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In January 1974 the Law Enforcement Assistance Adl'IN'hi strat'; on (LEAA) , ' 
as'si~ted,by the U.S. Burea\.lofth~';C~n·sus"" inter¥~ewed' 10,400 in­
mates of s''tate, correctional fac{ajth~s,. Re,sul.ts:':fromthi s sllrvey 
are applicable to 191 ,400 inmates:"~~:the estimclted"':f\,opulation of all 
such facilities a..t the time of the s~rvey.. . , ' 

, ",", , ,_,"0(, .<\ 

SUMMARY 
'" ';:!';,';.:: ",: 

Fi,ndipgs show that 61per{;ent of thefrlrlrate~(stated they had at one 
, time uSeQ,Rrugs';i,such as heroin, methadone, cocaine, marihuana, , 
amphetamineS":i"or barbtttl,r~tes without ~doctor' s prescription and , 
outs.ide cir a, treatment prdgram~*'--;The percentages of inmates who had 
eVer used. these drugs 'were,: heroin (30%)" methadone (9%),. cocaine 
(28%), mar; huana (56%) ,amphetClmines (29%), barbiturates (28%) , and 
other drugs (16%)~ 

· Oial1 drugs, most attention centers on heroin in terms lJf a rela--
ti onship to criminality. Among inmates presently convicted for 
robbery, 38 percent had a history of heroin use, compared to only 15 
percent of '.inQ1ates who were presently convicted of a violent offense. 
The per~entage of inmates presently convi cted of burg1 ary who had a 
history of heroin use was not significantly larger than t~e ·percen-. 
tage of other inmates \tJith a history o~ heroin use. 

, . 
· Among inmates with all; story of heroin use, around 2.5 percent were 

presently convicted for robbery. This is a statistically larger 
proportion than that for other inmates. Only 14 percent of inmates 

, with a history of heroin use Were presently convicted of. a violent 
crime compared to over 35 percent of other·inmates. 

Som~.14 percent of the inmates we\~eusing heroin daily at.the time 
,of Ian offehSe Which resu1 ted in impri sonment. There was a si gni-
fi cantlylarger proportion of inm~tes presently convi cted of robbery. 

~who, stated they were using heroin daily at the time of any of the 
,offenses .resulting in present incarceration than there was for in­
."mates ';~t'.esently convicted of .a violent crime who stated thi s . Around 

~ ,. . . 

t, *Thi spaper pl"esents somef;ndings from two larger studies. The 
.)first is Drug Hi stori es 'of Prisoners:, Survey of Inmates of State' 
"Correctional Facilities (c:Jrnpleted Harch 16, 1976). The second is 
: D~tl1~rHistories, and Criminality of Inmates of State Correctional 
· FactHties (in preparation). "' 
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lin .3 inmates prese:ntly convi,cted fo~a dr,ug offel1se,report~d using: 
heroin dai 1y at the time of any of the offenses f'E)sulting' ,inpre$~nt: 
incarceration. ' , 

\ <r· 

Around T3 percent of. the inmates stated they were under the influ- ... '. " 
ence, of heroillat the' time of any' of the offenses causing current, ' 
impri sOnmemt. The, types of offenses for inmateswhc' stated, they"", 
were unde}~ the i nfl uence of heroi n were about the' same as those for 
inmates who stated thf~Y had been using heroindClily atthetime Of' 
any of:the offenses rrhich resulted in their. impri.sonment. . 

SURVEY METHODOLOGY 
,',: 

The purpose 'of this survey was to gatherdet'~1iedinformat;on on the 
characteristics of inmates of state correctional fa.cilfties. A 
facility was defined as a IIfunctional1Yd.istinctgrc~upofad~lt(or· 
youthful offender) inmates not i ncludedi n the.1971,surveyon, iblocal 
jails; which was operational on January 31," 1974;wascapCib leaf' 
prov; ding a un i que ; nmate count; and possessedanaddress.u*, In 
a.1l, 710 facilities comprised the universe from Which 190 were 
selected) using scientific sampling,procedures. FrQm this sample, . 
10,400 inmates were selected for personali.nterview throughsci~n'" 
tific samp.1ing methods. Thus~ aboutJ of every18inma-ees under 
the jurisdiction of state correctional facilities W~s §elected: 

Datagatnered on the inte\1view questionnaire included (1) demograph-
ic chaY'acteristit§, (2) incarceration'history, (3) prese:nt convic~. ~ ~ 
tion and circumsta!1Ges surrounding it, (4) laborforce'p~rticipation 
and income (prior to arrest), and (S)drug and a lcohol vse. Data 
\'1ere gathe.red by female Bureau of the Census interview~rs. The 
inter'views were conducted in the institutions,in aone,~to-onesi.tua­
tion,withinsight but· ,not wi.thinhearin90f·guards. ". Of 'the 10,400 
inmates selected, 86 perce.nt wer.e actua l1yinterviewed. For an. 
additional 12 percent ,of the inmates select~d, information was 
abstracte_<:I frolT! prison records . Fcr< 1 ess than .1 percent; neither 
theinmat·.IY~nor the record was available or accessible.. ~ 

