4.38 scores the 1984 Dade County cohort of misdemeanor and felony defendants on the attributes found 

to be predictive of rearrest (general). Recall from Model III, Table B4.10 that gender, local residence, employment, 

drug charges and measures of prior arrests and convictions were the variables defining the final predictive model of 

rearrest over the four-year follow-up period. Comparison of the scores associated with each of the attributes shows that 

the defendant drug charges weigh most heavily in the scoring scheme. Scoring the 1984 Dade defendants in this fashion 

aJIows their classification into three groups, associated with lower, medium and higher likelihoods of rearrest for any 

offense during the follow-up period. Roughly one in three defendants with scores placing them in risk group 1 were 

rearrested. One of two of risk group 2 defendants were later rearrested. Three of four defendants scoring them with 

risk group 3 attributes were rearrested later. 

Scoring the 19S4 defendants on age, gender, weapons charges, robbery charges, prior arrests and prior 

misdemeanor convictions as shown in Table 4.39 arrays defendants into three risk groups with differing probabilities of 

'rearrest for index-level offenses during the four-year follow-up period. (Note the absence of any drug-related measure.) 

Defendants faIling in risk group 1 could be expected to be rearrested for index-level offenses in about one in 12 cases. 

Risk group 2 defendants were rearrested at roughly the base rate of all defendants, in one in five cases. Risk group 3 

defendants would show a probability of rearrest roughly two times that of group 2 defendants, being rearrested for index 

crimes in more than two of five cases. 

Table 4.40 shows how the same approach results in classification of defendants into four risk groups with 

probabilities of rearrest for serious crimes against the person ranging from a low (risk group 1) of less than one in ten 

cases, to one in four cases (risk group 2), one in three cases (risk group 3), to a high of three in five cases (risk group 4). 

One drug-related measure (showing that defendants have no drug charges and have both drug and non-drug prior 

arrests) plays a part, albeit modest a modest one, in this classification scheme. 



Table 4.38 Classification of 1984 Dade County defendants according to the probability of rearrest 

Predictive attribute 

Gender 
Male 
Female 

Local addres:s 
No 
Yes 

Employment 
No 
Yes 

Drug charges 
None 
One or more 

Less serious drug charges 
None 
One or more 

More serious drug charges 
None 
One or more 

Recent prior arrests 
None 
One or more 

Prior serious property arrests 
None 
One or more 

Prior misdemeanor convictions 
None 
One or more 

Add points 

Risk Rearrest 
Group Points 

1 -3 t05 
2 6 to 9 
3 10 to 23 

Total -2 to 14 

Number of 
defendants 

805 
519 
686 

2010 

Weight Points 

0 0 
-0354 -2 

0 0 
0320 2 

0 0 
-0.211 -1 

0 0 
-0.638 -4 

0 0 
0.713 5 

0 0 
0.569 4 

0 0 
0.436 3 

0 0 
0311 2 

0 0 
0.500 3 

0.587 4 

Percent of Percent 
defendants rearrested 

40.1 31.6 
25.8 503 
34.1 75.4 

100.0 51.4 



Table 439 Classification of 1984 Dade County defendants according to the probability of rearrest for 
index-level offenses 

Predictive attribute 

Age 
Over 40 
40 and under 40 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Weapons charges 
None 
One or more 

Robbery charges 
None 
One or more 

Recent prior arrests 
None 
One or more 

Prior misdemeanor convictions 
None 
One or more 

Add points 

'-'''',''''' 
Risk Rearrest 
Group Points 

1 -12 to-9 
2 -8 to-6 
3 -5 to 16 

Total -16 to 16 

Number of 
defendants 

833 
690 
487 

2010 

Weight Points 

0 0 
-0.582 4 

0 0 
-0327 -2 

0 0 
0.235 2 

0 0 
0.526 4 

0 0 
0.448 3 

0 0 
0.483 3 

-1.537 -10 

Percent of Percent 
defendants rearrested 

41.4 7.8 
343 19.7 
24.2 42.7 

100.0 20.4 
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Among the Dade 1987 defendants, drug test results figure in as the second strongest attribute in the scoring 

scheme used to classify defendants according to the likelihood of rearrest for any offense during the 18-month follow-up. 

(See Table 4.41.) These attributes group defendants into five distinct groups with a range of probabilities from very low 

(8 percent of group 1 defendants would later be rearrested) to very high (85 percent of group 5) defendants would be 

rearrested. 

In Table 4.42 a three-group risk dassification is developed based on the results of the earlier logit analysis of 

rearrest for index-level crimes. The probabilities of future rearrest for index-level crimes ranges from one in ten for 

defendants scoring in risk group 1, to two in ten for defendants scoring in risk group 2, to more than three in ten for 

defendants scoring in risk group 3. Of the four drug-related variables which figure into this nine-variable scoring 

scheme, the most influential is membership into the category of defendants having no drug charges, no prior arrests, and 

negative drug tests. Defendants with these attributes would earn a large number of negative points on this variable, 

translating into classification into a risk group with very low odds of rearrest for ingex-Ievel offenses. 

Finally, in Table 4.43 the risk classification developed for rearrest for serious crimes against persons illustrates 

the differing contributions of drug measures to prediction. In this scheme (in which earning negative points is indicative 

of greater risk), having a prior record of misdemeanor drug arrests lessens the chances for risk of rearrest. But testing 

positively, having a prior history of drug priors only and having drug charges increases the risk classification of 

defendants. (In fact, the largest number of negative points is given for defendants who fall into this category.) 

Defendants scored in the lowest risk group (1) would be expected to be rearrested for serious crimes against the person 

very rarely, only 3 percent of the time. Defendants in the highest risk group (4), would be expected to be rearrested for 

serious person crimes roughly tens tim:.:s as often. 

A Note about the Uses of Predictive Classifications 

We have developed risk classifications to illustrate their utility in grouping defendants according to attributes 

associated with differing probabilities of rearrest during follow-up studies. Although such classifications are useful for a 

variety of purposes, here our aim was to demonstrate how the multivariate findings may have practical application or 

interpretation. These classifications show quite easily how important drug-related attributes mayor may not be in 

estimating future public safety outcomes. Because our intent here is illustrative, we skip over discussion of the 



Table 4.40 Classification of 1984 Dade County defendants according to the probability of rearrest for 
serious crimes against the person 

Predictive attribute 

Age 
Over 40 
40 and under 40 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Race/ethnicity 
Non-black 
Black 

Weapons charges 
None 
One or more 

Robbery charges 
None 
One or more 

Assault charges 
None 
One or more 

Recent prior arrests 
None 
One or more 

Prior misdemeanor covictions 
None 
One or more 

No drug charges/drug and other priors 
No 
Yes 

0~?\ 
Risk Rearrest 
Group Points 

1 -10 to-3 
2 -2 to 1 
3 2t03 
4 4to 17 

Total -10 to 17 

Number of 
defendants 

1093 
537 
326 
56 

2010 

Weight Points 

0 0 
-0.403 -3 

0 0 
-0.326 -2 

0 0 
0.177 1 

0 0 
0.292 2 

0 0 
0.579 4 

0 0 
0.447 3 

0 0 
0.392 3 

0 0 
0.341 2 

0 0 

~ 0.226 2 

-0.820 -5 

Percent of Percent 
defendants rearrested 

54.4 9.0 
26.7 23.8 
16.2 34.4 
2.8 61.1 

100.0 18.5 



Table 4.41 Classification of 1987 Dade County defendants according to the probability of rearrest 

Predictive attribute 

Burglary charges 
No 
Yes 

Telephone 
No 
Yes 

Recent prior arrests 
None 
One or more 

Prior weapons arrests 
None 
One or more 

Prior misdemeanor convictions 
None 
One or more 

Outstanding warrants 
None 
One or more 

Positive for marijuana or cocaine 
No 
Yes 

Add points 

Risk Rearrest 
Group Points 

1 1-2 
2 3-5 
3 6-9 
4 10-12 
5 13-18 

Total 0-18 

Number of 
defendants 

53 
149 
157 
197 
162 

718 

Weight Points 

0 0 
0.357 2 

0 0 
-0.181 -1 

0 0 
0.701 5 

0 0 
0.344 2 

0 0 
0.259 2 

0 0 
0.365 2 

0 0 

?= 0394 3 

0.249 2 

Percent of Percent 
defendants rearrested 

7.4 75 
20.8 215 
21.9 48.4 
27.4 67.0 
225 84.6 

100.0 53.1 



Table 4.42 Classification of 1987 Dade County defendants according to the probability of rearrest for 
index-level offenses 

Predictive attribute 

Burglary charges 
No 
Yes 

Employment 
No 
Yes 

Recent prior arrests 
None 
One or more 

Prior serious personal arrests 
None 
One or more 

Prior serious property convictions 
None 
One or more 

Positive for marijuana or cocaine 
No 
Yes 

Drug charges/drug priors/drug tese measure 
No drug charges/no priors/negative 

No 
Yes 

No drug charges/other priors/negative 
No 
Yes 

Othel' combinations 
No 
Yes 

Add points 

Risk Rearrest 
Group Points 

1 -75 to -37 
2 -36 
3 -35 to -27 

Total -75 to -27 

Number of 
defendants 

298 
115 
305 

718 

Weight 

0 
0.400 

0 
-0.274 

0 
0.855 

0 
0379 

0 
0.289 

0 
-0.220 

o 
-3.662 

o 
-0.578 

o 
-0.475 

-6.13 

Percent of 
defendants 

41.5 
16.0 
42.5 

100.0 

Points 

0 
3 

0 
-2 

0 
6 

0 
3 

0 
2 

0 
-1 

o 
-24 

o 
-4 

o 
-3 

-41 

Percent 
rearrested 

10.1 
20.0 
35.7 

20.1 



Table 4.43 Classification of 1987 Dade County felony defendants according to the probability of rearrest 
for serious crimes against the person 

Predictive attribute 

Race/ ethnicity 
Non-black 
Black 

Telephone 
No 
Yes 

Recent prior arrests 
None 
One or more 

Prior serious personal arrests 
None 
One or more 

Prior drug arrests - misdemeanors 
None 
One or more 

Drug charges/drug priors/drug test measure 
No drug. charges/other priors/negative 

No 
Yes 

Add points 

Risk Rearrest Number of 
Group Points defendants 

1 -24 ~o -16 325 
2 -15 to-11 279 
3 -10 to-9 179 
4 -8 to-5 215 

Total -24 to-5 998 

Weight 

0 
0.309 

0 
-0.237 

0 
0.731 

0 
0.424 

0 
0.344 

o 
-0.710 

-2.54 

Percent of 
defendants 

32.6 
28.0 
17.9 
21.5 

100.0 

Points 

0 
2 

0 
-2 

0 
5 

0 
3 

0 
2 

o 
-5 

-17 

Percent 
rearrested 

3.4 
11.5 
21.8 
34.9 

15.7 
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limitations of such predictive tools--and some of their problems. We recommend that interested readers consult 

available literature which discusses some of these issues (see, e.g., Gottfredson and Tonry, 1987). Of particular note, 

however, is the problem of "extra-legal" attributes in these classifications (race/ethnicity, gender and employment, for 

example). Because our aim has been descriptive--displaying the best predictive combinations of descriptive variables in 
rP 

our data--we have focused mainly on the basic question of whether or not, or to what extent, drug-related attributes play 

a role in predicting later rearrest. We are aware of--but largely have not addressed here--the serious questions posed by 

some of the other variables that in some analyses appear to have played a predictive role. When the purposes of these 

tools turns from the descriptive to other uses, we caution that the issues raised by the substance of these findings have to 

be seriously confronted. 
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Chapter Five 

ASSESSING THE ROLE OF DRUG-RELATED CRIMINAL CASES AND THEIR IMPLICATIONS 
FOR PUBLIC SAFE1Y: CONCLUSION 

97 

In the introduction to this report we characterized the objective of this research as developing three empirical 

case studies illustrating the role of drug-related criminal cases in the judicial process and their implications for public 

safety. Making use of and building upon recent data descriptive of the entering criminal caseloads of five C'.ourts in three 

major jurisdictions, this project sought to examine questions about the impact of drug-related cases empiri<:ally. The 

data from Boston, Dade County and Maricopa County described in detail large cohorts of defendants facing 

adjudication of criminal charges in 1984, during the early days of the War Against Drugs. One large sample represented 

felony defendants entering the criminal process in Dade County in 1987 as the drug crisis was reaching mid-stage. The 

rationale for the assessment of drug-related cases sites was that empirical evidence from study of actual court caseloads 

might help inform debate about future policy strategies as efforts are made to address the impact of drugs on criminal 

justice processing. 

The Implications of the Dru~-Related CaseJoad for the Courts 

In our introduction, we noted that investigation of drug-crime phenomena are plagued by a number of 

problems. Prime among them are questions of definition--of the "drug problem," of "drug-related"--and questions of 

measurement. We employed several simple, but eminently measurable indicators in our assessment of the role of drug-

related cases in the study sites. In the first analysis of the processing of criminal cases, we categorized defendants and 

their cases as a) involving drug charges or not, b) involving defendants who currently abused drugs or not, and c) or 

involving either or both as a broader measure of "drug-relatedness." In our second part of the empirical investigation of 

drug-related recidivism in the defendant cohorts, we elaborated on this framework somewhat using two schemes. We 

. defined "drug-related" as a predictor of later crime in two ways: a) charges (drug charges, yes or no) and prior arrests 

(none, for other offenses, for drug crimes, for both); and b) charges, priors and drug use (as measured by drug tests of 

felony defendants at their entry into the cohort in Dade County only). Using any of the definitions of drug-relatedness, the 

finding was the same. 17le challenge posed by voillme alone looks fonnidable; IIsing these criteria, most case,f can be 

classified as drug-related. 
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The policy implications that spring from this finding depend on its interpretation. The courts could take the 

point of view that the main issue raised by the volume of drug-related cases relates to workload and logistical 

considerations--such as scheduling, staffmg, precessing speed, disposition and resources. The "better" measure of "drug::, 

relatedness" in this context mainly shows the actual size of the processing tasks the courts have facing them. (Courts 

usually are aware mainly of the defendants' charges and, sometimes the nature of the defendants prior record. Drug use 

information is rarely available or only becomes available at the latest stages in the criminal process.) On the other band, 

courts could adopt the position that because drug use was so prevalent among persons charged with crimes or because 

drug use was a social condition that in itself ought to be corrected, then the drug habits of a large majority of defendants 

would have to be addressed in some way. (The motives for this view could be utilitarian, in the sense that the courts 

would be interested in reducing the volume and frequency or return visits by persons involved in drug-related crime, or 

humanitarian, in the sense that the courts would believe that drug use as a social disadvantage ought to be addressed.) 

The challenges posed by this latter perspective--to do something about drug use--are quite a bit more radical given the 

need to intercede in the drug using patterns of criminal defendants and would require in.novativn in the areas of 

treatment, supervision, monitoring and diversionary programs, to mention a few areas. 

Some Implications of the Drug-Related Caseload for Public Safety (Part I) 

Although we addressed public safety questions primarily in the analysis of two four-year and one 18-month 

follow-up data sets, two kinds of findings from the first component of the study, examination of the role of drug-related 

cases, have a bearing on questions about the risks of crime posed by defendants in drug-related criminal cases: findings 

relating to the prior criminal history attributes of defendants in drug-related cases and to their performance during 

pretrial release. 

Prior Criminal History of Drug-related Defendants 

Despite commonly held assumptions, defendants charged with dntg crimes were not remarkable in their prior 

histories of arrests or cOllvictions ill the courts we examined. The exception was thai defendants charged with drug crimes 

more often had prior records for drug crimes. Rather than pointing to more extensive generalized prior histories, the 

prior criminality of drug defendants seemed to be more homogeneous, it appeared that current drug defendants were 

experienced mainly at being drug defendants. 
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To the extent that these histories involved possession charges, and hence mainly drug use, one might argue that 

there are greater implications for the public health than for public safety and that a notable share of persons who 

concentrate their social deviance mainly in the procuring, possession and use of drugs ar:e processed by the criminal 

justice system who might be treated by other (health or treatment) systems instead. To the extent that repeat drug 

offending is accounted for by sales and distribution of drugs, the public safety implications might be quite different, for 

one could argue that the distribution of drugs stimulates other kinds of criminal activity. We know that in the felony 

courts we studied, at least, the majority of drug charges were of the more serious variety. 

