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'hS”QIn January 1974 the Law Enforcement Ass1stdnce AdM1n1strat1on (LEAA) i
. assisted by the U.S. Bureau of the: Census, 1nterv1ewed 10,400 in-
. 'mates of state correctional facw]ztle c Resuh From th1s survey
v~ngﬁﬂare app11cab1e to 191,400 1nmate5n~the estimdtedi opu]at1on of a]]
- 1ftgsuch fac111t1es at the t1me of - the survey fesen -

; _LFF1nd1ngs show that 61 percent of the inmates’ stated they had at one
. time used drugs such as heroin, methadone, cocaine, ‘marihuana, -
S amphetam1ne>, or barb1t:rates without a doctor's prescr1pt1on and
-~ outside of a. treatment program.* ~The percentages of inmates who had -
... ever used these drugs were: - heroin (30%), methadone (9%), cocaine
o (28%), marihuana (567), amphetam1nes (29%) barb1turates (28/) and ’
S other drugs (16%) < o L :

,Jj:s‘Of al 1 drugs most attent1on centers on hero1n in terms pf a re]a-
- 7' tionship to cr1m1na11ty Among inmates presently convicted for :
» robbery, 38 percent had a history of heroin use, compared to only 15
. percent of inmates who were presently convicted of a violent offense.
- The percentage of inmates presently convicted of burglary who had a
- history of heroin use was not significantly larger than the percen—'

. j,tage of cher 1nmates W1th a history of heroin use. c

,;vAmong 1nmates W1th a h1stony of her01n use, around 25 percent were
. ug-present]y convicted for robbery. This 1s a statxst1ca]1y larger
- proportion than that for other inmates. Only 14 percent of inmates f
~3ﬁw1th a history of heroin use were present1y convicted of a v101ent E
crume compared to over 35 percent or. other 1nmates. S e

. r.Some 14 percent of the inmates weve using hero1n dax]y at the t1me g
“.of an offense which resulted in imprisonment. There was a signi- -

“{*? who stated they were using heroin daily at the time of any of the -
g “offenses resulting in present incarceration than there was for in- :
SEL AT 5 mates presently tonv1cted of a V101ent crime who stated this. Around

g

; }xQ*Th1s oaper presents some f1nd1ngs from two 1arger stud1es The g
\ ,1’wf1rst is:Drug Histories of Prisoners:. Survey of Inmates of Statd

Correctional Facilities (completed March 16, 1976). The second 1s
~:Drug Histories, and Criminality of Inmates of State Correct1ona1
Fac111t1es (1n preparat1on) R .

= C;

 HERQIN USE AND CRIMINALITY: SURVEY OF INWATES OF STATE CORRECTIONAL

ficantly Targer proportion of inmates present]y convicted of robbery'i.‘cc



 Around T3 percent of the 1nmates stated they were under the 1nf]u-‘»7

P 1mpr1sonment The types of offenses for inmates who- stated they -

"1“any of che offenses wﬁ1ch resu]ted in the1r 1mpr1sonment

e SURVEY METHODOLOGY |

‘ si1 in 3 1nmates presently conv1cted for a drug offense reported g -
~heroin daily at the t1me of any Of the offenses resultxng 1r present
1ncarcerat10n : : e - : DR

—ence of heroin at the time of any of the offenses causing current

were under the influence of heroin were about the same as those for ﬁ
inmates who stated they had been u:nng heroin daily at the time. Of

" The purpose Of th1s survey was to gather deta|1ed 1nformat1on on the;
~characteristics of inmates of state correctional facilities. A
- facility was defined as a "functionally distinct greup of adult (or 4
youthful offender) inmates not included in the 1971 survey of.! 1oca1 ”‘;; T
L Jailss which was operational on January 31, 1974 was capable- of
~ providing a unique inmate count; ‘and possessed an address."* - In
~all, 710 facilities comprised the universe from wh1ch 190 were:
‘selected, using scientific sampling procedures, From this samp]e, Ll
- 10,400 inmates were seTected for personal interview through’ sc1en-f S
' t1f1c samp11ng methods. Thus, about 1 of every 18 inmates under
the Jur1su1ct1on of ftate correct1ona1 fac111t1es was se]ected

L""

" Data gathered on the 1nterv1ew quest1onna1re 1nc1uded (1) demograph-HL 5‘ﬁ
“ic characteristics, (2) incarceration history, (3) present convic- .o
tion and circumstances surrounding it; (4) labor force participation = -
and income (prior to arrest), and (5) drug and alcohol use. Data N
were gathered by female Bureau of the Census 1nterv1ewers The et
- interviews were conducted in the 1nst1tut1ons in-a. One»to-one s1tua~_:“;:}¢
tion, within sight but not within ‘hearing of: quards. Of ‘the 10 400 Lo
' \1nmates selected, 86 percent were actually interviewed.- “For an 0
additional 12 percent of the inmates selected, ‘information was

T the 1nmase nor—the record was’ ava11ab1e or accessxb]e N i

.}5'SURVEWHPOPULATION

‘ffsﬁ Of the 1nmates in state correct1ona1 fac111t1es, 98 percent (an muy_us,
estimated 187, 500) had been sentenced. The remainder was awa1t1ng e

»if';,Males const1tuted 97 percent OT the popu]at1on. Around one ha]ﬁ Of

,OA11 samp]e data were 1nf1ated to represent the est1mated 19:,400~“g,ri:"

~inmates in state correct1ona1 facilities--the entire population
~ which falls within ‘the scope of the survey--by means of an invol
 estimation procedure. A further: descr1pt1on of the methodology i3
ine a paper by Ken Br1mmer and Louxs W11]1ams (3)