, r. _"", ',.' . :;" . '. " , ",." , .. ; ~ 

, :, 1 ' ,j,' 

All sample datawer~ inflated 'to. represent. the estimatedl~l ,4QO 
inmate.s.instate corre~tional fadlities-:-the entire population 
which falls wi thi l1 ithe scop~ of thE! su.rvey.;.-by means of an inVoJyet~\.'. 
estima:tion procedure~ A further description .of the methodologY-f~':;,;'~' 
in a paper by Ken Brimmer 'and Louis "W,illiams (3). . ' . 

SURVE'(f,) POPULATION 

Of'the. inmates ;,n,~tat.eCorrectional facili~i es, 98. percent (an. . 
estimated 187 ,500)'had'been&entenced. The rema,inderwasawaiting 
trial orrelease·on' ba·il,~·beingheld fo\" other authorities:,colIl111it-

. ted for study and observation pri or to sentencing, . and ~sbforth': ..• 
Males constituted 97' percent,of"the populat;i on. :A.roond one-ha lr;~ o'f .... 

. " . " '~'. ' . . 

,. '.' " ," ,,' '. ""'. '.. . ," "0(") , Q' b'tl' " 

*A f~cility is d~ftne'd as ~naddressatwhich. state. adul~iJccrrec..; " 
tiona 1 imjlates reside.. The a9dr,esS need not bedefi ned by: t'hestate! 
asa correctional fad lity.· , . , 

'\\" 
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theinmat~s' were white; 47 percent .were,black .. Median.agef.on'tlll 
illmat~s was about 27; about three-fourths were between '18..'34 years , 
of age.. The inmate population had. a median of 10 years. of. jchoO 1 ing 
completec\":~lowerthan the 1972 medlan of 12 years for themdle .... 

'noninstitutional population. c.Some 68 .percent of thei:nmat,es si:ated 
theywet'e.employedmost of the· month prior to the arrest for their 

.pr~,sentof,fehse(~) . Close toone-half of thei nmatesW,po stated 
ctheywere unemployed, were not looking for work; and di:dnot want 

.. Work~' (T/1isi,S'14 percent of the total inmate populati\:m.) , 

Three crimi nal offenses pt'edomil1ated among sentenced i nnNates; . '.' 
hom; cide. , burglary, .and robbery. Theseoffensesaccounited for about 
three~fifths of the convicti ons that led to impl"1:sonmen't. Inmates 
sentenced for robbery were the.most numerous--some 23 p~rcent of all 
sentencedihmates. Table 1 shows the distribution of Hlmatesby 
most serious present offense. Most ser>ious presen7;qffense, for the 
purpose of this slirvey, is the most serious offense causing the 
illost recent entry oianinmateinto the jurisdiction of the cOhvict­
ingsta~e'.s cor,rectional system byimprisonmerit.An inmate may be 
serving"t,iIpe for convictions since that entry, but new conVictions 
,do hot derive from ,present offenses for the. purposes. of this survey. 
'Thus~apresentoffense cannot include a parole violation. In 
nonirltervi ew cases, present offenses are. taken from those recorded 

,on'theinmate's. prison record. In ,a few cases where the. inmate re­
ported being convicted 'for one type of offense.but where the prison 
record (ind,.the interview responses indi cated no convi ctian for pri or 
senten,ces for, thi s typ'e of offense, the inmate record was used 'to 
determine present offense. ' ' , . . 

,Whenever Offense data are discussed in this paperf the reference is 
to present olJens8! Rather than use the tenn most se~ousp'Z'esent 

, offense resuZtingin incClZ'ceration3 the' term present c()"aviction or' 
fop whichpres'entZy convidted is IJsed with an equivalen~ connotation • 

. The offe'nse· cT~ssification shown in Table lis a seriousness ranking 
developed by LEAA and the Bureau of the Census. It differs from 

. that-used by the Federal Bureau of Investigat.ion (FBI) in their 
, Uniform Crime Reports' (UCR's ) in some major. respeQts. Even though ..•. > 

an'inmate may have committed more. than one offense which resulted in 
present impris'onment, the. inmate was classified according to. only 
the most serious present offense.' Thus, an inmate with' robbery and 

,burglary offenses wo.uld be classified according to robbery. Simi.;. 
lar.ly,an inmate) Who. was convicted for the sale of heroin,robbery, 
and'aggrqvated a.ssault.would be classified by II drug offense. II 