When we turn from drug cases with prior histories of drug crimes to drug use as measured by testing, the 

implications of the very large numbers of drug using defendants have for public safety are more unsettling. There is a 

relationsh~1) between testing positively for dntg use alld prior criminal history: the more extensive the criminal history, the 

greater the likelihood that a defendallt is on active dntg abuser. What is llncertain--and is tile foclls of the second part of the 

research we described--is whether a relationship between current dntg abuse and future crimillality stands up to empirical 

analysis or whether dntg use is really a surrogate measure of criminal history alld little more (or whether drug use and 

criminality are both engendered by other similar factors.) . Thus, the implications of the relationship between drugs and 

crime is one thing when viewed retrospectively (when we try to understand why prior criminal history precedes current 

drug use) and another when we try to pledict future outcomes (does drug use or drug crime lead to later serious 

. ?) crime .. 

An important application of this question occurs at the pretrial release stage, at which point courts would like to 

know whether the relationship (slight in this study) between testing positively at the bail stage and engaging in crime or 

flight during pretrial release is fundamental and causal or superficial and spurious. Again, the policy implications 

depend on the interpretation of the relationship between drug use and future criminality. If drug use during pretrial 

release leads to crime, then curtailing drug use through a program of supervision and monitoring makes sense in 

attempting to minimize the threat to public safety posed by released defendants. But if the relationship is spurious, if 

drug use is really a stand-in measure for prior criminal history, for example, then any focus on drug use would not be 

expected to translate into reduced risk to the public. 
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The Implications of the Drug-Related Caseload for Institutional Crowding 

There are also implications for institutional crowding in our findings concerning the role of drug-related case. 

Given that each of the states and each of the cities involved in the study have been experiencing long-term jail and prison 

overcrowding crises, these data (the defendant cohorts as well as the jail samples) suggest that drug-related cases playa 

sizeable part in the make-up of institutional populations. At the bail stage, in one site drug cases were treated more 

restrictively--were more often detained--but not in others. In fact, genel'ally, drug case defendants performed at, or 

better than, the level of other defendants during pretrial release. Careful further analysis would be useful to determine 

whether more drug defendants could be released effectively, thus relieving strain on the jail populations, or more drug 

defendants ought to be tightly controlled, raising serious implications for institutions. Already, persons testing positively 

for drugs are more often held in Dade County than those testing negatively according to our data--and this is without 

drug test results being common knowledge. If courts did more dmg testing and became more fully aware of the level of 

dmg use among entering defendants, one effect might be to add to the already crowded levels ofjail populations. 

There are similar implications of the data for prison populations: in Maricopa County, felony drug offenders are 

less often sentenced to incarceration or are sentenced for shorter terms; among Dade County felony defendants, the 

opposite is true. Dade misdemeanor drug defendants are given incarcerative sentences freque:1tly, but of short duration. 

Clearly a preference for a particular policy will have an impact on prison popUlations. 

A more in-depth analysis could shed light on the potential for intermediate sanctions that are not currently 

being employed. In our two studies of Dade felony defendants we noted different uses of diversion. The most recent 

data had showed that drug using defendants were not beitlg diverted. Very recently, the courts in Dade County have 

implemented a major diversion program that aims at diverting large numbers of felony drug offenders from formal 

processing by providing them with a treatment alternative. Should this program succeed, fewer drug users will have 

been confined, first in jail awaiting trial and, second, in prison opon conviction. 

The Public Safety Implications of the Drug-related Caseload (Part JI): The Study of Drug-related Recidivism 

The findings from the follow-up studies of defendants in three large cohorts in two sites have several public 

safety implications. Overall, roughly half of cohort defendants were not rearrested within the cohort period. Once 

defendants were rearrested, the chances for a subsequent rearrest increased, although the rate of the increase varied by 
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site and sample. Compared to other specific offense categories, the chances for a subsequent rearrest for drug offenses 

increased only modestly. Two conclusions are possible: a) drug offenders are not so likely as other offenders to be 

rearrested a number of times for the same offense; b) drug offenders are disproportionately incapacitated and are 

prevented from having time at-risk during the follow-up period.27 Although this latter interpretation may be a good 

explanation for the lower probabilities that persons arres~ed for drug sales will be rearrested again for drug sales, it is 

unlikely to explain the moderate rearrest probabilities of persons arrested for possession. (Given the large numbers of 

rearrests recorded by defendants within the 18-month Dade County follow-up, for example, it appears unlikely that 

defendants were confined for lengthy periods.) 

The development of the simple two and three criteria classifications of "drug-relatedness" demonstrated on a 

basic level of analysis that in combination knowledge of persons charges (drug or not), prior history (drug, others, drug 

and others, or not), and drug use (drug test results) could differentiate--could help predict--the likelihood that 

defendants would be rearrested for crimes during the foHow-up periods. Even though these simple two and three 

variable classifications needed to be tested against other kinds of information about defendants and their cases, in 

multivariate analysis we found that they were related to subsequent rearrests in each of the follow-up studies. 

The examination began with a discussion of the distribution of defendants within the 8-group or 16-group 

"drug-related" frameworks. It was informative to observe the rates at which the subcategories were "naturally occurring" 

in the cohorts studied. We already noted above that most defendants were classifiable as "drug-related," on the basis of 

one or more of these attributes. Given the findings of a relationship to later rearrests, the fact that certain groups were 

dominant, however, had implications for the generation of later rearrests. 

Identification of the groups that occurred rarely--and that had to be dropped from the analysis due to 

insufficient numbers--turned out also to be germane to our inquiry into the relationship between the drug relatedness of 

criminal cases and later offending, however. In a sense, the drug-related classification of defendants showed defendants 

"who hardly ever exist," and, therefore, "types" that could not be responsible for much of the burden on resources or for 

much later crime (and that should not be the focus of a large amount of resources or concern). A few themes emerged: 

First, with or without initial drug charg~s, few defendants fell into the prior arrest-drug-offenses-only category. (If 

27 With these data, we cannot be certain to what extent this finding may be accounted for by the incarceration of cohort 
defendants during the bulk of the follow-up period. 
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defendants had prior drug arrests, they usually also had arrests for other kinds of offenses as well.) Thus, the "pure" 

drug offender alluded to above (representing "just" a drug problem) seems to be a very rare species, as were other kinds 

of current offenders who had only prior drug ci'imes on their records. Second, again regardless of the presence of initial 

drug charges, persons with drug and other prior arrests (a group which included more than one-third of all defendants) 

almost always showed positive test results. Apparently, having drug and other prior arrests and negative dmg test results 

do not go hand-in-hand. Or, stated another way, one can practically assume in these data (in this instance from Dade 

County) that persons with records of prior arrests for both drug and other offenses (as opposed to one or the other) will 

be current drug users. 

In addition, very few defendants who had initial drug charges and no prior arrests tested negatively (group 9). 

Translation: apparently first time arrestees, when they are arrested for drug offenses, are usually current drug users. 

Similarly, defendants with drug charges and prior arrests for other (not-drug) offenses also tested negatively rarely 

(group 11). Although the relative frequency of these drug-related "types" might change in a larger sample or in a sample 

from a different jurisdiction, one result of this distribution of defendants among the categories of drug relatedness is that 

categories with defendants testing negatively were rare: only two categories (groups 1 and 3) or about 17 percent of all 

defendants remaining in the classification tested negatively. 

The Relationship(s) between Drug-relatedness and Public Safety 

Altbough we have addressed the question from a number of perspectives, essentially the analytic task in the 

second component of the research was to determine whether and to what extent--as conventional wisdom assumes-

"drug-relatedness" had implications for later reoffending by defendants in the three cohorts studied (one from Maricopa 

County and two from Dade County). At the most general level, our findings support the conclusion that drug

relatedness indeed appeared to be related to subsequent public. safety outcomes at this level of analysis. This appeared 

true in a first analysis when we considered the role of drug crime in the overall reoffending of cohort defendants, 

regardless of defendants or case characteristics (whether drug-related or not) at the stage of entry into the cohort. It 

also appeared true in the second part of the recidivism study when we examined the relationship between drug-related 

defendant/case attributes at the entry stage and the extent, kind, frequency and timing of crime at subsequent stages 
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during the follow-up periods. However, having found some support for the conventional wisdom on the broadest level 

of generality, closer examination shows that how drug-related attributes relate to later reoffending is not so easily 

characterized. 

The Role of Drug Crimes in Reoffending by Cohort Defendants (Part I) 

As we began analysis of the occurrence of rearrests during the follow-up periods within each of the cohorts, it 

was clear that the cohorts differed in the amount and kind of rearrests "produced," The two Dade cohorts showed 

greater percentages of defendants subsequently rearrested and greater numbers per 100 defendants than the Maricopa 

cohort. The 1984 and 1987 Dade cohorts generated 340 and 265 rearrests per 100 defendants respectively, compared to 

158 per 100 defendants in the Maricopa cohort.) Although there were in a rough sense themes across cohorts in 

reoffense patterns (e.g., rearrests for serious crimes against the person, for weapons offenses, for robbery were similarly 

low), there were important variations by cohort. Maricopa defendants were most often rearrested for index-level 

crimes. Dade defendants were most often rearrested for theft offenses. However, rearrests for drug crimes played an 

important part in the reoffending produced by each of the cohorts: nearly half of rearrests of defendants in the two Dade 

cohorts involved drug charges (only slightly greater numbers involved theft crimes), about one-fourth of the Maricopa 

felony defendants were rearrested for drug crimes. 

The probability of persons being rearrested again for drug crimes during the follow-up periods was not as high 

as for some other offenses. In each cohort, the odds for subsequent rearrest for drug offenses did not seem to increase 

as dramatically as for other offenses, peaking among Maricopa defendants at .54 for those with three drug possession 

arrests having a fourth. The probability of a later rearrest for a drug sales/distribution offense was fairly low in each 

jurisdiction. Admittedly, this relationship could be an artifact of an "incapacitation effect," that is, that the limited 

number of repeat drug offenses could be explained by the fact that drug offenders are rapidly being taken out of 

circulation by confinement and not being permitted an opportunity for a subsequent drug arre5t. However, a more 

probable explanation is that drug offenders are eclectic in their repeat crime choices, often being rearrested for other 

kinds of crimes, particularly property offenses. 
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This no~ed, in each site arrests for drug offenses accounted for a large share of rearrests of defendants, whether 

at thel first, second, third, fourth later rearrest within the follow-up period. In fact, if not the most common, drug 

rearrests were at least the second most common category of offenses among those rearrested. 

Evidence for frequent sequential or "specialized" reoffending was not found in the data we examined among any 

offense type. The most common next outcome for a defendant during the follow-up period in each of the sites was 

either no rearrest or a rearrest for a different kind of offense than on the preceding stage. Among those categories 

showing the highest rates of sequential repeat offending were drug, theft and burglary offenders, however. 

The Timing of Rearrests by Cohort Defendants 

An important part of the public safety analysis of rearrests among the cohort defendants focused on the timing 

of first rearrests for particular crimes. Thus, the analysis asked, for example, whether drug crime rearrests occurred 

sooner during the follow-up periods than other kinds of rearrests. The 1987 Dade felony defendants, who distinguished 

themselves by high rates of drug and theft crime rearrests, also distinguishe~ themselves by earlier and sharply 

increasing rates of rearrest throughout the follow-up period. Among Maricopa County rearrestees, the timing of drug 

and theft rearrests appeared to go hand-in-hand. Among the 1984 Dade defendants drug rearrests started out quickly 

apace with theft rearrests during the follow-up, but then slowed until showing an upsurge toward the end of the follow

up period. Overall in the two Dade cohorts, however, the timing of drug crime rearrests was distinct from the timing of 

rearrests for other crimes--but distinctly middle-paced. 

Drug-relatedness as a Predictor of Later Rearrests: Two Cla5silications (Part II) 

When the analysis turned to "prediction" of reoffending among the cohorts on the basis on drug-related 

attributes, the general notion that the drug-relatedness of current cases has implications for later reoffending was 

generally supported. Both classifications produced defendant subgroups that differed notably from one another as well 

as showing a wide range of rearrest rates. The fact that the drug-related classifications were so (generally, not always) 

useful buttresses the popular assumptions about drug relatedness, at least in a superficial sense. 

Beneath this level of generality, however, specific findings were more complex. Using the 8-part classification 

of drug-relatedness, it was generally true, for example, that group 8 defendants (with drug charges and prior arrests for 

other and drug offenses) and group 4 defendants (with no drug charges but with drug and other prior arrests) ranked 
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highest among groups on most rearrest measures--but not always. It was generally true that group 1 defendants (with no 

drug charges and no prior arrests) were at the other extreme, showing among the lowest rearrest rates--but not always. 

Using the 16-part drug-related classification, it was often true that group 8 defendants (with no drug charges, 

prior arrests for other and drug offenses, and positive drug tests) and group 4 defendants (with no drug charges, other 

arrests only and positive tests) ranked highest in later public safety outcomes--but not always. A good example of a 

different pattern involves group 16 defendants (drug I:harges, prior other and drug arrests, positive tests) who were the 

most likely to be rearrested for drug crimes. In short, the relative rankings of groups, particularly between the "best" and 

the "worst," often differed depending on the site and the offense category studied. 

The drug related classifications also differentiated cohort defendants well on the basis of the lengths of time 

between the initial cohort arrest and later rearrests. This good ability to differentiate, however, did not necessarily 

produce any clear-cut rule of thumb to explain the findings. For example, using the 8-part classification, we found that 

the group averaging the earliest rearrests during the follow-up was group 6 (drug charges, prior arrests only). Among 

the 1984 Dade defendants, however, the quickest to reoffend was group 8 (drug charges, prior arrests for drug and other 

offenses). Among the 1987 Dade defendants, the quickest group was group 3 (no drug charges, prior arrests for drugs 

only). Using the 16-part classification on the 1987 Dade defendant sample, sharp differences in the timing of 

reoffending marked drug-related subgroups as well; however, group 1 defendants (no drug charges, no prior arrests, 

negative tests) showed the earliest pattern of reoffending, contrary to popular assumptions. 

The drug-related attributes of defendants--as operationalized in the two- and three-criteria classifications also 

served to differentiate categories of defendants on the basis of their contribution to the volume of rearrests, whether 

measured from the perspective of disproportionate contribution to rearrest production or from the perspective of 

number of rearrests generated per 100 defendants. 

The more rigorous testing of the predictive value of drug-related data reported in Chapter Four showed that 

drug-related attributes often played a predictive role, particularly those derived from reliable measures of current drug 

use (drug testing), among Miami defendants at ieast. 
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A Cautious Assessment: The Evasive "Rule-of-Thumb" Interpretation 

In sum, the finding of the utility of drug-related attributes of defendants or their cases at one point in time (for 

our analysis, the entry into the cohort) in assessing the differential prospects for subsequent offending--or, at least, 

future rearrests--seems fairly clear. Two problems, however, should be kept in mind. The relationships between drug

related attributes (drug-related classifications of defendants) and later official contacts with criminal justice are not 

straightforward or universal, as the conventional wisdom might assume. The helpfulness of such classifications depends 

on the public safety outcome being measured (defendant groups ranked differently when the focus was time to first 

rearrest than when the focus was crimes per 100 defendants, for example). The "rules-of-thumb" were clearer within 

cohorts than across cohorts. As similar rankings of drug-related defendant subgroups were found across sites, variations 

were also common and need to be understood. Finally, the question we have asked in this component of the research 

has purposely been narrowly framed within the ability of our data to address it. We sought to assess the public safety--or 

later offending--implications of the drug-related criminal caseload and using a variety of analytic approaches we have 

done so. However, a broader issue concerns the comparative usefulness of knowledge of drug-related attributes of the 

criminal caseload in assessing f~lture public safety impact. Compared to other kinds of information normally available to 

courts during the processing of cases and in other cites, how important is knowledge of the drug-relatedness of criminal 

cases in assessing the implications for public safety? These preliminary fmdings suggest they may be moderately 

important in some instances. 