N

abstracted from prison records. For less than 1 percent ne1ther ,

© trial or releasa‘on bail, being held for other authorities, comm1t-:ﬂeffwg;ﬁ
‘ted for study and Observat1on pr1or to, sentenc1ng, and«so - 1-'or-th“g

u.. 5’:»'

/fez*A fac111ty is. de1ned,as an. address at wh1ch state adul% correc- ?‘;,'sffffl1"w
.~ tional inmates reside.  The address need not be def1ned by the stateé‘;*'?"7~*'
v;;as a correctwona] fac1l1ty . & ‘
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efthe 1nmates were wh1te, 7 percent Were b]ack Med1an age fo‘“'

d'33;"1nmates was about 27; about three-fourths were between 18-34 years

© . of age.’ The inmate: populat10n had a median of 10 years of ﬁchoolung

- completed--Tower than the 1972 median of 12 years for the ma1e S

gia;*non1nst1tut1ora1 population. Some 68 percent of the inmates s1ated

.~ they were employed most of the month prior to the arrest for thewr

. ‘present offense(s). Close to one-half of the inmates who stated

o« «they: were unemp]oyed were not looking for work, and did not want
,f?_¢WQrk (Thzs 18 14 percent of the tota] 1nmate populat1nn )'gf

fg;iEThree cr1m1na1 offenses predom1nated among sentenced 1nmates. R s
-~ homicide, burglary, and robbery. These offenses accounﬁed for about

~ three-fifths of the convictions that led to imprisonment. . Inmates
- sentenced for robbery were the most numerous--some 23 percent of all

"si‘}Sentenced inmates.  Table 1 shows the distribution of inmates by -

© .. most serious present offense Most serious present ofyense, for the i
< purpose of this survey, is the most serious offense causing the
- most recent entry of an inmate into the Jur1sd1ct1on of the convxct- B
oing state 5 correct1ona1 system by imprisonment. An inmate may be
. pﬁserV1ng L1me for.convictions since that entry, but new convictions

do not devive from present offénses for. the purposes of this suryey

- ‘gﬁThus a present offense cannot include- a parcle violation. ' In

* noninterview cases, present offenses are taken from those recorded
- /on’the inmaté's prison record. In a few cases where the inmate re~
”njported being convicted for one type ‘of offense but where the prison

record and the interview responses indicated no conviction for prior -

f5[~sentences for this type of orfense the 1nmate record was used to
"fdeterm1ne present offénse.td ‘ e g :

_glarwhenever offense data are. d1scussed in th1s paper, the reference 13
- o to.present. orfénse. Rather than use the term most sewrious present -

" offense resulting in encarceratzon, the term present conviction or:
“»'jbfbr whzcn presentZy eonvicted 15 used with an equ1va1ent connotat1on

The offense classification shown in Table 1 4s a seriousness ranklng

. developed by LEAA and the Bureau of the Census. It differs from

' " that.used by the Federal Bureau of Investvgat1on (FBI) in their

- Uniform Crime Reports -(UCR's) in some major respects. Even though
~an inmate . may have committed more than one offense which resulted in
- present 1mpr150nment “the. inmate was c]ass1.1ed according to only -
" the most serious present offense.  Thus, an inmate with robbery and
~ - . burglary offenses would be classified accord1ng to robbery. Simix
© ' Tarly, an inmate who was convicted for the sale of heroin, robbery,
¢ooand aggravated assau]t wou]d be classwf1ed by "drug offense."«aj' ,

' The probab111ty design of this samp1e makes p0551b1e the calculation

of- samp11ng errors. The standard error is a measure of the sampling

»‘v*var1at1on that occurs by chance because a sample rather than the
. entire population is surveyed. The chances are about 68 out of 100 -
. that the estimate from the samp]e differs.: from the va]ue forthe
o entire populat1on by 1ess than the standard error. The chances are
;F‘zabout 95 out of 100 that the: d1fference is less than twice the

. standard -error and about 99 out.of 108 ‘that the d1fference is Iess

than three t1mes the standard error.‘




CTABLE 1. INMATEs BY MOST SERIOUS PRESENT OFFENSE ALL’INMATESfT”*s&

OF STATE CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES e

. In this paper, comparwsons are. made between proport1ons When the B
- term "stat1st1ca1]y significant" is used in this paper, 1t means. that,
 there is at least a 95 percent probability that the difference between;‘ e

S tvo, proport1ons represents a true difference: ‘rather than one which
" results from the sample design of the survey. Normally, the term S
e "s1gn1f1cance level" means that there is a s1gn1f1cant difference ™ o

B ;offe‘nse . tumber  Percent

 Homicide 33 900:1f5e(‘~18}ﬁ:f°7"
Kidnapping e tie00
~ Sexualassaults ~ 9,700 5 .
 Drug offenses o 18,700 0 10
Robbery ’eyi‘:‘;, . s2300 0 o2
 Assault . 9000 B o
 Burglary .. 33%0 18 .
~ Larceny o “‘ .Lk" «,jfﬁ:f12;300'7 e
 Auto theft 3,200
" Forgery, fraud embezz]ement 8,200
.,'Weapons, S ST . 1;900”ef4‘
Arson ... 1,000
~Stolen property “'7. . o2,000
~ Other sex offenses o000
- Other . TR 7, 100;,‘f".,
- Not reported ©° . 3,00 - - _2
. Total e e ‘_>1" 191 400"{‘f _ 1

3oy

Q

between two proportions if there was a 5 percent or less probability .