The pt'obabi15ty design of this sample makes possible the calculation 
of.sampling 'errors. The standard error is a measure of the sampling 
vari at; on that occurs bY9 chance because'.a samp 1 e rather than the 
entire population is surveyed. The chances are about 68 out of lOa 
that the estimate from the sample differs .. rrom the value for the' 
entire popul ation by '1 ess than the standarcl error . The chances are 
,about" 95 out of 100 that the di fference is less than twi ce the 

°standttrd 'error ana about 99 out, of laC that the difference is less 
@ 'than three" times the standard error. ",' 

:-'!" 
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TABL~ 1. INMATES BY MOST SERIOUS PREStNT OFFENSE:, 
OF' STATE CORRECTIONAL F'ACIUTlES 

Offense Number 'Percent 

Homicide 33,900 ' 18 

Kidnapping 2,200 1 
, Sexual assaults 9,700 5, 

Drug offenses 18,700 10 

Robbery 42,300 22 

Assault 9,000 5, 

Burglary 33,9'00 18 

Larceny .. 12300 , 6, 

Auto theft 3,200 ,? 
.~ 

Forgery, fraud, embezzlement 8,200 4 

Weapons 1"~900 1 

Arson 1,000 , 1 
Stolen property 2,000 1 

Other sex offenses 2;lOO 1 
. Other 7,100 . 4 

Not reported 3,900 2, '~" 

iota1 )91,4QO 100 

In this paper, comparisons are made between proporti ons. When Jhe" 
term "statistically significant" is used in this paper, it means that-i, 
there is at least a 95 percent probabi'l i tj' that the di fference between 
two p,roporti ons represents a true difference ,rather than onewhich\, 
results from the sample design of the survey . Normally, the term ' 
"significance leve1"means that there" is ,a significant difference, ' 
between two proportion~ if there Was a Sper-cent or less, probabili~ty 
of the difference' being due, to chance (or, rephrased, 95 out oJ 100 "" 
chances ,that the difference 'i s a true difference). In this paper, ' 
however, the level of confidence refers toeftherQ5 put of 100 
chances or 99 out of 100 chances tha1t; the, d'ifferencerepl"es!rnts, a ' ,:J 
true di fference. (), 

SURVEY RESULTS' 

Findings'show that 61 percen~dfthe inmate,s stated they had lIsed" 
heroi n,~ methadone "coca i ne , marihuana,' amphetamines" barbi turates, or '. 
other d:rugs withoutacloctor' s prescripti 011 and outside ."of a treat- b 

ment program at some point in their lives. The percentages of iri-q 

mates whq() had ever used these drugs <were~heroin(BO%) , methadone '\ 
" 0'0 

t') < 
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TABLE 2. EXTENT OF USE, BY.DRUG: ALL INMATES Or- STATE 
'. . ." CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 

. • • • I , • • ~ J ~ , • . • I • , ~ • • • • • • .... . ' . . . 

Total , Never Ever· 'Extent.of Use 
DrUG Use 

h' 
Percent Used Used Infrequently R~gular1y ,Dai 1y 

Heroil1 
~" 

100% 70 ;30 7 3 21 
Methadone 100% 91 9 5 1 3 

; 

Cocaine 100% 72 28 17 5 6 

Amphetamines' 100% 71 29 14 4 11 
Barbiturates 100% 72 28 16 4 8 
Marihuana 100% 44 56 22 11 24 

~ 

Other drugs/ 
" illicit use 100% 84 16 10 3 4 

(9%), cocaine. (28%), marihuana (56%), amphetamines (29%), barbitu­
rates (28%), and other drugs (16%). 

Table 2 shows daily or almost daily heroin use by one-fifth of the 
inmates; mari hUana was used that frequently by one-quarte,r of the 

'inmates~ Although not shown, among inmates who have ever used 
" heroin s 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 infrequently as had used it daily or 
almost, daily. ' 

Heroin is the drug g,i'len the most attention in terms of a relation­
ship to criminality. Thus, (aven though the study dealt with many 
drugs, the remainder of this paper deals only with heroin. There are 
two basicquesti,ons which this paper attempts to answer: f!hat 
pr'opoX'tion of offenses wG.scoTl'U11it{;ed by irunates with a history of 
heX'oin use? Do -trunates wh() have used heX'oin commit, different types 

. 0/ offenses than other inmates? " 

Using a modified summary of offenses, Table 3 shows tha~ 38 percent 
of the inmates presently. convicted for robbery had a history of ' 
heroin use. About one~quarter of those presently convicted for 
robbery haduseditdai:ly. Only 15 percen.t of the inmates .presently 
convicted of vi alent offenses had a history of heroin use. t Whi le 