~ I 



~-~-----~-----
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APPENDIX A 

Coding of Varia hIes for Logit Analysis 



Table A4.1 Coding of independent variables in logit analysis for Maricopa County Data 

Coding values 
Variable Label Variable Name Values/Names for logits 

Age, less than 26 
vs. 26 or over UNDER26 o (less than 26) -1 

1 (26 or over) 1 

Age, less than 30 
vs. 30 or over UNDER31 o (less than 30) -1 

1 (30 or over) 1 

Employment REMP o (no) -1 
1 (yes) 1 

Local address RADRESS o (no) -1 
1 (yes) 1 

Marital status 
Single vs. other RMARITL2 o (single) -1 

1 (other) 1 

Race: 
(1) White/Non-white WHITE o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 
(2) Black/Non-black BLACK o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 
(3) Hispanic/Non-hispanic HISPANIC o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 
(4) Native American/ 

Non-Native American NATIVEAM o (no) -1 
1 (yes) 1 

Sex SEX o (male) -1 
1 (female) 1 

Assault charges ASSAULT o (none) ,1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Burglary charges BURGLAR2 o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Drug charges, 
excluding 131205 1 DRUGS3 o (none) -1 

1 (one or more) 1 ... 

DWI charges DWI o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Index charges INDEX o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 



Table A4.1 Coding of independent variables in logit analysis for Maricopa County Data (cont'd) 

Coding values 
Variable Label Variable Name Values/Names for logits 

Robbery charges ROBBERY2 o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Theft charges THEFf o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Weapons charges WEAPONS o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior arrests CPRARS o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Recent prior arrests CPRARSRT2 o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior drug arrests CPRARSDR o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior serious personal CPRARSPS o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior serious property CPRARSPP O. (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior weapons arrests CPRARSWP o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior convictions CPRCON o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior felony convictions CPRECONF o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior misdemeanor convictions CPRCONM o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior drug convictions CPRCONDR o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior serious personal 
convictions CPRCONPS o (none) -1 

1 (one or more) 1 

Prior serious property 
convictions CPRCONPP o (none) -1 

1 (one or more) 1 



Table A4.1 Coding of independent variables in logit analysis for Maricopa County Data (cont'd) 

Coding values 
Variable Label Variable Name Values/Names for logits 

Prior FI'A's CPRFTAS o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior pretrial release RPRTR o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

On probation or parole PROBPAR o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Self-reported alcohol abuse RALCOHOL o (none) ··1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior drug-related arrests: 
(1) No prior arrests PRIORARO o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 
(2) Non-drug arrests only PRIORARI o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 
(3) Drug arrests only PRIORAR2 o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 
(4) Drug and other arrests PRIORAR3 o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 

Drug charge/drug priors measures: 
(1) No drug charges, no prior 

arrests ClASS 1 o (no) -1 
1 (yes) 1 

(2) No drug charges, non-drug 
arrests only ClASS2 o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 
(3) No drug charges, drug arrests 

only ClASS3 o (no) -1 
1 (yes) 1 

(4) No drug charges, drug and 
other arrests ClASS4 o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 
(5) Drug charges, no prior 

arrests ClASS5 o (no) -1 
1 (yes) 1 

(6) Drug charges, any arrests ClASS6 o (no) -1 
1 (yes) 1 



Table A4.2 Coding of independent variables in logit analysis for Dade County 1984 Data 

Coding values 
Variable Label Variable Name Values/Names for logits 

Age, 21-25 vs. below 21 
or over 25 AGE2125 o (21- 25) -1 

1 (below 21 or over 25) 1 

Age, 40 and under 
vs. over 40 AGEGT40 o (40 and under) -1 

1 (over4O) 1 

Employment REMP o (no) -1 
1 (yes) 1 

Has telephone PHONE o (no) -1 
1 (yes) 1 

Local address RADDRESS o (no) -1 
1 (yes) 1 

Marital Status 
Single vs. other RMARITL2 o (single) -1 

1 (other) 1 

Race: 
(1) WhitejNon-white WHITE o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 
(2) Blade/Non-black BLACK o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 
(3) Hispanic/Non-hispanic o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 

Sex SEX o (male) -1 
1 (female) 1 

Assault charges ASSAULT o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Burglary charges BURGlARY o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Index charges INDEX o (none) -1 
1 (one or IT'.ore) 1 

Injury charges INJURY o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 



Table A42 Coding of independent variables in logit analysis for Dade County 1984 Data (cont'd) 

Variable Label Variable Name Values/Names 

Robbery charges ROBBERY o (none) 
1 (one or more) 

Weapons charges WEAPONS o (none) 
1 (one or more) 

Cocaine charges COKECHG o (none) 
1 (one or more) 

Marijuana charges MJCHG o (none) 
1 (one or more) 

Other drug charges OTHDRCHG o (none) 
1 (one or more) 

More serious drug charges MORSERDR o (none) 
1 (one or more) 

Less serious drug charges LESSERDR o (none) 
1 (one or more) 

Prior arrests CPRARS o (none) 
1 (one or more) 

Recent prior arrests CPRARSRTE o (none) 
1 (one or more) 

Prior drug arrests CPRARDRG o (none) 
1 (one or more) 

Prior serious personal CPRARSPS o (none) 
1 (one or more) 

Prior serious property CPRARSPP o (none) 
1 (one or more) 

Prior weapons arrests CPRARSWP o (none) 
1 (one or more) 

Prior convictions CPRCON o (none} 
1 (one or more) 

Prior felony convictions CPRCONF o (none) 
1 (one or more) 

Prior misdemeanor convictions CPRCONM o (none) 
1 (one or more) 

Coding values 
for logits 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 



Table A4.2 Coding of independent variables in logit analysis for Dade County 1984 Data (cont'd) 

Coding values 
Variable Label Variable Name Values/Names for logits 

Prior drug convictions CPRCONDR o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior serious person 
convictions CPRCONPS o (none) -1 

1 (one or more) 1 

Prior serious property 
convictions CPRCONPP o (none) -1 

1 (one or more) 1 

Prior felony Ff A's CPRFfAF o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior misdemeanor FfA's CPRFfAM o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior felony pretrial release RRPRPTR o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

On probation or parole PROBPAR o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior drug-related arrests: 
(1) No prior arrests PRIORARO o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 
(2) Non-drug arrests only PRIORARI o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 
(3) Drug arrests only PRIORAR2 o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 
(4) Drug and other arrests PRIORAR3 o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 



Table A4.2 Coding of indepe.ndent variables in logit analysis for Dade County 1984 Data (cont'd) 

Variable Label Variable Name 

Drug charge/drug priors measures: 
(1) No drug charges, other 

prior arrests CLASS 1 

(2) No drug charges, both 
prior arrests CLASS2 

(3) Drug charges, other prior 
arrests CLASS3 

(4) Drug charges, both prior 
arrests CLASS4 

(5) Other combinations CLASS5 

Values/Names 

o (no) 
1 (yes) 

o (no) 
1 (yes) 

o (no) 
1 (yes) 

o (no) 
1 (yes) 
o (no) 
1 (yes) 

Coding values 
for logits 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 
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Table A43 Coding of independent variables in logit analysis for Dade County 1987 Data 

Coding values 
Variable Label Variable Name Values/Names for logits 

Employment REMP o (no) 1-1 
1 (yes) 1 

Has Telephone RPHONE o (no) -1 
1 (yes) 1 

Race: 
(1) White/Non-white WHITE o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 
(2) Black/Non-black BlACK o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 

Sex SEX o (male) -1 
1 (female) 1 

Self-reported substance 
abuse - now RABUSEN o (none) -1 

1 (one or more) 1 

Assault charges ASSAULT o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Burglary charges BURGlARY o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Injury charges INJURY o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Weapons charges WEAPONS o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior arrests CPRARS o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Recent prior arrests RRPARR o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior serious personal RPSERPER o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior serious property RPSERPRO o (none). -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior drug arrests RPDRGARR o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 



Table A4.3 Coding of independent variables in logit analysis for Dade County 1987 Data (cont'd) 

Coding values 
Variable Label Variable Name Values/Names for logits 

Prior drug arrests - possession RPDRGPOS o (none) .. 1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior drug arrests -
misdemeanor RPDRGMSD o (none) -1 

1 (one or more) 1 

Prior weapons arrests DPWEAPOF o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior convictions RPRCONV o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior felony convictions RPRFCONV o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior misdemeanor convictions DPRCONVM o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior serious person 
convictions RPCONPER o (none) -1 

1 (one or more) 1 

Prior serious property 
convictions RPCONPRO o (none) -1 

1 (one or more) 1 

Prior drug convictions RPCONDRG o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Prior drug convictions -
possession RPCONDGP o (none) -1 

1 (one or more) 1 

Prior drug convictions -
misdemeanor RPCMSDR o (none) -1 

1 (one or more) 1 

Prior weapons convictions RPCONWP o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

PriorFTA's PRFTAS o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 

Outstanding warrants RWARR o (none) -1 
1 (one or more) 1 
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Table A43 Coding of independent variables in logit analysis for Dade County 1987 Data (cont' d) 

Coding values 
Variable Label Variable Name Values/Names for logits 

Presently on pretrial release RPRESPTR o (none) ~1 

1 (one or more) 1 

Prior drug-related arrests: 
(1) No prior arrests PRIORARO o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 
(2) Non-drug arrests only PRIORAR1 o (no) w1 

1 (yes) 1 
(3) Drug arrests only PRIORAR2 o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 
(4) Drug and other arrests PRIORAR3 o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 

Drug charge/drug priors measures: 
(1) No drug charges, other 

prior arrests CLASS 1 o (no) -1 
1 (yes) 1 

(2) No drug charges, both 
prior arrests CLASS2 o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 
(3) Drug charges, other prior 

arrests CLASS3 o (no) -1 
1 (yes) 1 

(4) Drug charges, both prior 
arrests CLASS4 o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 
(5) Other combinations CLASS5 o (no) -1 

1 (yes) 1 

Positive for cocaine COKE o (no) -1 
1 (yes) 1 

Positive for marijuana THC o (no) -1 
1 (yes) 1 

Positive for either EITHPOS o (no) -1 
1 (yes) 1 

Positive for both BOTHPOS o (no) -1 
1 (yes) 1 



-------------~----~-

Table A43 Coding of independent variables in logit analysis for Dade County 1987 Data (cont'd) 

Variable Label Variable Name 

Drug charge/drug priors/drug test 
measure: 
(1) No drug charges/no priors/ 

negative COMB1 

(2) Drug or other charges/no 
priors/positive COMB2 

(3) No drug charges/drug or 
other prior/negative COMB3 

(4) Drug or other charges/other 
priors/positive COMB4 

(S) Drug or other charges/ drug 
and other priors/positive COMBS 

(6) Other combinations COMB6 

Values/Names 

o (no) 
1 (yes) 

o (no) 
1 (yes) 

o (no) 
1 (yes) 

o (no) 
1 (yes) 

o (no) 
1 (yes) 
o (no) 
1 (yes) 

Coding values 
for logits 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 

-1 
1 



APPENDIXB 

Multivariate Tables for Chapter Four 



Table B4.1 Logit modeling of rearrest among cohort of 1984 Maricopa County felony defendants during 4-year follow-up: 
selected independent variables 

Model I Model II ModelID 
Independent Full Reduced Final 
Variables Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value 

Age, less than 26 
vs. 26 or over 0.168 (2.387) 0.200 (3.145) 0.197 (3.104) 

Sex -0.175 (-1.846) 
Race: 

(1) White/Non-white -0.061 (-0.932) 
Marital status -0.100 (-1.414) 
Local address 0338 (2.838) 0311 (2.721) 0.340 (3.006) 
Employment -0.060 (-0.877) 
Self-reported alcohol abuse .:.- 0.335 (2.248) 0.421 (2.967) 0.433 (3.061) 
DWl charges 0.224 (1.800) 
Prior arrests 0.121 (0.790) 0331 (4.284) 0311 (4.058) 
Recent prior arrests 0.093 (0.828) 
Prior serious personal 0.200 (1.309) 
Prior serious property 0.462 (2.793) 0.305 (3.045) 0320 (3.196) 
Prior drug arrests 0.037 (0.285) 
Prior convictions 0.007 (0.044) 
Prior felony convictions 0.098 (0.764) 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 0.140 (1.221) 0.182 (2.156) 0.199· (2.371) 
Prior serious personal convictions -0.198 (-1.089) 
Prior serious property convictions -0.245 (-1.274) 
Prior drug convictions 0.090 (0.609) 
Prior FI'A's -0.018 (-0.170) 
Prior pretrial release 0.188 (1.399) 
On probation or parole -0.067 (-0.593) 
Y intercept 0.735 (2.402) 0.657 (3.325) 0.656 (3.332) 
Log likelihood -712.448 -723.488 -728.700 
Goodness of fit chi-square 805.205 827.284 28.085 
P value 0.000 0.000 0.354 
DF 644 660 26 
Pseudo R2 (R2 =c/(N=c» 0.415 0.421 0.024 
N 1137 1137 1145 

[Note: See Table A4.1 in Appendix A for coding of variables for legit analysis.] 



Table B4.2 Logit modeling of rearrest among cohort of 1984 Maricopa County felony defendants during 4-year 
fo'tlow-up: selected indepedent variables (with prior drug-related arrests) 

Modell Modelll 
Independent Full Final 
Variables Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value 

Age, less than 26 
vs. 26 or over 0.206 (3.222) 0.203 (3.176) 

Local address 0.345 (3.025) 0.348 (3.059) 
Self-reported alcohol abuse ~~~ (2.955) 0.427 (2.986) 
Prior arrests ,/ 0.000 .J (0.000) 0.653 (6331) 
Prior serious property '----0:279 - (2.670) 0.276 (2.640) 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 0.134 (1.533) 
Prior drug-related arrests: 

(1) No prior arrests -0.307 (-2.945) 
~0~0 (2) Non-drug arrests 09 -0.021 (-0.196) (-3.122) 

(3) Drug arrests only -0.062 (0.000) -0.352 ... · (-2.905) 
(4) Drug and other arrests 0.259 (2.108) ~~ 

Y intercept 0.708 (3.109) 0.065 (0.273) 
Log likelihood -724.223 -725.403 
Goodness of fit chi-square 66.369 68.729 
P value 0.211 0.181 
DF 58 59 
Pseudo R2 (R2 =c/(N=c» 0.055 0.057 
N 1145 1145 

[Note: See Table A4.1 in Appendix A for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 



Table B4.3 Legit modeling of rearrest among cohort of 1984 Maricopa County felony defendants during 4-year 
follow-up: selected indepedent variables (with prior drug-related arrests and drug charge/drug prior 
measures) 

Independent 
Variables 

Age, less than 26 
vs. 26 or over 

Local address 
Self-reported alcohol abuse 
Prior arrests 
Prior serious property 
Prior drug-related arrests: 

Non-drug arrests only 
Drug arrests only 

Drug charge/drug priors measures: 
No drug charges, no prior 

arrests 
No drug charges, non-drug 

arrests only 
No drug charges, drug arrests 

only 
No drug charges, drug and 

other arrests 
Drug charges, no prior 

arrests 
Drug charges, any arrests 

Y intercept 
Log likelihood 
Goodness of fit chi-square 
P value 
DF 
Pseudo R2 (R2 =c/(N=c)) 
N 

Modell 
Full 

Coeff. t-value 

0.202 (3.142) 
0.346 (3.035) 
0.456 (3.163) 
0.864 (3.081) 
0.271 (2.591) 

-0.703 (-2.765) 
(3546 (-2.141) 

-0.084 (0.000) 

0.123 (0.509) 

-0.128 (0.000) 

-0.348 (-1.210) 

0.005 (0.046) 
0.008 (0.046) 

-0.568 (-0.821) 
-723.205 

51.689 
0.674 

57 
0.043 
1145 

[Note: See Table A4.1 in Appendix A for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 