~of the difference being due.to chance (or, rephraeed 95 out of 100 e Ceta
- chances-that the d1fference is a true difference). In this paper, . . .= =
" however, the level of confidence refers to either 95 out of 100 e T
- chances or 99 ocut of 100 chances thab the dwfference represen*s a B R
~ true d]fference.le‘, . . A o N

”="?SURVEY RESULTS - ifef,f77‘ If:.t';':;a*‘?77’z"

"F1nd1ngs show that 61 percent of ‘the 1nmates stated they had used

heroin, methadone, -cocaine, marihuana, amphetamines, barbiturates, or qu'_ﬁ;gj

~ other drugs without a doctor s prescription: ‘and ‘outside of a ureat- Ty
-+ ment program at some p01nt in their lives. .The percentages of in-, SRR
B mates who had ever used these drugs were“ hero1n (3 0%) methadone B P

iy PRI :



L 'TABLE?z;F E TENT OF USE, BY DRUG: ALL INMATES OF STATE
S CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES i

..........

Tota1 Never Ever % Extent of Use

/' Drug Use  Percent Used Used Infrequent]y Regu]arly Da11y
. Heroin 1004 70 3 7 3 21
' Methadone  T00% 91 9 5 1 3
~ Cocaine . l00% 72 28 7 56
' Amphetamines 100% 71 ‘29e R R S B
' Barbiturates 1004 72 28 16 4 8
. Marihuana ;1ooze‘,‘ 44 56 22 n 20
v.fff10ther drugs/ T I S - b e
- ilicituse 1007; 8 16 10 3 s

'_~f5‘5(97) coca1ne (28%), marihuana (56%), amphetamines (29%);'barbitu-‘
»g;;rates (287), ‘and other drugs (16%). |

‘f;}TTabTe 2 shows da11y or almost da11y heroin use by one- f1fth of the
inmates; marihuana was used that frequently by one-quarter of the
~ inmates. Although not shown, among inmates who have ever used
- heroin, 7 out of 10 inmates had used it daily or almost daily at
~ sometime. This is in contrast to marihuana, for which roughly the
. same proportion had used it 1nFrequent]y as had used it da:]y or
»jfalmost da11y .

‘v»;Hero1n is the drug given the most attent1on in terms of a re1at1on-
- ship to criminality. Thus, even though the study deait w1th many
- drugs, the remainder of this paper deals only with heroin. There are
froo o two bas1c questions which this paper attempts to answer: What
ﬁ;, -\ . proportion of offenses was committed by immates with a history of
i . heroin use? Do inmates who have used herozn commzt different types
‘170f offénses than other znmates9 :

. Us1ng a mod1f1ed summary of offenses, Table 3 shows that 38 percent ~
. of the inmates presently. convicted for robbery had a history of
_heroin use. About one-quarter of those presently convicted for
~ robbery had used it da1ly Only 15 percent of the inmates presently
e conV1cted of v1o]ent offenses had a his tory of hero1n use.t While .

© 7 +The percentaqe ot 1nmates presentTJ conV1cted for robbery with a
S ~“}-hlst0hy of heroin use was significantly nigher (38%) than the aver-
e ;a»uﬂe percentage for the total population minus inmates convicted of
= robbery (28%).** The percentage of inmates presently convicted
for a violent crime with a history of heroin use (15%) was signif-
- jcantly lawer than the percentage for the total popu]at1on anda
- inmates convicted of a vioTent crime (38%).%**.

© NOTE: In this paper, **% maans soat1st1ca]1y s1gn1f1cant at 99
'rlevel of conf1dence R P >

- 8
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| TABLE 3. EXTENT OF USE, BY DRUG (HEROIN), ACCORDING TO MOST SERIQUS PRESENT OFFENSE
« RESULTING IN INCARCERATION: ALL INMATES OF STATE CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES

1ngg:§n%?5}$gzse Total Nﬁoﬂﬁggin‘Use Used Egigglnogsﬁse B
A | Number __ Percent™ Tota1 of Drugs _ Other Drugs  Total Infreq. Regular Daily
Violent 54,800  100% 85 54 30 5 5 2 8
Robbery 42,300  100% 62 N 31 38 8 4 26
Burglary - 33,900  100% 68 3% 3 32 7 3 22
~ Property . 26,600 100% 74 43 2 . 26 5 2 19
Drug offenses 28,700 100% 3% - 7 27 65 - 10 4 51 -
. Other - 11,100 1004 8 . 5. 28 18 5 QT
Not reported** 3,900 100% 47 24 ‘ 23 51 ‘4 2 46
Total 191,400 100% 69 39' | 3 30 7 3

21, @

. percentages therefore. may not total 100.

'**About 1,800 of the 3,900 in the "not reported" category were in the California prison system, under Ca11f% :

*Percentages in this and other tab]es are based on a tota1 wh1ch includes “Lnknowns," usually m1n1ma1 number;x -

law, civi]ly committed addicts are not cons1dered to be criminally sentenced.

N
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- the percentage of inmates convicted of burglary had a h1stony of

heroin use (32%) was slightly higheir than the overall percentage for

the ‘inmate population inus inmates convicted of burglary. (30%), this

difference was not statistically.significant. Among inmates pres=-

ently convicted of drug offenses, some 65 percent had a h1story of

‘ ?erown use; 50 percent had used heroin daily at some peint in their
ives :

Of- note in Table 3 is the"column "no use of drugs." This refers to
- inmates who stated they had never used any of the drugs specified
- without a doctor's prescr1pt1on or outside of a treatment program.

';;,Wh11e 39 percent of the total inmate population were in this cate-

gory, 54 percent of inmates convicted of violent offenses stated they
‘had never used drugs. This is in contrast to 31 percent of the in-
.~ mates presently convicted of robbery who stated they never had used

. drygs. . R ¢

- Do iwmates with a history of heroin use commit dszérent types of
of fenses than inmates without such a history? Table 4 shows that

~ over one-fourth of the inmates with a history of heroin use were

E PR A

presently convicted for robbery compared to 20 percent of the in-
mates without a history of heroin use.** Only 14 percent of the
~inmates with a history of heroin use were presently convicted of a
violent crime compared to 35 percent of other inmates.*** Some 19
. percent of inmates with a history of heroin use were presently
convicted of burglary, compared to 17 percent of inmates without such
a history. (This was not statistically significant.) It is im-
‘portant to note that 21 percent of the inmates with a history of
heroin use were presently convicted of a drug offense compared to
only 5 percent .of the inmates without a history of heroin use.

In some respects, extent of use of heroin had Tittle, if any, bear1hg
on the proportions of inmates presently convicted for certain types
of offenses (burg]ary, property, "other" offenses). There are dif-

; ~ferences in other types of cffenses depending on the extent of heroin

use (the differences may not be statistically significant primarily
~due to small cell sizes). For example, inmates with a history of
infrequent heroin use have a higher proportion of present convictions
for violent crimes (23%) and a lower proportion for drug offenses
(15%) than inmates with a history of daily heroin use (violent
crimes, 11%; drug offenses, 24%). Compared to inmates with a history
of da11y hero1n use, 1nmates with a history of regular heroin use
(once a week or more, but not da11y) have a higher proportion of
present convictions for violent c¢rimes and robbery, but a Tower
proportion for drug offenses. These data suggest that, as the extent
of heroin use increases, there is a greater propensity for being
arrested for and convicted of certain types of offenses. The data
also suggest that as one progresses from regular use of heroin to
daily use, there is a decrease in the propensity for being convicted
of* robbery and an ‘increase in the propensity far being convicted of

a drug offense. Further, the data support the;{dea that as extent of
herain use 1ncreases, there is 1ess 11ke]1hood df being conv1cted of
a v1o1ent crime. : e




Inmates who have ever used drugs other tha# heroxn occupy a middTe o
- ground between “inmates with no drug use and those with heroin use 1n :

terms of the proportions convicted for certain types of offenses -

(Table 4). For example, the proportion of inmates who have ever used

other drugs and are presently convicted for a violent crime is Tower.
than the proportion among inmates with no drug use but higher than
that for inmates with a history of heroin use.*** On the other hand,
among inmates who have ever used drugs other than ‘heroin, the pro-
portion convicted of robbery or a drug offense was hlgher than the
~proportions among inmates with no use of drugs. Neither proportion,;
was as high as that among 1nmates with a history of heroin use.

Inmates were asked about da11y heroin use at the time of any of the -
<offenses resulting in 1mpr1sonment Table 5 shows that 14 percent .
(around 64 percent of the inmates who had ever used heroinh da11y)
were using heroin da11y at the time of an offense resulting in pres-
ent imprisonment. Findings from this table are in the same direc-
tion as those from Table 3, There was a significantly larger pro-
portion of inmates present1y convicted of robbéry who stated they
were using heroin daily at the time of any of the offenses resulting
in present incarceration (18%) than inmates presently convicted of a
violent crime who stated this (5%).*** Around 1 out of 3 inmates
present]y convicted for a drug offense stated th1s '

The proportional bregkdown of offense types among 1nmata3 who had
~used heroin daily at the time of any of the offense(s) resulting in.
present incarceration was similar to the breakdown for those who had

-~ ever used heroin daily. Any history of daily heroin use seemed t0 'be ,

related to types of offenses more so than when heroin was used daily
(e.g., at the time of any of these offenses). Table 6 shows some

slight but nonstatistically significant differences for certain types

of offenses between inmates who had used heroin daily -but not at this
- time, and inmates who were using heroin daily at this time. Around 1
in’'4 inmates among both groups of 1nmates, however, were presently
coﬂv1cted for a drug offense. .

e ﬁkoport1on of inmates w1th no drug use who were present]y con~
v?ct od of a violent crime (40%) was significantly larger than the
proportion among inmates who had used heroin daily at the time of

\o\ e

- any of the offenses resulting in present incarceration (10%) or for

the proportion who had ever used heroin da11y, but not at this time.
(13%).*** Countrariwise, the proportion of,inmates with no drug use
who were presently. convicted of" rob#ery (17\0 was significantly

:smaller than among inmates who werej using heroin daily at the time ofﬂ ‘o

any of the offenses resulting in pa sent incarceration (28”) Thk
Among inmates -who had ever used he! oin da11y, but not at this time,
there was a larger proportion of inmates presently convicted-of

~robbery (24% ) than -among inmates who had no drug use (17%).