Model II 

Coeff. t-value 

0.203 
0.348 
0.427 
0.653 
0.276 

-0.324 
-0.352 

0.065 
-725.403 

56.085 
0.654 

61 
0.047 
1145 

(3.176) 
(3.059) 
(2.986) 
(6.331) 
(2.640) 

(-3.122) 
(-2.905) 

(0.273) 



Table B4.4 Logit modeling of rearrest for index-offenses among cohort of 1984 Maricopa County felony defendants during 
4-year follow-up: selected independent variables 

Model I Model II Model III 
Independent Full Reduced Final 
Variables Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value 

Age, less than 26 
vs. 26 or over 0.277 (3.262) 0.308 (3.913) 0316 (4.030) 

Sex -0.189 (-1.438) 
WhitejNon-white 1.986 (11.67) 
Black/Non-black 2.408 (13.21) 0.453 (4315) 0.477 (4.557) 
Hispanic/Non-hispanic 2.176 (U.43) 0.217 (2.430) 0.224 (2.507) 
Native American/ 

Non-Native American 2.438 (0.000) 0.453 (2.729) 0.453 (2.740) 
Marital status -0.941 (-1.067) 
Employment -0.754 (-0.929) 
Robbery charges 0.222 (1.350) 
Burglary charges 0.314 (3.185) 0.338 (3.529) 0.363 (3.838) 
Assault charges 0.312 (3.366) 0.321 (3.562) 0.342 (3.829) 
DWl charges -0.246 (-1.470) -0.307 (-1.855) 
Prior arrests 0.256 (1.513) 0.230 (2.422) 0.214 (2.262) 
Recent prior arrests -0.064 (-0.507) 
Prior serious personal 0.155 (1.078) 
Prior serious property 0.063 (0.600) 
Prior weapons arrests 0.224 (1.361) 
Prior convictions -0.090 (-0.620) 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 0.338 (3.075) 0.308 (3.334) 0.302 (3.278) 
Prior serious personal convictions -0.227 (-1.282) 
Y intercept 3.811 (9.685) -0.374 (-1.360) -0.070 (-0.316) 
Log likelihood -533.318 -539.538 -542333 
Goodness of fit chi-square 689.797 702.236 U4.797 
P value 0.039 0.D35 0.009 
DF 626 636 90 
Pseudo R2 (R2=c/(N=c» 0.377 0.381 0.098 
N 1142 1142 1145 

[Note: See Table A4.1 in Appendix A for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 



Table B45 Logit modeling of rearrest for index-offenses among cohort of 1984 Maricopa County felony 
defendants during 4-year follow-up: selected independent variables (with prior drug-related arrests) 

Model I Model :Q 
Independent Full Final 
Variables Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value 

Age, less than 26 
vs. 26 or over 0.300 (0.079) 0.294 (3.729) 

Black/Non-black 0.468 (0.105) 0.476 (4534) 
Hispanic/Non-hispanic 0.218 (0.090) 0.220 (2.459) 
Native American/ 

Non-Native American 0.449 (0.166) 0.454 (2.740) 
Burglary charge,) 0.351 (0.095) 0352 (3.704) 
Assault charges 0331 (0.090) 0.325 (3.637) 
Prior arrests 0.000 (0.000) 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 0335 (0.097) 0.390 (4.799) 
Prior drug-related arrests: 

No prior arrests -0.069 (0.100) 
Non-drug arrests only 0.209 (0.000) 0.218 (2.730) 
Drug arrests only 0.008 (0.127) 
Drug and other arrests 0.065 (0.111) 

Y intercept 0.082 (0.268) 0.089 (Q.407) 
Log likelihood -540.720 -541.249 
Goodness of fit chi-square 183.179 184.239 
P value 0.006 0.007 
DF BS 140 
Pseudo R2 (R2 ::c/(N=c» 0.138 0.139 
N 1145 1145 

[Note: See Table A4.1 in Appendix A for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 



Table B4.6 Logit modeling of rearrest for index-offenses among cohort of 1984 Maricopa County felony 
defendants during 4-yea,t follow-up (with prior drug-related arrests and drug charge/drug prior 
measure) 

Modell 
Independent Full 
Variables eoeff. toT/alue 

Age, less than 26 
vs. 26 or over 0.294 (3.706) 

Black/Non-black 0.458 (4.344) 
Hispanic/Non-hispanic 0.214 (2.382) 
Native American/ 

Non-Native American 0.449 (2.705) 
Burglary charg~s 0.355 (3.629) 
Assault charges 0.338 (3.636) 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 0.328 (3.377) 
Non-drug arrests only 0.099 (0.468) 
Drug charge/drug; priors me~ures: 

No drug charges, no prior 
arrests 0.009 (0.055) 

No drug charges, non-drug 
arrests onl,y 0.167 (0.641) 

No drug charges, drug arrests 
only -0.029 (0.000) 

No drug charges, drug and 
other arrests 0.116 (0.676) 

Drug charges, no prior 
arrests -0.096 (-0.429) 

Drug charges, any arrests 0.213 (1.1340 
Y intercept 0.219 (0.414) 
Log likelihood -539.746 
Goodness of fit chi-square 244.837 
Pvalue 0.002 
DF 184 
Pseudo R2 (R2 =c/(N=c» 0.176 
N 1145 

[Note: See Table A4.1in Appendix A for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 

Model II 
Final 

eoeff. 

0.294 
0.476 
0.220 

0.454 
0.352 
0.325 
0.390 
0.218 

0.089 
-541.249 
247.844 

0.003 
189 

0.178 
1145 

t-value 

(3.729) 
(4.534) 
(2.459) 

(2.740) 
(3.704) 
(3.637) 
(4.799) 
(2.730) 

(0.407) 



Table B4.7 Logit modeling of rearrest for serious crimes against the person among cohort of 1984 Maricopa County felony 
defendants during 4-year follow-up: selected independent variables 

Independent 
Variables 

Age, less than 30 
vs. 30 or over 

Sex 
White/Non-white 
Black/Non-black 
Hispanic/Non-hispanic 
Native American/ 

Non-Native American 
Marital Status 
Index charges 
Robbery charges 
Weapons charges 
Assault charges 
Theft charges 
Drug charges 
Prior arrests 
Recent prior arrests 
Prior serious personal 
Prior weapons arrests 
Prior convictions 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 
Prior serious personal convictions 
Y intercept 
Log likelihood 
Goodness of fit chi-square 
P value 
DF 
Pseudo R2 (R2 =c/(N=c» 
N 

Model I 
Full 

Coeff. t-value 

0.297 (2.936) 
-0.230 (-1.624) 
1.835 (10.08) 
2.231 (11.40) 
2.049 (10.940 

2.170 (0.000) 
-0.087 (-0.971) 
-0.027 (0.245) 
0.263 (1.462) 

-0.013 (-0.094) 
0.369 (3.269) 

-0.272 (-2.138) 
-0.142 (-1.219) 
0.314 (1.829) 

-0.117 (-0.906) 
0.500 (3.485) 

.247 (1.480) 
-0.209 (-1.383) 
0.224 (1.899) 

-0.227 (-1.300) 
2.972 (7.849) 

-488.867 
624.032 

0.105 
581 

0.353 
1142 

ModelTI 
Reduced 

Coeff. t-value 

0.308 (3278) 

0.408 (4.008) 
0.238 (2.730) 

0.365 (2.723) 

0.412 (2.966) 

0.472 (5.451) 

0.435 (4.695) 

0.219 (2.523) 

0.000 
-497.306 
640.911 

0.085 
593 

0.359 
1142 

[Note: See Table A4.1 in Appendix A for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 

ModelITI 
Final 

Coeff. t-value 

0311 (3.261) 

0.348 (3.149) 
0.189 (2.063) 

0387 (2.400) 

0.457 (5.158) 

0.443 (4.781) 

0.219 (2.518) 

-0.424 (-2.170) 
-498.469 
106.565 

0.018 
78 

0.085 
1142 



Table B4.8 Logit modeling of rearrest for serious crimes against the person among cohort of 1984 Maricopa 
County felony defendants during 4-year follow-up: selected independent variables (with prior drug
related arrests) 

Model I Model II 
Independent Full Final 
Variables Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value 

Age, less than 30 
vs. 30 or over 0312 (3.261) 0307 (3.218) 

Black/Non-black 0355 (3.1%) 0.343 (3.100) 
Hispanic/Non-hispanic 0.188 (2.046) 0.183 (1.992) 
Robbery charges 0.380 (2334) 0.368 (2.278) 
Assault charges 0.467 (5.200) 0.464 (5.214) 
Prior serious personal 0.417 (3.914) 03n (3.859) 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 0.245 (2379) 0.221 (2544) 
Prior drug-related arrests: 

No prior arrests 0.014 (0.000) 
Non-drug arrests only 0.168 (1.427) 0.183 (2.075) 
Drug arrests only 0.110 (0.777) 
Drug and other arrests -0.0% (-0.635) 

y intercept -0.345 (-1.383) -0.415 (-2.122) 
Log likelihood -495.472 -496.356 
Goodness of fit chi-square 191.870 193.638 
P value 0.002 '0.003 
DF 140 142 
Pseudo R2 (R2=c/(N=c» 0.144 0.145 
N 1142 1142 

[Note: See Table A4.1 in Appendix A for coding of variables for Iogit analysis.] 



Table B4.9 Logit modeling of rearrest for serious crimes against the person among cohort of 1984 Maricopa 
County felony defendants during 4-year follow-up: selected independent varibales (with prior drug
related arrests and drug charge/ drug prior measure) 

Modell 
Independent Full 
Variables Coeff. t-value 

Age, less than 30 
vs. 30 or over 0.3U (3.251) 

Black/~on-black 0.351 (3.156) 
Hispanic/Non-hispanic 0.193 (2.087) 
Robbery charges 0.371 (2.269) 
Assault charges 0.445 (4.850) 
Prior serious personal 0.403 (3.849) 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 0.242 (2.345) 
Prior drug-related arrests: 

Non-drug arrests only 0.356 (1.554) 
Drug charge/drug priors measures: 

No drug charges, no prior 
arrests 0.118 (0.580) 

No drug charges, non-drug 
arrests only -0.134 (-0.425) 

No drug charges, drug arrests 
only 0.176 (0.751) 

No drug charges, drug and 
other arrests 0.018 (0.077) 

Drug charges, no prior 
arrests -0.103 (0.000) 

Drug charges, any arrests -0.007 (-0.029) 
Y intercept -0.281 (-0.442) 
Log likelihood -495.004 
Goodness of fit chi-square 222.941 
P value 0.016 
DF 180 
Pseudo R2 (R2= c/(N= c» 0.163 
N 1142 

[Not..-·, See Table A4.1 in Appendix A for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 

Coeff. 

0.307 
0.343 
0.183 
0.368 
0.464 
0.377 
0.221 

0.183 

-0.415 
-496.356 
225.646 

0.022 
185 

0.165 
1142 

Model II 
Final 

t-value 

(3.218) 
(3.100) 
(1.992) 
(2.278) 
(5.214) 
(3.859) 
(2.544) 

(2.075) 

(-2.U2) 



Table B4.10 Logit modeling of rearrC"..st among cohort of 1984 Dade County defendants during 4-year follow-up: selected 
independent variables 

Modell Model II Modelffi 
Independent Full Reduced Final 
Variables Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value 

Age, 21-25 vs. other 0.073 (0.832) 
Sex -0.372 (-3.446) -0.354 (-3.447) -0.354 (-3.447) 
Black/Non-black 0.104 (1.308) 
Marital status -0.154 (-1.342) 
Local address 0.316 (1.928) 0.320 (1.990) 0.320 (1.990) 
Has telephone -0.114 (-1501) 
Employment -0.221 (-2.277) -0.210 (-2.238) -0.210 (-2.238) 
Burglary charges 0.050 (0.3731) 
Weapons charges -0.073 (-0.7734) 
Drug charges 

(1'593 
(-1.559) -0.638 (-2.460) -0.638 (-2.460) 

Less serious drug charges 0.645 (2.055) 0.713 (2.380) 0.713 (2.380) 
More serious drug charges 0.772 (2.219) 0569 (2.069) 0569 (2.069) 
Marijuana charges -0.025 (-0.078) 
Cocaine charges -0.287 (0.827) 
Prior arrests 0.155 (1.047) 
Recent prior arrests 0.314 (2.414) 0.436 (2.069) 0.436 (2.988) 
Prior serious personal -0.165 (-1.419) 
Prior serious property 0.277 (1.929) 0.311 (4.988) 0.311 (2.792) 
Prior drug arrests 0.149 (1.099) 
Prior weapons arrests 0.030 (0.226) 
Prior convictions -0.045 (-0.200) 
Prior felony convictions 0.044 (0.265) 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 0.400 (2.066) 0500 (2.792) 0500 (5.652) 
Prior serious person 

convictions 0.236 (1.075) 
Prior serious property 

convictions -0.061 (-0.272) 
Prior weapons convictions 0.119 (0.572) 
Prior drug convictions -0.013 (-0.082) 
Prior felony FTA's 0.046 (0.211) 
Prior misdemeanor FTA's 0.227 (0.975) 
Prior felony pretrial release 0.382 (0.674) 
Prior FTA's -0.164 (0.633) 
On probation or parole -0.084 (-0.464) 
Y intercept 0.995 (1.214) 0.587 (1585) 0.587 (1.585) 
Log likelihood -550.173 -558.392 -558.392 
Goodness of fit chi-square 792.516 808.954 78.189 
P value 0.000 0.000 0.378 
DF 650 673 75 
Pseudo R2 (R2=c/(N=c» 0.454 0.459 0.076 
N 954 954 954 

[Note: See Table A4.2 in Appendix A for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 



Table B4.11 Logit modeling of rearrest among cohort of 1984 Dade County defendants during 4-year follow-up: 
selected independent variables (with prior drug4 related arrests) 

Independent 
Variables 

Sex 
Local address 
Employment 
Drugs charges 
Less serious drug charges 
More serious drug charges 
Recent prior arrests 
Prior serious property 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 
Prior drug-related arrests: 

No prior arrests 
Non-drug arrests only 
Drug arrests only 
Drug and other arrests 

y intercept 
Log likelihood 
Goodness of fit chi-square 
P value 
DF 
Pseudo R2 (R2 = c/(N = c» 
N 

Model I 
Full 

Coeff. t-value 

-0336 
0.286 

-0.211 
-0.654 
0.723 
0.576 
0341 
0.289 
0.446 

0.257 
0.359 
0.392 
0.479 
1.407 

-557.161 
139.375 

0.271 
130 

0.127 
954 

(-3.252) 
(1.722) 

(-2.234) 
(-2.514) 
(2.403) 
(2.089) 
(2.723) 
(2.555) 
(4558) 

(0.644) 
(0.863) 
(0.902) 
(1.121) 
(1.499) 

[Note: See Table A4.2 in Appendix A for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 

Model IT 

Coeff. t-value 

-0354 
0320 

-0.210 
-0.638 
0.713 
0.569 
0.436 
0311 
0.500 

0.587 
-558392 
141.837 

0.305 
134 

0.129 
954 

(-3.447) 
(1.990) 

(-2.238) 
(-2.460) 
(2.380) 
(2.069) 
(4.988) 
(2.792) 
(5.652) 

(1.585) 



Table B4.12 Logit modeling of rearrest among 1984 Dade County defendants during 4-year follow-up: selected 
independent variables (with prior drug-related arrests and drug charge/drug priors measure) 

Modell Model n 
Independent Full Final 
Variables Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value 

Sex -0.337 (-3.252) -0.354 (3.447) 
Local address 0.283 (1.698) 0.320 (1.990) 
Employment -0.201 (-2.122) -0.210 (-2.238) 
Drug charges -0.641 (-2.146) 0.638 (-2.460) 
Less serious drug cbarges 0.707 (2.309) 0.713 (2.380) 
More serious drug cbarges 0545 (1.950) 0569 (2.069) 
Recent prior arrests 0.381 (3.254) 0.436 (4.988) 
Prior serious property 0.295 (2581) 0.311 (2.792) 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 0.469 (4.937) 0500 (5.652) 
Drug charge/drug priors measures: 

No drug charges, other 
prior arrests 0.272 (0.652) 

No drug charges, both 
prior arrests 0.489 (1.139) 

Drug charges, other prior 
arrests 0525 (1.183) 

Drug charges, both priors 
arrests 0.247 (0.547) 

Other combinations 0.269 (0.675) 
Y intercept 1.759 (1.309) 0587 (1.585) 
Log likelihood . -555.403 -558.392 
Goodness of fit chi-square 132.459 138.436 
P value 0.307 0.290 
DF 125 130 
Pseudo R2 (R2=c/(N=c) 0.122 0.127 
N 954 954 

[Note: See Table A4.2 in Appendix A for coding of variables for logit analysis.) 