Ko

Table 6 other comparison groups inmates-who had used hero1n, Jut
not daily, combined with inmates who had ever used other drugs. %

These groups apparently occupied a middle ground between inmates with -

no drug use and inmates who had used heroin daily at the time- of any
of the offenses reslilting.in present 1ncarcerat1on, at least for

certain types of offenses. Nh11e 40 percnnt of%ﬂnmates W1th no drug

e L ADE P o i B T T
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TABLE 4.. MOST SERIOUS PRESENT OFFENSE RESULTING IN INCARCERATIQN ACCORDING TO EXTENT OF USE,
N\ BY DRUG (HEROIN): ALL INMATES OF STATE CORRECTI@NAL FACILITIES

No Heroin Use " Heroin Use

Most Serious . ‘ :
Present Offense Total _ Total _of Drugs Othgiegrugs~‘ Total jxnﬁiié?t Reqular ATy
 Violent 29 35 40 29 14 23 20 n
Robbery 22 20 W7 P 27 27 34 27
Burglary 18 7 1819 19 20 18 18
Property 14 15 15 14 12 10 m 12
Drug offenses 10 5 2 9 21 15 13 24
Other 6 7 8 5 3 4 2 3
Not reported -2 1 1T 2. 3 1 1 4
Total , o T ‘ - o U
Number . 191,400 132,900 74,500 58,400 . 58,100 12,700 4,900 40,500
Percent 1005 100% 100% 1004 100%  100%  100% - 100%
- \
e




TABIE 5 DAILY HEROIN USE AT THE TIME OF ANY OF THE OFFENSE(S) RESULTING IN PRESENT INCARCERATION, ‘~‘>1;Ej;ff!
ACCORDING TO MOST SERIOUS PRESENT OFFENSE ALL INMATES OF STATE CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES BE i g

e R f,; No Da11y Hero1n Use: At Th1s T1me R T
g SRR :,;v,k__ ¥ ' Hero1n and Other Drug Use — ° S

e A R e T e T Used Heroin  Used Heroin, Not Used Hero1n S
4 ‘Most’ Ser1ous RN ~Total No kn Sub- - Daily, Not Dai]y, and Other Daily At o
;;Present Offense L fNumber Percent Tota] Drug Use ~ Total at This Time  Drug Users This Time;:;‘*:**ﬁ}w

- Violent ;*VJ5J‘T;;}54 800 1003 95 54 41 4 3 s
 Robbery - R,j,fE‘42 30 - 1004 8 3 2 & a4
Bwglary’ 33000 008 8% % S0 8 a4z W
i,Property T“.‘ . 2,600 100% - 8 43 4 8 38 ';:T1]wn"»,T_ '
" Drug offenses 18,700 . oot 67 7 60 B 4 33 R’E'f‘;~':1*w
*;fother SR _33 11,700 l00% 93 . B4 4 6 3% &

1

|

‘";?Not renortedf1sz 3,900 l00% 57 24 3 5 . 28 A

E I

CTotal Rt A0 oo 8 . % w8 w0

G Qr. L




 Violent 29 3@ 40
CRobbery 2 2t 1
,,“;Burglany R |- 18 16

' ;‘Property '}-~“j ‘ 4  ‘ R T | ;(

~ Drug offenses 10 i 1
 Other . 6§

~ Not reported 2

.:”*!TABLE 6.

OFFENSE(S) RESULTING I\ PRESENT INCARCERATION

MOST SERIOUS PRESENT OFFENSE ACCORDING TO DAILY USE OF HEROIN AT THE TIME OF ANY OF THE

ALL INMATES OF STATE CORRECTIONAI FACILITIES

et

No Daily Her01n Use At Th1s Time

Heroin And Other Drug USe e q

Most Serious T e ‘\“NO'
 Present Offense; '

Total _ Total  Drug Use

, Subé 
_Total

Used Hﬂ?o1n
Da11y At
Th1/’T1me

“Used Heroin - Used Heroin, th
Daily, Not Da11y, and Other.
At Tn1s T1me . Drug Users :

fﬂ‘2' 
“8%
a1

Total S
. Number 74,500
~ Percent

164,900
- Cqbon

191;400
1004 100%

90 500
100% o

2 ;#, o '; L '»2554« 28
v w1918

“wo .o 113

. ,v 12ﬂ‘ {;‘i ‘24 “'t‘. ‘ 10. k ~ 24

5 : 4 - . 5 bkf\ : 3

76 100
100%

26,100

14,800
| 100%

-100%




et

!?fuse were presently conv1cted For a v101ent crlme, 27 percent of this =
control group were presently convicted of a violent crime. Only 10

. percent of inmates who were using heroin daily at the time of any of

i;the offenses. resu1t1ng in present. incarceration were convicted of a

- “violent crime. " Other offenses where this control group seemed to
. occupy a middle ground were robbery, property. offenses, and drug
offenses. - : , . | :

'*'~Inmates were asked if they were under the 1nf1uence of her01n at the

dff]twme of any of the offense(s). causing: present imprisonmeént. Some 13

percent said they were. This is slightly different than asking about

~ = daily heroin use at the time of any of the offense(s) resulting in
_present incarceration. Some 7 percent of the inmates who stated they
. were under the influence of hergin stated they had never used heroin
- daily, or almost daily. Rather, they had used heroin infrequently or
“ ‘regularly (once a week or more, but not daily). Nonetheless, as

" Table 7-shows, for each type of offense the proportions stat1ng they
were under- the influence of heroin were about the same as the propor-

“vtlons stating they had used heroin daw]y, or almost daily, at the
- time of any of the offenses resulting in present incarceration. The

- ‘proportion of inmates present]y convicted of robbery who stated they
“were under the influence of heroin (17%) was significantly higher

~ " than the proportion of inmates presently convicted of a violent crime
. who stated they were under influence of heroin (4%).*** As before, 1

~in.3 of the “inmates who were presently convwcted on a .drug offense
~stated they were under the influence of heroin at the time of any of

" the offense(s) ‘causing present 1mpr1sonment

Table 8 shows that the d1str1but1on of 1nmates who stated they were
-‘under the influence of heroin by the type of offense resulting in
~conviction was about the same as the distribution of inmates who

. stated ‘they were us1ng hero1n daily at that t1me '

f DISCUSSION

~No preV1ous survey of tht pr1son popu]at1on was on a scale as broad
as this. A1l inmates of state correctional facilities were repra—
sented. In comparing drug use by prisoners, the appropr1ate com-

- parison population is an institutionalized state pr1son population

{or, if it existed, a former nationwide survey of prisoners of state
correctional 1nst1tun1ons) This population represents those ar-
rested, prosecuted, convicted, and institutionalized in a state

,"‘fcorrecttons institution. They may pot be representative of the
~criminal population at-large or of thoce who avo1d 1mpr1sonment in a

,state carrect1ons 1nst1tut1on.