Table B4.13 Logit modeling of rearrest for index-offenses among cohort of 1984 Dade County defe::1dants during 4-year 
follow-up: selected independent variables 

Model I Model II Model ill 
Independent Full Reduced Final 
Variables Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value 

Age, 40 and under vs. 
over 40 -0.582 (-3.572) -0.582 (-3.682) -0.582 (-3.682) 

Sex -0.275 (-1.917) -0.327 (-2.423) 0.327 (-2.423) 
Black/~on-black -0.037 (-0.165) 
White/~on-white 0.212 (-0.906) 
Hispanic/~on-hispanic -0.052 (-0.234) 
Has Telephone -0.001 (-0.011) 
Burglary charges -0.059 (0.331) 
Weapons charges 0.207 (1.690) 0.235 (2.352) 0.235 (2.352) 
Index charges 0.020 (0.139) 
Robbery charges 0.524 (2.0340 0.526 (2.384) 0.526 (2.384) 
Drug charges -0.200 (-1.082) 
More serious drug charges 0.147 (0.672) 
Prior arrests -0.013 (-0.062) 
Recent prior arrests 0.393 (2.297) 0.448 (1.034) 0.448 (4.034) 
Prior serious personal 0.044 (0.366) 
Prior serious property 0.126 (0.943) 
Prior drug arrests 0.106 (0.753) 
Prior weapons arrests 0.168 (1.224) 
Prior convictions -0.161 (-0.606) 
Prior felony convictions -0.031 (-0.186) 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 0.593 (2.577) 0.483 (4.674) 0.483 (4.674) 
Prior serious person 

convictions 0.002 (-0.010) 
Prior serious property 

convictions -0.098 (-0.482) 
Prior drug convictions -0.083 (-0.530) 
Prior weapons convictions -0.215 (-1.106) 
Prior felony PTA's 0.014 (0.100) 
Prior misdemeanor PTA's 0.034 (0.2%) 
On probation or parole -0.022 (-0.125) 
Y intercept -1.668 (-3.084) -1.537 (-5.142) -1.537 (-5.142) 
Log likelihood -417.653 -422.591 -422.591 
Goodness of fit chi-square 655.152 665.027 23.830 
Pvalue 0.082 0.148 0.780 
DF 606 628 30 
Pseudo R2 (R2=c/(~=c» 0.407 0.413 0.024 
~ 954 954 954 

[~ote: See Table A4.2 in Appendix A for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 



Table B4.14 Logit modeling of rearrest for index-offenses among cohort of 1984 Dade County dl~fendants during 4-
year follow-up: selected independent variables (with prior drug-related arrests) 

Independent 
Variables 

Age, 40 and under vs. 
over 40 

Sex 
Weapons charges 
Robbery charges 
Recent pdor arrests 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 
Prior drug-related arrests: 

No prior arrests 
Non-drug arrests only 
Drug arrests only 
Drug and other arrests 

y intercept 
Log likelihood 
Goodness of fit chi-square 
P value 
DF 
Pseudo R2 (R2 =c/(N=c» 
N 

Model I 
Full 

Coeff. t-value 

-0.588 
-0.326 
0.236 
0.525 
0.439 
0.479 

0.159 
0.153 
0.072 
0.178 

-1.289 
-422.414 

74.497 
0.429 

73 
0.072 

954 

(-3.705) 
(-2398) 
(2332) 
(2.371) 
(2.619) 
(4.164) 

(0.302) 
(0.278) 
(0.127) 
(0.318) 

(-1.141) 

[Note: See Table A4.2 in Appendix A for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 

Model II 
Final 

Coeff. t-value 

-0.582 
-0327 
0.235 
0.526 
0.448 
0.483 

-1.537 
-422.591 

74.851 
0.548 

77 
0.073 

954 

(-3.682) 
(-2.423) 
(2.352) 
(2.384) 
(4.034) 
(4.674) 

(-5.142) 



Table B4.15 Logit modeling of rearrests for index-offenses among cohort of 1984 Dade County defendants during 4-
year follow-up: selected independent variables (with prior drug-related arrests and drug charges/drug 
priors measure) 

Independent 
Variables 

Age, 40 and under vs. 
over 40 

Sex 
Weapons charges 
Robbery charges 
Recent prior arrests 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 
Drug charge/drug priors measures: 

No drug charges, other 
prior arrests 

No drug charges, both 
prior arrests 

Drug charges, other prior 
arrests 

Drug charges, both prior 
arrests 

Other combinations 
y intercept 
Log likelihood 
Goodness of fit chi-square 
P value 
DF 
Pseudo R2 (R2 =c/(N=c» 
N 

Model I 
Full 

Coeff. t-value 

-0595 (-3.728) 
-0.327 (-2.392) 
0.229 (2.255) 
0.499 (2.225) 
0.423 (2.817) 
0.477 (4.313) 

0.133 (0.244) 

0.273 (0.495) 

0.368 (0.659) 

-0.{)70 (-0.123) 
0.147 (0.280) 

-1.056 (-0.635) 
-419.978 
101.017 

0.222 
91 

0.096 
954 

[Note: See Table A4.2 in Appendix A for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 

Model n 

Coeff. t-value 

-0582 
-0.327 
0.235 
0526 
0.448 
0.483 

-1.537 
-422.591 
106.242 

0.223 
96 

0.100 
954 

(-3.682) 
(-2.423) 
(2.352) 
(2.384) 
(4.034) 
(4.674) 

(-5.142) 



Table B4.16 Logit modeling of rearrest for serious crimes against the person among cohort of 1984 Dade County 
defendants during 4-year follow-up: selected independent variables 

Modell Model II Model ill 
Independent Full Reduced Final 
Variables Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value 

Age, 40 and under vs. 
over 40 -0376 (-2.477) -0376 (-2554) -0376 (-2554) 

Sex -0.308 (-2.111) -0340 (-2.423) -0340 (-2.423) 
Black/Non-black 0.172 (1.867) O.ln (1.988) O.ln (1.988) 
Black/Non-black 0.233 (2.040) 0314 (3.129) 0.314 (3.129) 
Index charges -0.001 (-0.012) 
Robbery charges 0.536 (2.179) 0.622 (2.833) 0.622 (2.833) 
Assault charges 0.336 (1.565) 0.462 (2.471) 0.462 (2.471) 
Injury charges 0.154 (1.096) 
Marijuana charges 0.087 (0.515) 
Cocaine charges -0.176 (-1.063) 
Other drug charges -0.464 (-0.822) 
Prior arrests 0.127 (0.644) 
Recent prior arrests 0.319 (1.946) 0.443 (3.963) 0.443 (3.963) 
Prior serious personal 0.128 (1.059) 
Prior serious property 0.039 (0.281) 
Prior drug arrests 0.114 (0.8(r.s') 
Prior weapons arrests 0.064 (0.522) 
Prior convictions -0.190 (-0.738) 
Prior felony convictions -0.010 (-0.063) 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 0.433 (1.924) 0.383 (3.639) 0.383 (3.639) 
Prior serious person 

convictions -0.100 (-0.490) 
Prior serious property 

convictions -0.007 (-0.036) 
Prior drug convictions 0.001 (-0.008) 
Prior felony FTA's -0.183 (-1.268) 
Prior misdemeanor FTA's 0.110 (0.941) 
On probation or parole 0.166 (0.932) 
Y intercept -1.382 (-1.770) -0.884 (-2.605) -0.884 (-2.605) 
Log likelihood -407.390 -413.015 -413.015 
Goodness of fit chi-square 589.700 600.951 81.683 
P value 0.054 0.082 0.228 
DF 536 554 73 
Pseudo R2 (R2 = c/(N= c» 0.382 0.386 0.079 
N 954 954 954 

[Note: See Table A4.2 in Appendix A for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 



Table B4.17 Logit modeling of rearrest for serious crimes against the person among cohort of 1984 Dade County 
felony defendants during 4-year follow-up: selected independent variables (with prior drug-related 
arrests) 

Independent 
Variables 

Age, 40 and under vs. 
over 40 

Sex 
BlackjN on-black 
Weapons charges 
Robbery charges 
Assault charges 
Recent prior arrests 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 
Prior drug-related arrests: 

No prior arrests 
Non-drug arrests only 
Drug arrests only 
Drug and other arrests 

y intercept 
Log likelihood 
Goodness of fit chi-square 
P value 
DF 
Pseudo R2 (R2 = c/(N= c» 
N 

Modell 
Full 

Coeff. t-value 

-0392 
-0327 
-0.176 
0.300 
0.606 
0.449 
0.343 
0333 

0.054 
0.170 
0.133 
0.275 

-0.593 
-412.313 
140.688 

0.420 
138 

0.129 
954 

(-2.648) 
(-2317) 
(1.968) 
(2.955) 
(2.745) 
(2.386) 
(2.117) 
(2.892) 

(0.102) 
(0.309) 
(0.233) 
(0.493) 

(-0.526) 

[Note: See Table A4.2 in Appendix A for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 

~'" 

Model II 

Coeff. t-value 

-0376 
-0.340 
0.177 
0314 
0.622 
0.462 
0.443 
0.383 

-0.884 
-413.015 
142.092 

0.482 
142 

0.130 
954 

(-2554) 
(-2.423) 
(1.9&q) 
(3.129) 
(2.833) 
(2.471) 
(3.96~) 
(3.639) 

(-2.605) 



Table B4.18 Logit modeling of rearrest for serious crimes against the person among cohort of 1984 Dade County 
defendants during 4-year follow-up: selected imdependent variables (with prior drug-related arrests 
and drug charge/drug priors measure) 

Mode! I Model IT 
Independent Full Final 
Variables Coeff. t-vaIue Coeff. t-value 

Age, less than 40 
over 40 -0.400 (-2.682) -0.403 (-2.708) 

Sex -0.337 (-2.376) -0326 (-2.314) 
Black/Non-black 0.168 (1.873) 0.177 (1.977) 
Weapons charges 0.293 (2.873) 0.292 (2.882) 
Robbery charges 0.575 (2.572) 0.579 (2.595) 
Assault charges 0.430 (2.272) 0.447 (2.381) 
Recent prior arrests 0.364 (2.412) 0.393 (3.413) 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 0.345 (3.066) 0.341 (3.167) 
Drug charge/dr1.!5!; priors measures: 

No drug charges, other 
prior arrests 0.131 (0.240) 

No drug charges, both 
prior arrests 0.335 (0.606) 0.226 (2.058) 

Drug charges, other prior 
arrests 0.254 (0.452) 

Drug charges, both prior 
arrests -0.081 (-0.140) 

Other combinations 0.070 (0.133) 
y intercept -0.556 (-0.334) -0.820 (-2.393) 
Log likelihood -409.919 -410.924 
Goodness of fit chi-square 180.703 182.713 
P value 0.176 0.207 
DF 164 168 
Pseudo R2 (R2 = c/(N= c» 0.159 0.161 
N 954 954 

[Note: See Table A4.2 in Appendix A for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 



Table B4.19 Logit modeling of rearrest among cohort of 1987 Dade County felony defendants during 18-month follow-up: 
selected independent variables 

Modell Model II ModelID 
Independent Full Reduced Final 
Variables Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value 

Burglary charges 0.202 (2.008) 0.189 (1.908) 0.228 (2.357) 
Injury charges -0.023 (-0.176) 
Assault charges -0.219 (-1.555) -0.232 (2.251) -0.241 (-2.382) 
Sex -0.036 (-0.308) 
White/Non-white -0.151 (-1.692) -0.133 (-1.512) 
Age, 26-40 V$. under 26 

or over 40 0.009 (0.114) 
Has telephone -0.211 (-2.597) -0.204 (-2.561) -0.211 (-2.n9) 
Employment -0.182 (-2.172) -0.176 (-2.173) 
Self-reported substance abuse -

past year -0.641 (-1.849) -0.654 (-1.974) 
Self-reported substance abuse 0.718 (1.994) 0.755 (2.246) 
Self-reported cocaine abuse 0.076 (0.455) 
Prior arrests -0.105 (-0.607) 
Recent prior arrests 0.697 (4.831) 0.607 (6.261) 0.609 (6.509) 
Prior serious personal 0.244 (2.376) 0.200 (2.184) 0.216 (2.402) 
Prior serious property 0.225 (2.120) 0.150 (1.690) 
Prior drug arrests 0.299 (0.832) 
Prior drug arrests - possession -0.298 (-0.831) 
Prior drug arrests - misdemeanors 0.301 (1.654) 0.374 (2.648) 0.286 (2.162) 
Prior weapons arrests 0.368 (2.968) 0.361 (2.998) 0.368 (3.110) 
Prior convictions -0.254 (-1.361) 
Prior felony convictions 0.163 (1.011) 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 0.495 (3.137) 0.297 (3.259) 0.301 (3.626) 
Prior serious person 

convictions -0.207 (-1.301) 
Prior serious property 

convictions -0.179 (-1.193) 
Prior drug convictions 0.459 (1.000) 
Prior drug convictions -

possession -0.683 (-1.502) -0.215 (-1.914) 
Prior drug convictions -

misdemeanor 0.029 (0.105) 
Prior weapons convictions -0.344 (-1.888) -0.343 (-1.955) -0.363 (-2.095) 
Prior FTA's 0.281 (1.743) 
Outstanding warrants 0.302 (2.088) 0.458 (4.433) 0.432 (4.280) 
Presently on pretrial release -0.148 (-1.540) 
Y intercept 0.128 (0.350) 0.280 (1.134) 0.337 (1.506) 
Log likelihood -529.900 -535.821 -546.743 
Goodness of fit chi-square 892.98 904.823 678.578 
P value 0.016 0.021 0.007 
DF 805 820 591 
Pseudo R2 (R2=c/(N=c» 0.473 0.477 0.405 
N 994 994 998 

[Note: See Table A4.3 for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 



,., 

Table B4.20 Logit modeling of rearrest among cohort of 1987 Dade County felony defendants during IS-month 
follow-up: selected independent variabl~ (with prior drug-related arrests) 

Model I Model II 
Independent Full Final 
Variables Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value 

Burglary charges 0.219 (2.258) 0.219 (2.257) 
Assault charges -0.243 (-2396) -0.244 (-2.414) 
Has telephone -0.213 (-2.785) -0.213 (-2.789) 
Recent prior arrests 0.639 (4.572) 0.645 (6.752) 
Prior serious personal 0.193 (2.101) 0.194 (2.U4) 
Prior drug arrests - misdemeanors 0.310 (2.216) 0.321 (2.376) 
Prior weapons arrests 0.355 (2.960) 0359 (3.028) 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 0.260 (2.860) 0.267 (3.133) 
Prior weapons convictions -0.358 (-2.060) -0.357 (-2.056) 
Outstanding warrants 0.425 (4.190) 0.426 (4.208) 
Prior drug-related arrests: 

No prior arrests 0.027 (0.1450) 
Non-drug arrests only 0.027 (0.2837) 
Drug arrests only .. 0.318 (-1.701) -0.356 (-2.028) 
Drug and other arrests 0.056 ... 

Y intercept 0.071 (0.2141) 0.009 (0.032) 
Log likelihood -544.545 -544.594 
Goodness of fit chi-square 304.501 304.599 
P value 0.U3 0.140 
DF 277 279 
Pseudo R2 (R2 =c/(N=c» 0.234 0.234 
N 998 998 

... Did not pass the tolerance test. 
[Note: See Table A4.3 for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 



Table B4.21 Logit modeling of rearrest among cohort of 1987 Dade COUDty felony defendants during 18-month 
follow-up: selected independent variables (with prior drug-related arrests and drug charge/drug priors 
measure) 

Model I 
Independent Full 
Variables Coeff. t-value 

Burglary charges 0.242 (2310) 
Assault charges -0.217 (-2.009) 
Has telephone -0.224 (-2.918) 
Recent prior arrests 0.652 (4.616) 
Prior serious personal 0:184 (1.992) 
Prior drug arrests - misdemeanors 0.311 (2.188) 
Prior weapons arrests 0.371 (3.071) 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 0.264 (2.888) 
Prior weapons convictions -0374 (-2.147) 
Outstanding warrants 0.434 (4.271) 
Prior drug-related arrests: 

Drug arrests only -0358 (-1.582) 
Drug charge/drug priors measures: 

No drug charges, other 
prior arrests -1.424 (-10.31) 

No drug charges, both 
prior arrests -1.254 (-8318) 

Drug charges, other prior 
arrests -1.143 * 

Drug charges, both prior 
arrests -1.425 (-9.047) 

Other combinations -1.328 (-7.073) 
y intercept -3.893 (-10.22) 
Log likelihood -540.947 
Goodness of fit chi-square 374.081 
P value 0.080 
DF 337 
Pseudo R2 (R2= c/(N = c» 0.273 
N 998 

* Did not pass the tolerance test. 
[Note: See Table A4.3 for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 

Coeff. 

0.219 
-0.244 
-0.213 
0.645 
0.194 
0321 
0.359 
0.267 

-0357 
0.426 

0.356 

0.009 
-544.594 
381.376 

0.065 
341 

0.276 
998 

Model II 
Final 

t-value 

(2.257) 
(-2.414) 
(-2.789) 
(6.752) 
(2.124) 
(2376) 
(3.028) 
(3.133) 

(-2.056) 
(4.208) 

(-2.028) 

(0.032) 



Table B4.22 Logit modeling of rearrest among cohort of 1987 Dade County felony defendants during 18-month 
follow-up: selected independent variables (with prior drug-related arrests and drug test results) 

Modell 
Independent Full 
Variables Coeff. t-value 

Burglary charges 0330 (2.833) 
Assault charges -0.132 (-1.062) 
Has telephone -0.182 (-1.999) 
Prior arrests 0.667 (6.040) 
Prior serious personal 0.158 (1.432) 
Prior drug arrests - misdemeanors 0.343 (2.132) 
Prior weapons arrests 0.308 (2.139) 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 0.214 (2.086) 
Prior weapons convictions -0.137 (-0.6426) 
Outstanding warrants 0356 (2.915) 
Positive for cocaine 0.314 (0.1782) 
Eositive for marijuana 0.515 * 

/Positive for either 0.363 (1.871) 
Positive for both -0.085 (-0.8302) 
Prior drug-related arrests: 

Drug arrests only -0.309 (1.454) 
Y intercept 0.051 (0.1495) 
Log likelihood -388.322 
Goodness of fit chi-square 300.636 
P value 0.430 
DF 297 
Pseudo R2 (R2 =c/(N=c» 0.295 
N 718 

* Did not pass tolerance test. 
[Note: See Table A4.3 for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 

Coeff. 

0.357 

-0.181 
0.700 

0.344 
0.259 

0.365 

0.394 

0.249 
-393.324 
310.641 

0.384 
304 

0.302 
718 

Model II 
Final 

t-value 

(1.429) 

(0.8344) 
(2.015) 

(1.410) 
(1.295) 

(1.441) 

(1.483) 

(1.283) 



Table B4.23 Logit modeling of rearrest among cohort of 1987 Dade County felony defendants during 18-month 
follow-up: selected independent variables (with prior drug-related arrests, drug test results, and drug 
charge/drug priors/drug test measure) 

Independent 
Variables 

Burglary charges 
Has telephone 
Recent prior arrests 
Prior weapons arrests 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 
Outstanding warrants 
Positive for either 

Model I 
Full 

Coeff. t-value 

0.365 (3.233) 
-0.181 (-2.023) 
0.663 (4.483) 
0.341 (2.901) 
0.229 (2.144) 
0.368 (3.049) 
0.243 (1.299) 

Drug charge/drug priors/drug test measure: 
No drug charges/no priors/ 

negative -0.205 (-0.760) 
Drug or other charges/no 

priors/positive -0.078 (-0398) 
No drug charges/drug or 

other prior/negative -0.212 (-0.935) 
Drug or other charges/other 

priors/positive 0.033 (0.000) 
Drug or other charges/ drug 

and other priors/positive -0.010 (-0.081) 
Other combinations -0.076 (-0.473) 

Y intercept -0.092 (-0.199) 
Log likelihood -392.041 
Goodness of fit chi-square 141.188 
P value 0.184 
DF 127 
Pseudo R2 (R2 =c/(N=c» 0.165 
N 717 

[Note: See Table A4.3 for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 

Modelll 
Final 

Coeff. t-value 

0.360 
-0.185 
0.700 
0348 
0.254 
0.368 
0.392 

0.252 
-392.789 
142.685 

0.248 
132 

0.166 
717 

(3.212) 
(-2.074) 
(6.700) 
(3.011) 
(2.621) 
(3.063) 
(3.245) 

(1.325) 



Table B4.24 Logit modeling of rearrest among cohort of Dade County 1987 felony defendants during 18-month 
follow-up: selected independent variables (with prior drug-related arrests and drug charge/drug 
priors/drug test measure) 

Independent 
Variables 

Burglary charges 
Has telephone 
Recent prior arrests 
Prior weapons arrests 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 
Outstanding warrants 

Modell 
Full 

Coeff. t-value 

0.354 (3.146) 
-0.183 (-2.051) 
0.660 (4.487) 
0.323 (2.769) 
0.222 (2.107) 
0.375 (3.106) 

Drug charge/drug priors/drug test measure: 
No drug charges/no priors/ 

negative -0.290 (-1.230) 
Drug or other charges/no 

priors/positive 0'(x)3 (0.017) 
No drug charges/drug or 

other prior/negative -0.315 (-1.905) 
Drug or other charges/other 

priors/positive 0.120 (0.000) 
Drug or other charges/ drug 

and other priors/positive 0.098 (0.812) 
Other combinations -0.066 (-0.448) 

Y intercept 0.042 (0.098) 
Log likelihood -395.386 
Goodness of fit chi-square 124.681 
P value 0.194 
DF 112 
Pseudo R2 (R2= c/(N= c» 0.147 
N 722 

[Note: See Table A4.3 for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 

Model II 
Final 

Coeff. t-value 

0.350 
-0.195 
0.758 
0.343 
0.266 
0.388 

-0.380 

0.179 
-397.570 
129.051 

0.192 
116 

0.152 
722 

(3.159) 
(-2.197) 
(7.171) 
(2.983) 
(2.747) 
(3.213) 

(-2.453) 

(0.825) 



Table B4.25 Logit modeling of rearrest for index offenses among cohort of 1987 Dade County felony defendants during 18-
month follow-up: selected independent variables 

Model I Model II Model III 
Independent Full Reduced Final 
Variables Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value. 

Weapons charges -0.284 (-1.669) 
Burglary charges 0334 (3.041) 0.450 (4.719) 0.474 (5,023) 
Assault charges -0.116 (-0.787) 
Drug charges, more serious -0.159 (-1315) 
Sex -0.127 (-0.813) 
White/Non-white -0.121 (-0.793) 
Black/Non~black 0.163 (1273) 0.225 (2.458) 0.226 (2.484) 
Has telephone -0214 (-2.187) 
Employment -0.288 (-2.820) -0.280 (-2.946) -0.278 (-2.947) 
Self-reported substance abuse 0.229 (2.115) 
Prior arrests -0.542 (-1318) 
Recent prior arrests 1.189 (3.228) 0.859 (4.952) 0.878 (5.258) 
Prior serious personal 0399 (3.722) 0389 (4.277) 0.389 (4.348) 
Prior serious property 0.158 (1327) 
Prior drug arrests 0.184 (0.562) 
Prior drug arrests - possession -0.248 (-0.769) 
Prior drug arrests - misdemeanors 0.279 (1.829) 0.281 (2.196) 0.286 (2.289) 
Prior weapons arrests 0.076 (0.708) 
Prior convictions -0.457 (-2.044) -0397 (-2.031) 
Prior felony convictions -0.064 (-0392) 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 0.449 (2.427) 0.472 (2.712) 
Prior serious person 

convictions 0.040 (0.273) 
Prior serious property 

convictions 0.198 (1340) 0.306 (2.888) 0.287 (2.960) 
Prior drug convictions 0378 (1.032) 
Prior drug convictions -

possession -0.195 (-0.536) 
Prior PTA's -0.166 (-1.037) 
Outstanding warrants 0.210 (1.398) 
Presently on pretrial release -0.013 (-0.129) 
Y intercept -1.635 (-4.317) -1.384 (-6.389) -1.433 (-6.813) 
Log likelihood -395.749 -407.479 -412.611 
Goodness of fit chi-square 760.010 783.471 88.764 
P value 0.930 0.911 0.088 
DF 819 838 72 
Pseudo R2 (R2=c/(N=c» 0.082 
N 994 994 998 

[Note: See Table A4.3 for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 



Table B4.26 Logit modeling of rearrest for index-offenses among cohort of 1987 Dade County felony defendants 
during 18-month follow-up: selected independent variables (with prior drug-related arrests) 

Modell 
Independent Full 
Variables Coeff. t-value 

Burglary charges 0.460 (4.857) 
Black/Non-black 0.229 (2.500) 
Employment -0.270 (-2.861) 
Recent prior arrests 1.204 (3.294) 
Prior serious personal 0.366 (4.004) 
Prior drug arrests ~ misdemeanors 0.294 (2.194) 
Prior serious property 

convictions 0.263 (2.662) 
Prior drug-related arrests: 

No prior arrests 0.386 (0.955) 
Non-drug arrests only 0.055 • 
Drug arrests only -0.747 (-1.981) 
Drug and other arrests -0.002 (-0.019) 

Y intercept -2.090 (-4.740) 
Log likelihood -408.851 
Goodness of fit chi-square 142.364 
P value 0.337 
DF 136 
PseudoR2 (R2 =c/CN=c» 0.125 
N 998 

• Did not pass the tolerance test. 
[Note: See Table A43 for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 

Coeff. 

0.460 
0.233 

-0.269 
0.899 
0357 
0.312 

0.261 

-0.740 

-2.149 
-409.659 
143.981 

0.346 
138 

0.126 
998 

Model II 
Final 

t-value 

(4.860) 
(2.553) 

(-2.845) 
(5.372) 
(3.965) 
(2.459) 

(2.685) 

(-1.988) 

(-5.091) 



Table B4.27 Logit modeling of rearrest for serious crimes against the person among 1987 Dade County felony 
defendants during 18-month follow-up: selected independent variables (with prior drug-related arrests 
and drug charge/priors measures) 

Model I 
Independent Full 
Variables Coeff. t-value 

Burglary charges 0.456 (4.436) 
Black/Non-black 0227 (2.469) 
Employment -0.267 (-2.816) 
Recent prior arrests 1.208 (3313) 
Prior serious personal 0.368 (4.010) 
Prior drug arrests - misdemeanors 0.294 (2.170) 
Prior serious property 

convictions 0.254 (2.540) 
Prior drug-related arrests: 

Drug arrests only -1.136 (-2.108) 
Drug charge/drug priors measure 

No drug charges, other prior 
arrests 1.695 (11.36) 

No drug charges, both prior 
arrests 1.830 (12.82) 

Drug charges, other prior 
arrests 1.837 (10.66) 

Drug charges, both prior 
arrests 1.703 * 

Other combination 2.173 (5.164) 
y intercept 2.848 (4.796) 
Log likelihood -407.540 
Goodness of fit chi-square 190.231 
P value 0.304 
DF 181 
Pseudo R2 (R2 =c/(N= c» 0.160 
N 998 

* Did not pass the tolerance test. 
[Note: See Table A4.3 for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 

Coeff. 

0.459 
0.233 

-0.269 
0.899 
0.357 
0312 

0.261 

-0.740 

-2.149 
-409.659 
194.470 

0302 
185 

0.163 
998 

Model II 
Final 

t-value 

(4.860) 
(2.553) 

(-2.845) 
(5.372) 
(3.965) 
(2.459) 

(2.685) 

(-1.988) 

(-5.091) 



Table B4.28 Logit modeling of rearrest for index-offenses among Dade County 1987 felony defendants during 18-
month follow-up: selected independent variables (with prior drug-related arrests and drug test results) 

Modell Model II 
Independent Full Final 
Variables Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value 

Burglary charges 0.418 (3.663) 0.418 (3.664) 
Black/Non-black 0.213 (1.942) 0.214 (1.964) 
Employment -0.263 (-2337) -0.263 (-2.347) 
Recent prior arrests 0.916 (4.654) 0.918 (4.667) 
Prior serious personal 0.352 (3.242) 0.352 (3.242) 
Prior drug arrests - misdemeanors 0.309 (2.044) 0310 (2.068) 
Prior serious property 

convictions 0.251 (2.090) 0.252 (2.094) 
Positive for cocaine 0.252 (0.000) 
Positive for marijuana -0.016 (-0.067) -0.249 (-2.236) 
Positive for either 0.371 (1.876) 0.624 (3.148) 
Positive for both -0.229 (-0.912) 
Prior drug-related arrests: 

Drug arrests only -0.907 (-1.745) -0.907 (-1.745) 
Y intercept -2.835 (-4.750) -2.838 (-4.760) 
Log likelihood -283.071 -283.075 
Goodness of fit chi-square 179.717 179.725 
P value 0.596 0.616 
DF 185 186 
Pseudo R2 (R2= c/(N= c» 0.200 0.200 
N 718 718 

[Note: See Table A4.3 for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 



Table B4.29 Logit modeling of rearrest for index-offenses among cohort of 1987 Dade County felony defendants 
during 18-month follow-up: selected independent variables (with prior drug-related arrests, drug test 
results, and drug charge/drug priors/drug test measure) 

Independent 
Variables 

Burglary charges 
Black/Non-black 
Employment 
Recent prior arrests 
Prior serious personal 
Prior drug arrests - misdemeanors 
Prior serious property 

convictions 
Positive for marijuana 
Positive for either 
Prior drug-related arrests: 

Drug arrests only 

Modell 
Full 

Coeff. t-value 

0.423 (3.691) 
0.213 (1.938) 

-0.263 (-2326) 
0.946 (3.078) 
0357 (3.256) 
0.289 (1.824) 

0.241 (1.969) 
-0.256 (-2.212) 
0.615 (1.847) 

-1.003 (-1.729) 
Drug charge/drug priors/drug test measure: 

No drug charges/no priors/ 
negative -3.088 (-0.312) 

Drug or other charges/no 
priors/positive 0.168 (0.000) 

No drug charges/drug or 
othe!" prior/negative -0.047 (-0.095) 

Drug or other charges/other 
priors/positive -0.063 (-0.164) 

Drug or other charges/ drug 
and other priors/positive -0.004 (-0.010) 

Other combinations 0.007 (0.169) 
Y intercept -5.878 (-0.589) 
Log likelihood -280.824 
Goodness of fit chi-square 239.957 
P value 0.890 
DF 268 
Pseudo R2 (R2 =c/(N=c» 0.251 
N 717 

[Note: See Table A4.3 for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 

Coeff. 