Compar1son of resu1ts from this study with those from other stud1es

is difficult. Other studies have derived data from a variety of

sources such as diagnostic evaluation reports, presentence reports,

institutional-criminal case files (manual or computer1zed), proba-

tion reports, inmate population surveys, and court files. Some of -

~the data appear fairly reliable, while others appear weak and thus
inr]uence the accuracy of f1nd1ngs ’
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o ~ TABLE 7:. UNDER THE INFLUENGE OF HEROIN AT THE TIME OF ANY OF THE OFFENSE(S) CAUSING PRESENT ~
INCARCERATION ACCORDING TO MOST SERIOQUS PRFSENT OFFENSE: = ALL INMATES OF STATE CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES

Not Under Inf]uence of Heroin

Most Serious Total B No " Under Influence of
. Present Offense‘ Number __ Percent Total Drug Use Used Drugs Heroin at This Time
~ Violent o 54,800 1005 96 54 S | I 4
 Robbery 42,300  00% 83 .31 52 ~ 17
~ Burglary 33,900 1004 87 36 B 13
 Property . 26,600 1004 89 43 ‘46 o
~ Drug offenses 18,700 l00% - 68 7 61 -
Other 11,100 © l00% 94 ' 54 o 6
- Not reported 3,900 1005 61 o8 88 s T 39
Total . . . ..°.191,400.....100%... 87 .. 39 ... .48, . . 13
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CTABLE 8. MOST SERTOUS PRESENT OFFENSE, ACCORDING TO WHETHER UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF HEROIN AT THE TIME
OF ANY OF THE OFFENSE(S) CAUSING PRESENT INCARCERATION: ALL INMATES OF STATE CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES

Not Under Inf]uence of Heroin

Most Serious Under the Inf]uehce of

- Present Offense Total  ° Total Eruﬁ?Use - Used Drugs _Heroin at-This Time .
Violent 29 2 40 B 0
Robbery 22 21 17 2 29
Burglary . 18 18 16 19 18
- Property -‘14 .14 | 15 o 13 ‘ 12
Drug offenses 10 8 2 | 12 ' 24
Other | 6 6 8 . . 5 2
Mot reported 2 1 1 2 6
Total ' - ‘ ,
Number ‘ 191,400 166,200 74,500 . 91,700 25,200 .
Percent .. . .. . 100%. ........100% . ... ..100% .... . 7. .100% . w00k T
a \
. ©

i
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- Thefbas1c data f1ndings A th1s paper are:

-« 61 percent of the inmates had used drugs 1111c1tly
. 30 percent had" ﬁ%xed hero1n, 21 percent had used heroin
: daily, or almosv-gaily.
. 56 percent had tried mar1huana, 24 percent had used mari-
o huana daily, or almost daily.

+ 14 percent Were using heroin daily at the t1me of any. of
o the offenses resulting in present imprisonment. :
~» 13 percent were under the influence of heroin at the time
: of any of the offenses resu1t1ng in present 1mpr1sonnent

- Two studves of 1nmates ‘under custody in 1974 show 56 percent of the

~male population had'a record of dangerous drug usage (11) and 48
-~ percent of those in correctional institutions had a drug problem (8).
 The estimate of 61 percent found in the present survey is higher than

that found 1n e1ther the New York or the Massachusetts study.

Estimates of hero1n use among inmates range from 16 percent in

Arizona (2) to 36 percent in Massachusetts (9). The present survey

found about 30 percent had tried heroin. This is within the range
found in the state studies. The estimate of 21 percent of inmates

~with daily, or almost daily, heroin use apprOX1mates the 25 percent

estimate for the District of Columbia (4). In the state studies, use
of heroin was rarely differentiated; thu$, one cannot compare the

- data in the survey study with a number of state studies.

The estimate from the survey of state correctional facilities for the
percentage of inmates who had tried marihuana (56%) approximated the
finding reported about Colorado State Reformatory inmates in 1972

(53%) but was a good deal higher than estimates in other state

studies. State studies may have gathered information from case
files. Information on heroin use is much more 1ikely to be vecorded
than information on use of other drugs, including marihuana.

No state corrections stud1es were found which inquired about whether
or not inmates were under the influence of heroin at the time of any

, of the offenses resu1t1ng in 1ncarcerat1on.

An- 1mportant part of the research in this paper refers to offenses

~ committed specifically those which caused the present imprisonment.