0.414 
0.218 

-0.267 
0.920 
0358 
0.307 

0.248 
-0.255 
0.630 

-0.908 

-2.848 
-282.511 
243330 

0.902 
274 

0.253 
717 

Modelll 
Final 

t-value 

(3.627) 
(2.003) 

(-2377) 
(4.679) 
(3.289) 
(2.048) 

(2.059) 

(-2.286) 

(-1.746) 

(0.058) 



Table B4.30 Logit modeling of rearrest for index-offenses among cohort of 1987 Dade County felony defendants 
during 18-month follow-up: selected independent varia~Jles (with prior drug-related arrests, drug test 
results, and drug charge/drug priors/drug test measure) 

Independent 
Variables 

Burglary charges 
Black/Non-black 
Employment 
Recent prior arrests 
Prior serious personal 
Prior drug arrests - misdemeanors 
Prior serious property 

convictions 
Prior drug-related arrests: 

Drug arrests only 

Modell 
Full 

Coeff. t-value 

0.435 (3.826) 
0.176 (1.633) 

-0.252 (-2.247) 
0.940 (3.065) 
0339 (3.133) 
0.266 (1.716) 

0.251 (2.076) 

-0.737 (-1.325) 
Drug charge/drug priors/drug test measure: 

No drug charges/no priors/ 
negative -3.379 (-0.340) 

Drug or other charges/no 
priors/positive 0.235 (0.541) 

No drug charges/drug or 
other prior/negative -0.372 (0.000) 

Drug or other charges/other 
priors/positive 0.029 (0.129) 

Drug or other charges/ drug 
and other priors/positive 0.075 (0.331) 

Other combinations -0.177 (-0.601) 
Y intercept -5.7803 (-0.579) 
Log likelihood -285.350 
Goodness of fit chi-square 176.333 
P value 0.500 
DF 177 
Pseudo R2 (R2: c/(N= c» 0.196 
N 722 

[Note: See Table A4.3 for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 

Model II 
Final 

Coeff. t-value 

0.413 

-0.265 
0.862 
0.345 
0.286 

-0.894 

-3.546 

-0.452 

-6.341 
-289.507 
184.648 

0.431 
182 

0.204 
722 

(3.714) 

(-2387) 
(4.388) 
(3248) 
(2.441) 

(-0.356) 

(-2.094) 

(-0.635) 



Table B4.31 Logit modeling of rearrest fDr serious crimes against the person among cohort of 1987 Dade County felony 
defendants during IS-month follow-up: selected independent variables 

Independent 
Variables 

Black/Non-black 
Has telephone 
Self-reported substance abuse 
Positive for cocaine 
Prior arrests 
Recent prior arrests 
Prior serious personal 
Prior serious property 
Prior drug arrests 
Prior drug arrests - possession 
Prior drug arrests - misdemeanors 
Prior weapons arrests 
Prior convictions 
Prior felony convictions 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 
Prior serious person 

convictions 
Prior serious property 

convictions 
Prior drug convictions 
Prior drug convictions 

possession 
Prior drug convictions 

misdemeanor 
Prior weapons convictions 
Outstanding warrants 
Presently on pretrial release 
y intercept 
Log likelihood 
Goodness of fit chi-square 
P value 
DF 
Pseudo R2 (R2 =c/(N=c» 
N 

Modell 
Full 

Coeff. t-value 

0.358 
-0.231 
0.042 

. 0.191 
-0.142 
0.646 
0.417 
0.077 
0.259 

-0.163 
0.226 
0.311 

-0.023 
-0.102 
0.153 

(3.491) 
(-2.295) 
(0.275) 
(1.039) 

(-0.429) 
(2.401) 
(3.781) 
(0.626) 
(0.827) 

(-0.530) 
(1.251) 
(1.870) 

(-0.143) 
(-0.610) 
(1.276) 

0.052 (0.344) 

0.009 (0.058) 
-0.209 (-0.547) 

0.158 

0.347 
-0.158 
0.010 
0.157 

-1.207· 
-371.529 
590.106 

0.617 
601 

0.372 
995 

(0.423) 

(1.352) 
(-0.912) 
(0.094) 
(1.507) 

(-3.416) 

[Note: See TableA4.3 for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 

Model II 
Reduced 

Coeff. t-value 

0.351 
-0.193 

0.702 
0.450 

0.391 

-1.900 
-379.203 
605.454 

0.644 
619 

0.378 
995 

(3.541) 
(-1.995) 

(4.329) 
(4.702) 

(3.154) 

(-9.890) 

Model III 
Final 

Coeff. t-value 

0.352 
-0.192 

0.707 

0.450 
0.391 

-1.905 
-379.310 

15.874 
0.777 

21 
0.016 

998 

(3.545) 
(-1.988) 

(4.357) 

(4.704) 
3.155 

(-9.912) 



Table B432 Logit modeling of rearrest for serious crimes against the person among cohort of 1987 Dade Ccounty 
felony defendants during lS-month follow-up: selected independent variables (with prior drug-related 
arrests) 

Independent 
Variables 

Black/Non-black 
Has telephone 
Recent prior arrests 
Prior serious personal 
Prior drug arrest') - misdemeanors 
Prior drug-related arrests: 

No prior arrests 
Non-drug arrests only 
Drug arrests only 
Drug and other arrests 

y intercept 
Log likelihood 
Goodness of fit chi-square 
P value 
DF 
Pseudo R2 (R2 =c/(N=c» 
N 

* Did not pass tolerance test. 

Model I 
Full 

Coeff. t-value 

0.348 
-0.189 
0.688 
0.423 
0.368 

-0.008 
-0.011 
-0.309 
0.075 

-2.197 
-377.994 

56.892 
0.554 

59 
0.054 

998 

(3.488) 
(-1.948) 
(2.585) 
(4.311) 
(2.792) 

(-0.012) 
(-0.070) 

* 
(0.2664) 
(-5.993) 

[Note: See Table A43 for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 

Model II 
Final 

Coeff. t-value 

0352 
-0.192 
0.707 
0.450 
0391 

-1.905 
-379310 

59.524 
0.566 

62 
0.056 

998 

(3.545) 
(-1.988) 
(4357) 
(4.704) 
(3.155) 

(-9.912) 



Table B433 Logit mdoeling of rearrest for serious crimes against the person among cohort of 1987 Dade County 
felony defendants during 18-month follow-up: selected independent variables (with prior drug-related 
arrests and drug charge/drug priors measure) 

Model I 
Independent Full 
Variables Coeff. t-value 

Black/Non-black 0.334 (3.340) 
Has telephone -0.202 (-2.066) 
Recent prior arrests 0581 (2.922) 
Prior serious personal 0.419 (4.262) 
Prior drug arrests - misdemeanors 0.351 (2.671) 
Drug charge/drug priors measures: 

No drug charges, other 
prior arrests -2.730 (-17.47) 

No drug charges, both 
prior arrests -2512 -16.65 

Drug charges, other prior 
arrests -2.465 * 

Drug charges, both prior 
arrests -2.620 (-15.27) 

Other combinations -2.806 (-12.23) 
Y intercept -9.732 (-27.08) 
Log likelihood -375.329 
Goodness of fit chi-square 90.319 
P value 0.354 
DF 86 
Pseudo R2 (R2 =c/(N=c» 0.083 
N 998 

* Did not pass the tolerance test. 
[Note: See Table A4.3 for coding of variables for Iogit analysis.] 

Coeff. 

0.352 
-0.192 
0<707 
0.450 
0.391 

-1.905 
-379.310 

98.281 
0.258 

90 
0.090 

998 

Model II 
Final 

t-value 

(3.545) 
(-1.988) 
(4.357) 
(4.704) 
(3.155) 

(-9.912) 



Table B4.34 Logit modeling of rearrest for serious crimes against the person among cohort of 1987 Dade County 
felony defendants during 18-month follow-up: selected independent variables (with prior drug test 
results) 

Modell Model II 
Independent Full Final 
Variables Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-vaIue 

Black/Non-black 0.317 (2.731) 0.319 (2.767) 
Has telephone -0.235 (-2.034) -0.228 (-1.993) 
Recent prior arrests 0.673 (3.704) 0.666 (3.687) 
Prior serious personal 0.425 (3.751) 0.425 (3.747) 
Prior drug arrests - misdemeanors 0.365 (2.503) 0.364 (2.521) 
Positive for cocaine -0.047 (-0.201) 
Positive for marijuana 0.044 (0.371) 
Positive for either 0.510 (1.609) 0.491 (2.353) 
Positive for both 0.000 (0.000) 
y intercept -2.226 (0.285) -2.238 (8.000) 
Log likelihood -271.141 -271.257 
Goodness of fit chi-square 82.755 82.987 
P value 0.141 0.177 
DF 70 72 
PseudoR2 (R2 =c/(N=c» 0.103 0.104 
N 718 718 

[Note: See Table A4.3 for coding of variables for Iogit analysis.] 



Table B4.35 Logit modeling of rearrest for serious crimes against the person among cohort of 1987 Dade County 
felony defendants during 18-month follow-up: selected independent variables (with prior drug-related 
arrest, drug test results, and drug charge/drug priors/drug test results) 

Independent 
Variables 

Black/Non-black 
Has telephone 
Recent prior arrests 
Prior serious personal 
Prior drug arrests - misdemeanors 
Positive for either 

Model I 
Full 

Coeff. t-value 

0.308 (2.660) 
-0.236 (-2.034) 
0.674 (2.489) 
0.414 (3560) 
0.347 (2.289) 
0.248 (0.843) 

Drug charge/drug priors/drug test measure: 
No drug charges/no priors/ 

negative 0.015 (0.031) 
Drug or other charges/no 

priors/positive -0.085 (-0.221) 
No drug charges/drug or 

other prior/negative -0539 (-1.403) 
Drug or other charges/other 

priors/positive -0.001 (-0.006) 
Drug or other charges/ drug 

and other priors/positive -0.005 (0.000) 
Other combinations -0.070 (-0.330) 

Y intercept -2.664 (-3.420) 
Log likelihood -268.660 
Goodness of fit chi-square 86.082 
P value 0.778 
DF 97 
Pseudo R2 (R2 =c/(N=c» 0.107 
N 717 

[Note: See Table A4.3 for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 

Model II 
Final 

Coeff. t-value 

0.309 
-0.237 
0.731 
0.424 
0.344 

-0.710 

-2548 
-269.448 

87.659 
0.843 

102 
0.109 

717 

(2.676) 
(-2.058) 
(4.038) 
(3.713) 
(2.375) 

(-2.318) 

(-6.859) 



Table B4.36 Logit modeling of rearrest for serious crimes against the person among cohort of 1987 Dade County 
felony defendants during 18-month follow-up: selected independent variables (with drug charge/drug 
priors/drug t~et :r~;mlts) 

Independent 
Variables 

Black/Non-black 
Has telephone 
Recent prior arrests 
Prior serious personal 
Prior drug arrests - misdemeanors 

Model I 
Full 

Coeff. t-value 

0.307 (2.650) 
-0.233 (-2.015) 
0.670 (2.476) 
0.404 (3.489) 
0.353 (2.330) 

Drug charge/drug priors/drug test measure: 
No drug charges/no priors/ 

negative -0.143 (-0.316) 
Drug or other charges/no 

priors/positive -0.070 (-0.187) 
No drug charges/drug or 

other prior/negative -0.702 (-2.234) 
Drug or other charges/other 

priors/positive 0.027 (0.000) 
Drug or other charges/ drug 

and other priors/positive 0.018 (0.139) 
Olher combinations -0.131 (-0.669) 

Y intercept -2.783 (-3.997) 
Log likelihood -269.940 
Goodness of fit chi-square 69.662 
P value 0.652 
DF 75 
Pseudo R2 (R2 = c/(N= c» 0.088 
N 722 

[Note: See Table A4.3 for coding of variables for logit analysis.] 

Model II 
final 

Coeff. t-value 

0.307 
-0.238 
0.731 
0.420 
0.350 

-0.704 

-2.548 
270.357 
70.496 
0.749 

79 
0.089 

722 

(2.666) 
(-2.064) 
(4.041) 
(3.682) 
(2.417) 

(-2.298) 

(-6.859) 
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The Effects of Incorporating Estimates of At-Risk Time on Analysis of Subsequent Offending 



AppendixC 

THE EFFECI'S OF INCORPORATING ESTIMATES OF TIME AT-RISK INTO ANALYSIS OF 
SUBSEQUENT OFFENDING1 

Introduction 

In our discussion of analyses of rearrests in Volumes II and III, we pointed out that the data we employed 

suffered a possibly important limitation, namely, the lack of information accurately summarizing the time 

defendants were at-risk. Given the data available and limited resources, those earlier analyses sought to examine 

patterns of rearrests among the defendant cohorts in three sites over the period of the follow-up studies (four years 

for the 1984 Maricopa County and 1984 Dade County cohorts and 18 months for the 1987 Dade defendants). The 

concern was that the nature of the relationships found could be affected dramatically by a more detailed knowledge 

of the time defendants spent incarcerated and free over the duration of the study periods. Quite simply, we might 

be assuming, for example, that a defendant with no subsequent rearrests over the period of the follow-up posed no 

public safety threat (was as low risk as one could be), while in fact the defendant may have been in jail and/or 

prison most of the time. The better explanation for his/her low rate of rearrest, therefore, might actually have been 

the effect of incapacitation. The defendant was never free to be at-risk for reoffending, quite a different 

phenomenon than being free and committing no crimes. 

Although this possible limitation of the data was important to note, it was not necessarily a major detriment 

to the preliminary analyses we conducted examining the attributes of reappearing on new arrests in a court's 

caseload over time. Nevertheless, because of the great interest in the public safety implications of the role of drug-

related attributes of defendants and their cases, we conducted a mini-study designed to shed light on the potential 

impact lack of at-risk information could have had on our findings. 

Method 

Because we were very limited in the funding we had available to address this question, we had to design a 

study that could be conducted reasonably quickly and at minimal expense. The approach we chose to adopt was to 

1 This research was conducted by the Crime and Justice Research Institute, Philadelphia, under Purchase Order 
No. OJP-90-M-313 from the Bureau of Justice Assistance. 



randomly sample 50 percent of the defendants studied in the 1987 Dade County felony sample for further data 

collection. As a result we defined a sample of 492 felony defendants for whom we would gather time at-risk 

information as ~-ell as subsequent offending data (already available) for a 720 day period. 

The objective was to determine for what periods during the 720 days defendants were confmed either in jail 

before trial or in prison after sentencing. Data showing when defendants were taken into pretrial custody and when 

they were released from jail were relatively easy to obtain from the court computer system. Collection of data 

describing the periods of time sanlple defendants spent incarcerated as sentenced prisoners in state prisons and 

local jails posed very great obstacles, however. It would have been necessary to work through the Florida 

Department of Corrections to track all of the prisoners for all of their offenses. Although this would have been 

desirable, it would have involved a study well beyond the resources available for this project. 

Constructing an Estimate of Time Confined and Time At-Risk 

As a next-best approach, we collected accurate sentencing data from the court computer records for all 

cases of all defendants in our subsample of Dade felony defendants. Then, after discussion with officials in Miami, 

we decided to estimate the length of times spent by the Dade offenders serving sentences in confmement by 

selecting a fraction (35 percent) of the total minimum sentence set for each offender in each cases. This estimate 

suffers in a number of obvious respects. First, we learned that during the period of our follow-up, the actual length 

of sentences served by Florida inmates depended on such changing factors ~s institutional crowding and emergency 

release procedures, legislative revisions of sentencing and the offenders' ability to earn time toward early release. 

(It is also likely that these factors affected actual incarcerated time differently for different offenses.) Unofficial, 

estimates varied from as low as 25 percent of the minimum to as high as 45 percent. 

In selecting 35 percent of the length of the minimum sentence to confinement as the estimate, we have 

adopted a relatively crude estimate that could be in error because it is too high or too low in individual cases. Yet, 

for the purposes of this mini-study and given the project's very real practical constraints, we reasoned that it should 

permit a reasonable means of assessing the question of the effect of time at-risk on our examination of the 

relationship between the drug-related attributes of defendants and their later rearrests. 



In short, by subtracting the defendants' jail time associated with each rearrest and the estimate of time 

sentenced to incarceration from the total follow-up period (720 days) we derived estimates of the numbers of days 

defendants were presumably free to be at-risk for rearrest. Table C1 summarized the estimated days at-risk 

experienced by persons in the 1987 sample cohort during the period extending 720 days from their arrest in the 

summer of 1987. Roughly two percent of the 1987 Dade felony defendants had 99 days or less at-risk for rearrest 

during the follow-up period. Roughly ten percent of the defendants were at-risk for less than half of the 72fJ days. 

Eighty-three percent had more than 500 days at-risk. Seventy-three percent had more than 600 days at-risk. While 

only a handful (about 2 percent) had all 72fJ days at-risk, 42 percent had 700 or more days at-risk using this method 

of estimation. (The median time at-risk was 696 days.) 

Table C.1 Frequencies of time at-risk, for the 50 percent subsample of 1987 Dade County felony defendants 

Days Time at-risk Number Percent 

Total 496 100.0 

0-99 9 1.8 
100-199 16 3.2 
200-299 13 2.6 
300-399 21 4.2 
400-499 23 4.6 
500-599 50 10.1 
600-699 153 30.8 
700 and over 211 42.5 

Comparing Measures of Reoffending with and without Time At-Risk 

Because the point was to compare analogous measures of reoffending, one constrained by time at-risk and 

the other not, the next task was to construct measures to serve as interval-level variables in bivariate and 

multivariate analyses. We decided upon measures that would indicate the number of arrests (and/or of a particular 

kind) recorded by defendants a) per 100 days of follow-up and b) per 100 days at-risk during the follow-up. 



The first measure, number of rearrests per 100 days of follow-up, was simply calculated by dividing each 

defendant's number of rearrests by 720 (days) to get a number-of-rearrests-per-day measure and then to multiply by 

100 to reach a number-of-rearrests per 100 days measure. The second measure was quite similar, only substituting 

in the defendant's actual time at-risk for the 720 in the denominator. Then the number-of-rearrests-per-day at-risk 

figure was multiplied by 100 to derive number-of-rearrests-per-100-days at-risk. The distributions of these indices 

are compared in Table CZ. The general effect of norming the number of rearrests to the time at-risk seems to be 

the addition of small numbers of defendants who now are placed in higher offending categories. For example, 

instead of having less than one percent of the sample defendants showing 4 or more rearrests per 100 days, we fwd 5 

percent showing 4 or more per 100 days at-risk. 

The Effect of Time At-Risk on Bivariate Relationships between Drug-related Attributes and Rearrest 

Table C3 compares the Pearson's correlation coefficients (r) for relationships between drug-related 

attributes and rearrest measures when time at-risk is and is not taken into consideration. Overall, we fmd changes 

to almost all coefficients when time at-risk is considered; however, the changes are generally very slight and almost 

never involve a change in the direction of the relationship (in the sign of the coefficient). 

The relationship between initially having drug charges and being rearrested later (drug charges usually 

lowered chances for rearrest) is increased slightly for (any)rearrests, rearrests for index offenses and rearrests for 

serious person offenses. Decreases are noted in the magnitudes of relationships with theft rearrests and drug crime 

rearrests. The relationship between prior drug arrests and subsequent arrests is generally decreased slightly 

(although it was only a slight relationship to begin with). The magnitude of the Pearson's r between a positive 

cocaine test and later rearrests is either slightly diminished or remains the same when time at-risk is taken into 

effect. The changes to the relationships with other drug test variables are also slight but not systematic. 

In short, we do not at this stage of analysis see very noticeable changes in the relationships in question. 

This is reassuring in the sense that, at least, we can rule out a dramatic change in the nature of relationships when 

time at-risk is considered. In some cases, slight though the changes appear to be, they may nevertheless have been 

enough to change the chances that they would be added in or ruled out of multivariate models of rearrest. 



The Effect of Time At-Risk in Multivariate Analysis of the Role of Drug-related Attributes in Rearrestl 

Tables C4 through C8 examine the impact nonning rearrests to time at-risk has in multivariate analysis. 

Table C4 compares the regression findings for the analysis of rearrests per 100 days and rearrests per 100 days at-

risk. Of the six independent or predictor variables that enter into the explanation of variance in the number of 

rearrests per 100 days (R2=37), two are drug-related: testing positively for marijuana (a negative relationship) and 

testing positively for marijuana or cocaine (a positive relationship). When the dependent variable is instead 

rearrests per 100 days at-risk, the overall solution changes (R2= 32) and two variables drop out of the explanatory 

model. Positive tests for cocaine and marijuana remain in the model, although when added last their contribution is 

modest (2 percent of the variance). 

Table C5 compares the analyses of the number of rearrests for index-level offenses measured with and 

without taking time at-risk into account. The regression solution for number of index rearrests per 100 days is 

rather weak (R2=.13), based on the contributions of six independent vari~bles, including testing positively for 

cocaine (a positive direct relationship) and for both cocaine and marijuana (an inverse relationship). When the 

dependent variable is index rearrests per 100 days at-risk, the solution is weaker still (R2= .08) and four of the six 

independent variables drop out, including drug tests.3 

Table C6 shows basically that number of rearrests for crimes against the person are poorly explained using 

regression analysis no matter which measure is employed. Table C7 summarizes the regression analyses of the 

measures of numbers of rearrests for theft offenses among the subsample of 1987 Dade County defendants. The 

solutions are somewhat more powerful (R2s=.28). In the modeling of theft arrests per 100 days \.~t follow-up, 

positive tests for marijuana (inverse) and for either marijuana or cocaine (direct) playa modest role. When the 

dependent variable is theft rearrests per 100 days at-risk, two of the five independent variables drop out, but testing 

positively remains to playa noticeable role in the solution. 

2 The size of the subsample is reduced fro m496 to 360 cases when we make use of drug tst variables. This is 
cecause drug testing among the original full sample of defendants was voluntary and refused y about one-quarter of 
jntering defendants. , 

Interesting when the dependent variables are transformed into their logarithms, the explanation of variance is 
improved for both measures; however, self-reported marijuana smoking, not drug test measures enter into the 
solutions. 



Finally, Table C8 shows a relatively poor ability to predict the number of rearrests for drug offenses per 100 

days (R2 =.10), although two drug test variables (cocaine and both cocaine and marijuana) and drug charges are 

among the relatively weak predictors. Using drug rearrests per 100 days at-risk, two variables drop out of the 

analysis, although positive testing for cocaine remains as a weak predictor. 

Conclusion 

In this short study we have tried to gauge the impact the addition of at-risk information could have on the 

analyses we have presented earlier in this report. Although the study was constrained by practicalities of time and 

expense, we believe that it offers support for the view that time at-risk information would have changed the thrust of 

the findings we reported only very slightly. Although this adds confidence to interpretation of the findings presented 

in this report and in Volume II, the slight differences we have seen in results point to the desirability of having time 

at-risk data available for these kinds of analyses. 



Table C.2 Comparing frequencies of arrests per 100 days with frequencies of arrests per 100 days at-risk, 
by type of rearrest, in the 50 percent subsample of 1987 Dade County felony defendants 

Type of Per 100 days Per 100 days at-risk 
rearrest Number Percent Number Perc;ynt 

Any rearrest 
Total 497 100.0 492 100.0 
0 234 47.1 233 47.0 
1 207 41.7 163 32.9 
2 36 7.2 48 9.7 
3 16 3.2 22 4.4 
4 4 0.8 14 2.8 
5 or more 12 2.4 

Rearrest for index crimes 
Total 495 100.0 491 100.0 
0 390 78.5 389 78.4 
1 102 20.5 81 16.3 
2 3 0.6 14 2.8 
3 4 0.8 
4 3 0.6 

Rearrest for serious Ilerson crimes 
Total 492 100.0 491 100.0 
0 417 83.9 416 84.4 
1 80 16.1 71 14.4 
2 4 0.8 

Rearrest for theft 
Total 495 100.0 494 100.0 
0 361 72.6 360 72.4 
1 129 25.9 111 21.4 
2 5 1.0 8 1.6 
3 10 2.0 
4 1 0.2 
5 or more 4 0.8 

Rearrest for drug offenses 
Total 495 100.0 493 100.0 
0 379 76.3 378 75.8 
1 115 23.1 108 21.8 
2 1 0.2 7 1.4 



Table C.3 Bivariate relationships {r} between drug-related attributes and rearrest measures using adjustments for time at-risk 

Rearrest for Rearrest for Rearrest Rearrest for 
Drug-related Any rearrest Index crimes serious l2erson crimes for theft drug offense§ 
Attributes r r (at-risk) r r (at-risk) r r (at-risk) r r (at-risk) r r (at-risk) 

Initial drug charges, 
(no or yes) -0.069 -0.1006 -0.067 -0.097 -0.027 -0.067 -0.138 -0.129 0.191 0.131 

(494) (493) (494) (493) (494) (493) (494) (493) (494) (493) 
N.S. 0.025 N.S. 0.032 N.S. N.S. 0.002 0.004 0.000 0.004 

Prior drug arrests, 
(no or yes) -0.085 -0.080 -0.078 -0.063 -0.058 -0.050 -0.063 -0.054 -0.045 -0.052 

(494) (493) (494) (493) (494) (493) (494) (493) (494) (493) 
N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. 

Drug test results 
Positive for 
cocaine 0.191 0.173 0.138 0.089 0.105 0.115 0.159 0.114 0.208 0.202 

(363) (363) (363) (363) (363) (363) (363) (363) (363) (363) 
0.000 0.001 0.009 N.S. 0.045 0,029 0.002 0.029 0.000 0.000 

Positive fOl 
THC -0.152 -0.155 -0.083 -0.119 -0.059 -0.011 -0.144 -0.147 -0.025 -0.017 

(360) (360) (360) (360) (360) (360) (360) (360) (360) (360) 
0.004 0.003 N.S. 0.024 N.S. N.S. 0.006 0.005 N.S. N.S. 

Positive for 
either 0.171 0.140 0.125 0.061 0.136 0.115 0.138 0.085 0.180 0.171 

(360) (360) (360) (360) (360) (360) (360) (360) (360) (360) 
0.001 0.008 0.018 N.S. 0.010 0.029 0.009 N.S. 0.001 0.001 

Positive for 
both -0.121 -0.115 -0.061 -0.090 0.046 -0.001 -0.114 -0.115 0.015 0.026 

(360) (360) (360) (360) (360) (360) (360) (360) (360) (360) 
0.021 0.008 N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. 0.030 0;029 N.S. N.S. 



Table C.4 Regression analysis of rearrest for any charge per 100 days and per 100 days at-risk, for the 50 
percent subsample of 1987 Dade County felony defendants 

I. Dependant variable: Arrests per 100 days 
(n = 363) 

~In~d~e~pe~n~d~a~n~tv~a~n~'a~b~le~s ______________________ ~b~ ________________ ~R~2ch~a~n~~e~-------
Recent prior arrests 0.0634 0.2947 
Initial burglary charge 0.2299 0.0275 
On pretrial release at time of 

initial arrest 
Positive for THe 
Positive for either THe or cocaine 
Prior arrests on serious person offenses 
(Constant) 

Results 

0.1754 
-0.2122 
0.2506 

-0.0302 
(-0.0108) 

R2 = 0.38 Adjusted R2 = 0.37 
P = 0.000 
(missing = 3) 

II. Dependant variable Arrests per 100 days at-risk 
(n = 363) 

0.0154 
0.0109 
0.0205 
o.oon 

~In~d~e~pe~n~d~a~n~tv~a~r~ia~b~le~s ______________________ ~b~ ________________ ~R2change 
Recent prior arrests 0.1438 0.2874 
Initial burglary charges 0.3745 0.0157 
Positive for THe -0.4524 0.0113 
Positive for either THe or cocaine 0.4474 0.0134 
(Constant) (-0.0552) 

Results 
R2 = 0.33 

P = 0.000 
(missing = 3) 

Adjusted R2 = 0.32 



Tabie C5 Regression analysis of rearrest for index crimes per 100 days and per 100 days at-risk, for the 
50 percent subsample of 1987 Dade County felony defendants 

I. Dependant variablp.: Index level arrests per 100 days 
(n = 363) 

~In~d~e~pe~n~d~a~n~[v~a~n~'a~b~le~s ______________________ ~b~ ________________ ~R2change 
Recent priro arrests 0.0111 0.0677 
Initial burglary charge 0.0562 0.0254 
Prior arrests on serious person offenses 0.0244 0.0141 
Prior arrests -0.0051 0.0105 
Positive for cocaine 0.0626 0.0105 
Positivefor THe and cocaine -0.0435 0.0134 
(Constant) (-0.0079) 

Results 
R2 = 0.14 

P = 0.000 
(missing =13) 

ll. Dependant variable 

Adjusted R2 = 0.13 

Index level arrests per 100 days at-risk 
(n = 363) 

~InC!::do::e~p""enC!::do::a,...,n .... t v..:.:a~r,""ia"",b,"",le,..s _____________ --,b,,--________ ~R2_change 
Recent prior arrests 0.0208 0.0641 
Initial burglary charges 0.1387 0.0146 
Prior weapons convictions 0.1216 0.0142 
(Constant) (0.0203) 

Results 
R2 = 0.09 

p = 0.000 
(missing = 13) 

Adjusted R2 = 0.09 



Table- C.6 Regression analysis of rearrest for serious person per 100 days and per 100 days at-risk, for the 
50 percent subsample of 1987 Dade County felony defendants 

I. Dependant variable: Serious person arrests per 100 days 
(n = 363) 

~In~d~e~p~en~d~a~n~t~va~n~'a~b~le~s ____________________________________________ b~ __________________________ R~2change 

Prior serious person arrests 0.0202 0.0591 
Age at initial arrest -0.0014 0.0166 
On pretrial release at time of initial arrest 0.0271 0.0118 
(Constant) (0.0619) 

Results 
R2 = 0.09 

p = 0.000 
(missing =13) 

II. Dependant variable 

Independant variables 
Prior felony convictions 
Employed 
(Constant) 

Results 
R2 = 0.06 

p = 0.000 
(missing = 13) 

Adjusted R2 = 0.08 

Serious person arrests per 100 days at-risk 
(n = 363) 

R2 change 
0.0259 

-0.0635 
(0.0752) 

Adjusted R2 = 0.05 

b 
0.0436 
0.0115 



Table C.7 Regression analysis of rearrest for theft charges per 100 days and per 100 days at-risk, for the 
50 percent subsample of 1987 Dade County felony defendants 

I. Dependant variable: Theft arrests per 100 days 
(n = 363) 

~In~d~e~p~en~d~a~n~t~va~n~'a~b~le~s ______________________ ~b~ ________________ ~R2change 
Recent prior arrest 0.0242 0.2440 
Initial burglary charges 0.0590 0.0139 
Positive for THe -0.0832 0.0116 
Positivefor me or cocaine 0.0859 0.0167 
Prior weapons convictions -0.0492 0.0085 
(Constant) (-0.0203) 

Results 
R2 = 0.29 

P = 0.000 
(missing =13) 

II. Dependant variable 

Adjusted R2 = 0.28 

Theft arrests per 100 days at-risk 
(n = 363) 

~In=d=e~p=en=d=a=n~t~va=r=ia=b=le~s ______________________ ~b~ ________________ ~R2change 
Recent prior arrests 0.0721 0.2580 
Positivefor THe or cocaine -0.1320 0.0133 
Initial theft charges 0.1476 0.0112 
On pretrial release at time of initial arrest -0.1432 0.0092 
(Constant) (0.0200) 

Results 
R2 = 0.29 

P = 0.000 
(missing = 13) 

Adjusted R2 = 0.28 



Table C.8 Regression analysis of rearrest for drug charges per 100 days and per 100 days at-risk, for the 
50 percent subsample of 1987 Dade County felony defendants 

I. Dependant variable: 

Independant variables 
Positive for cocaine 
Initial drug charges 
Recent prior arrests 
Positive for THC or cocaine 
PriorFrAs 
(Constant) 

Results 
RZ = 0.11 

P = 0.000 
(missing =13) 

II. Dependant variable 

Drug arrests per 100 d.!U§ 
(n = 363) 

b 
0.0551 
0.0527· 
0.0033 

-0.0325 
0.0363 

(-0.0076) 

Adjusted R2 = 0.10 

____ -'R~2 change 
0.0424 
0.0270 
0.0208 
0.0124 
0.0112 

Drug arrests per 10:0 days at-risk 
(n = 363) 

~In~d~e~pe~n~d~a~n~tv~a~.n~·a~b~le~s ______________________ ~b~ ________________ ~R2change 
Prior arrests 0.0084 0.0711 
Initial drug charges 0.0607 0.0220 
Positive for THC or cocaine 0.0639 0.0134 
(Constant) (-0.0210) 

Results 
RZ = 0.11 

p = 0.000 
(missing =13) 

Adjusted R2 = 0.10 