N

This paper attempts to adapt basic questions to the popu]at1on at
hand and to primarily one drug (heroin). What proportion af offenses
is committed by drug users? Do offenses committed by drug users

“differ from those committed by nandfug—users9 Different types of

control groups were used for comparison with hero1n users.+

In addition to the problems of comparing drug histories in this

paper to findings from other research, there are problems in comparing

+The use of appropriate control population is an important methodo-
Togical consideration. The use of different controls has resulted .

in different study conclusions. The categorization scheme used may

~ determine the kind of ddta gathered to answer questions on the re-
- lationship between drug use and c¢riminality:

L




the proport1ons and types of. offenses Not on1y are there d1fferences

in the methodology used to ascertain drug use and extent of use, but
there are differences in the methods by which cr1m1na11ty is &scer-
tained. In the studies reviewed, there are differences in the way a

person is classified by a single offense. Different populations arg

used: for example, the population on probation, the arrested popu="
lation, or the convicted population. Determining the association-
between drug use and criminality is highly dependent upon the re~-
search methods used and the definitions involved ‘in form1ng cate-
gorization, 1nc1ud1ng the manner in which.an 1nd1V1dua1 is class1f1ed
according to a crime. ; )

A

In 1972, Senator Edmund S. Muskie stated that more than half of
urban crime in the United States wes directly related to drug’
addiction (10), In the same year, ‘the American Bar Association -
stated that "informal estimates attrvbute 33 percent to 50 percent
of the hold-ups, burglaries, muggings, and thefts committed in the

Nation's 34 major urban centers to heroin addicts (1)." An opinion ;E}

sampling of law enforcement personnel (e.g., police chief, narcotics
squad officers, federal narcotics agents) in 1972, found it was
believed that 41 percent of prostitution/vice, 38 percent of burg-
laries, 35 percent of stolen property offenses, 34 percent of
1arcen1es and 32 percent of robberies were results of drug use (13).
Those 1nterV1eWed believed the percentages of all the offenses
caused by drugs would increase in the next 2 years. These are not

. rash estimates.

Many studies have concluded that drug add1ct1on is re]ated to ¢crime.
and that sizable propertions of certain offenses are committed by
drug addicts. Of the drugs assumed to be related to crime, heroin -
is the primary drug of concern. Most heroin addicts at one point
or anather, will turn to crime to support-their habits. The types

“of crimes committed depend on the personalities, sk111s, and ex1>

per1ences of the addicts in a commun1ty.,,

The data in this paper show that around one f1fth of- the 1nmates had

_used heroin da11y, or almost daily, at some point in. their lives; 14

percent were using it daily at the time of an offense resulting in
present imprisonment. The most serious present offenses were

robbery and drug offenses (slightly more drug offenses.were non-
possession than possess1on/use) About one-half of the inmates who
had ever used heroin daily, or almost da11y, or who were using it
daily at the time of an offense resulting in present incarceration
were incarcerated for robbery or drug offenses. There was a slight-
1y larger proportion of inmates who had ever used heroin presently
convicted of burglary than nondrug-users, but the difference was not
statistically significant. The difference for robbery, however, -
was statisically significant. Robbery may bring a more immediate
cash return than burglary. It requ1res 1ittle “or no p1ann1ng and .
only one tool.{a weapon). No fence is needed. Any'numbertu? victims .
is available. More robberies than burglaries, though, are cleared
by arrest. This may be a part of the reasoncwhy among inmates who
had ever used heroin daily, there were 47 .percent more present ‘
convictions for robbery than for burg1any
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‘The fu11 extent of offenses comm1tted by hero1n add1cts is not

known. Inciardi and Chambers have reported that a substantial
amount of unreported crime is committed by addicts; they suggest

that only 1 of every 120 crimes is cleared by arrest (6). Mu1tip1e'
- charges and convictions are not covered in this paper. It is un=

known how many crimes these inmates committed. It is probable
that the inmates involved in daily heroin uge committed many more’

.~ offenses proportionally than other inmates. ' Thus, even though only
18 percent of robberies, 14 percent of burglaries, and 11 percent af

: other property offenses were committed by inmates who had been us ing
‘hero1n daily at the time of any of the offenses. resulting in present

imirisonment, this in no. way means that narcetic addicts committed

o thése proport1ons of crimes in the community. It may be true that
 by* treat1ng the jnmates with a history of narcotic use (no matter

what proportion of the inmate population), significant decreases in

~ Cthe cr1me rate will occur,

- Why
“criime.t Some have suggested that burglary could well be considered

thd1ngs on the relat1onsh1p between drug use and cr1m1na11ty are

“‘1nf1uenced by the manner in which certain criminal acts are clas-

fied into broad categories such as crimes against property or
Mnes agaenst the pergon. Some studies have found that statisti-

ther robbery is classific] as a property crime or a personal

ﬁcaﬁéy significant differences arise or disappear depending on

srime against the person as well as a crihe against property,

rq1rce there appears to be an increasing number of cases where a
'~buLgiar is encountered by other persons ‘ _

' ‘In th1s paper, robbery has been broken out eeparate1y from violent

. crime, and burglary from property crime. The inclusion of rabbery

and burglary in the larger categories results in a significantly
smaller proportion of inmates presently conV1cted of a violent crime
who had ever used heroin (25%) than the proportion for the total
1nmate popu1at1on minus the inmates presently convicted of a violent
crime (36%).*%* Pravious findings showed a gignificantly larder
proportion of inmates presently convicted of robbery who had ever

- used heroin and a s1gn1f1cant1y smalley proportion of inmates pres-

ently convicted of a violent crime (minus robbery) who had ever used
heroin. Thus, even though inmates presently conviscted for robbery
accounted for 44 percent of those convicted of violent crime, find-
ings for inmates presently convicted of robbery were submerged when
th1s offense was included in the broader category

There was no significant difference in the proport1on of inmates

presently convicted of a property offense who had ever used heroin
(29%), compared to the proportion for the total inmate population
minus the inmates convicted of property offenses (31%)--a f1nd1ng

'supported byepreVgous research.

+Broad categor1es such as erime aga1nst the person and property crime

. obscure the effects of one or more of their component parts. Clas-
~ sified as a crime against the person, robbery constitutes a substan-
~ tial proportion of such crimes. Classified with the h1gh incidence

crimes of burglary and larceny-theft as a property crime, robbery
may constitute a considerably lower proportion of su&h crimes.
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- Adjustment in the categor1es of types of offenses resu]ted in a

~portion of inmates who had never used heroin (55%) *** Findings
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significantly smaller proportion of inmates who had ever used
heroin presently convicted of a violent crime (42%) than the pro- o

about the proportior of inmates ever haV1ng used heroin wha were
presently convicted of robbery were again submerged when the broader -
categorization was used. )

There was no significant difference between,the proportion Of
inmates ever having used heroin and the proportion of inmates who

had never used heroin who were present1y conV1cted of a property - \i'ﬂn Sk

This paper has shown that around 1 in 5 inmates who had ever used =« - e

heroin were presently convicted of a drug offense (1.in 4 inmates -
who had ever used it daily). This is a substantially larger pro-

~ portion than the proportion of inmates who had used other drugs and B s
were convicted of a drug offense (9%) or inmates who stated they had 0
no use of drugs and yet were presently convicted of a drug offense o .

(2%). If these irmates who had ever used heroin had not been pres-
ently convicted for a drug offbnse, what would be their propoytional
representation among other types of of fenses? “Table 9 examines this

hypothetical question. This table shows that if inmates were not . b K

presently convicted for a drug offense, 6 out-of 10 inmates who had
ever used heroin would be presently convicted for either robbery or
burglary compared to 4 out of 10 inmates with no heroin use. The
finding--that among inmates who had ever used heroin, there was. a oo o
significantly smaller proportion convicted of a’violent crime and a
significantly larger proportion presently convicted of robbery,
compared to inmates with no-heroin use--is not new. Of interest
is the fact. that this data adjustment gives a significantly larger
proportion of inmates who had ever used heroin presently convicted
of burggary, compared to inmates with ho heroin use,™¥*

. The fact that sizable proport1ons o those who had evqr tised hero1n e Lo
" and those who had ever used it da11ﬁ were presently serving twg; for ‘ .
ery-

a violation of drug laws meant that proportionally fewer were CL
ing time for other types of offenses; the proportional reduction-in .~ °’
burglary was significant. This is not to say:that all individuals

with a history of heroin use who were presently convicted of viola-

tiens of drug Tlaws would otherwise be prosecuted and convicted for

these other types of crimes. A rumber of research studies have .

found that there is a proportion of the heroin copping community who
support their habits either primarily through the heroin distribu-

. tion system or by legifimate work (5, 75 12). .These data do contend - °~

that enforced drug laws act as deterrents to the abuse of dangerous
substances and to other cfﬁmes.

&3 ’
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offense. : i . @
Attempting to draw broad-based findings (e g.s less of an associa- | o
tion between violent crime and use of heroin than with property o I 8
crime) can cause important research findings for subparts of the = . ’ &
_whole to be overlooked. This shows the roles that categor1zat1on N
and definition can play in 1nf]uenc1ng findings. . é\::>
Nz




TABLE 9. MOST SERIOUS PRESENT OFFENSE RESULTING IN INCARCERATION (DRUG OFFENSES ELIMINATED),
: *\ACCORDING TO EXTENT OF USE, BY DRUG (HEROIN): INMATES OF STATE CORRECTIONAL :
e \ ' FACILITIES PRESENTLY CONVICTED ON NON DRUG OFFENSES

- ‘ o , No Heroin Use L " Heroin Use
Most Serious ; o : ' No - - Other , Extent of Use L
Present Offense Total Total  Drug Use Drugstsed Total  Infreq. Regu[ar - Daily

~Vielet 32 3 & 3 RE - T ¥ 23 15
;§§i Robbery ‘v‘ B L 21 18 2 3% 3 e 35
“Burglary. 20 1’ T 2 24 23 20 24
- Property 15 16 16 16 s 12 13 16
~ Other 67 .8 6 B 4 5 3 4 SEn%
~ Not reported . 2 : 1 ;, 12 1. R 6 . J
. Total co e o ‘ - | S \ ; ; »agwi

CNumber 172,600 126,400 73,100 53,300 45,900 10,800 4,300 30,900
Percent 1009 100% 1005 . 100% 1005 - leog  loog  100%
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: ‘It matterc not whether the drug offenses for wh1ch these 1nmates
. were convicted represented original charges or the results of piea
- bargaining. The point is that the laws were evoked to get these
‘heroin users off the streets. These study results can be used to
s.emphas1ze the need for law enforcement authorities to cont1nua11y
- focus their attention on the hero1n ~-using commun1ty if ser1ous cr1me P
‘ such as- robbery is to be reduced IR

;For those hero1n us1ng 1nd1V1dua1s 1nv01ved in 111ega1 act1v1ty who
~will not voluntarily enter a treatment program and terminate their
criminal careers, the alterhative is to arrest and/or prosecute them

on any charge that will stick, including drug possession/use: Once

arrested, such individuals can either be diverted to a treatment

‘ “program pre- or posttrial. For individuals not eligible for diver-

sion-or those in communities without diversion programs, drug treat-

‘ment programs in correctional institutions must be established and
.- strengthened. Nine out of 10 inmates stay in a local jail or other
. detention fac111ty while awaiting implementation of some phase of

the aegud1cat1oq process. The median amount of time in this type of

o detention is about 5 months; jails, therefore would be good 1oca-

t1ons for drug abuse treatment.
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