--------.-
tThe percent~ge. of imhates presently convicted for robbery with a 
p3story of heroin use was significantly higher (38%) than the aver­
Q~ite percentage for ~,he total population minus inmates convicted of 
robbery (28~) :*** The percentage of inmatt:!s presently cO'nvicted 
for a Violent crime with a history of heroin lise (15%) was signif­
icantly~lower thant~e_percentage for the total p~pulation minus 

. inmates convicted of a violent crime (38%).*** 
NOTE: In this paper, *** means statistically significant at 99% 
l~velof cOnfidence. D 
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TABLE 3. EXTENT OF USE, BY DRUG (HEROIN), ACCORDING TO MOST SERIOUS PRESENT OFFENSE 
" RESUlTlNG IN INCARCERATION: All INMATES OF STATE CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 

Most Serious No Herp.i n Use Heroin Use 
Total No Use Used Extent of Use Present' Offense Number Percent* Total of Drugs ' Other Drugs Total Infreg. Regular 

Violent 54,800 100% 85 54 30 '15 5 2 . 
Robbery 42.300 100% 62 31 31 38 8 4 
Burglary 33,900 100% 68 36 32 32 7 3 

Property 26,600 100% 74 43 32 26 5 2 
Drug offenses 28,700 100% 35 7 27 65 10 4 

Dai~ 

8 
26 
22 
19 
51 

,j 

j • 

" 

Other 11,100 100% 82 54 28 18 5 ,1 12 t9 
Not reported'k* 3,900 100% 47 24 23 51 '4 2 46 
Total '191,400 . 100% 69 39 31 30 7 3 21 (1) 

II t • 

\ {1)", 
I ". ..- 1" , ...... ,I 

*pe rcen tages in thi ~ and other tables are based on a tot~ 1 wh i ch inc 1 udes-" un knowns ." u~ ua llylili n i rna 1 n umbe f'~ I! 
percentages. therefore, may not total 100. . .' .' .' ! 

. . t ,I 

**About 1,800 of the 3,900 in the ilnot reported" category were in t~e Californi·a prison system; und~r ca1if~rl 'fa 
law, Civilly, committed add.ict~ are. not considered to be criminally sentenced. ' I! C -' 
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the percentage of inmates. convicted of burglary had a history of 
heroin use '(32%) was slightly higher than the overall percelll~tage for 
the 'inmate population fninus. inmates convicted of burglary, t&P%) ,t,his 
diff~rence was not statistically,s;~nificant,. Among inmates pres·· 
ently convicted of drug offenses, some 65 percent had a history of 
heroin use; 50 percent had u~ed heroin daily at some point in their 
lives. 

, 

Of note in Table 3 'is the"column II no use of drugs. 1I This refers to 
inmates who. stated they had never used any of the drugs specified 
without a doctor's prescription or outside of a treatment program •. 

G While 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 ,dtugs. This is in contrast to 31 percent of the in­
mates presently· convi cted of robbery who stated they nevey' had used 
drvgs. 

, 
Do inmates with a histo~ of he~oin use oommit diffe~nt types of 
offenses than inmates without st{,oh a histcury? Table 4 shows that 
over one-fourth of the inmates \vi th a hi story of hero; n use were 
pr~senf.ly convicted for robbery compared to 20 percent of the in­
mates without a history of heroin use.*** Only 14 per'cent of the 
inmates with a history of heroin use were presently convicted of a 
violent crime compared to 35 percent of other inrrtates.*** Some 19 

. percent of inmates with a hi story of heroin use were presently 
convi,cted of burglary, compared to 17 percent of inmates without such 
a history. (This was not statistically significant.) It is ilTl­
portant to note that 21 percentQf 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 little, if any, bearing 
on the proportions of inmates presently convicted for certa.in typ.~s 
of offenses (burglary, property, "othe'r ll .offenses). There are dif­
ferences in other types of offenses depending on the extent of heroin 
use (the differences may not b.e 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 of,ifenses, 24%). Compared to inmates vlith a histol~y 
of daily heroin lIse, inmates with. a history of regular heroin use 
(once a week or m.ore, but not daily) have a, higher proportion of 
present convictions for violent crimes and 'robbery, but a lower 
proportion for drug offenses. These data suggest that, as the extent 
of heroin use increases, there is a gY'eater propensity for being 
arrested for and convicted of certain types of offenses. The data 
also suggest that as one progresses from regular use 9f heroin to. 
,daily use, there is a decrease in the propensity for bei.ng convicted 
of robbery and an increase in the propensity fO'~ being convicted of 
a d~ug offense. Furf~er, the data supp6rt the{fdea that as extent of 
heroin use increases, there is les~ likelihood!df being convicted of 
a violent crime. " . >!,' 
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!luna tes who ha v~ eVer us~ d drug s 0 the r : tha«e ro in ?ccupy a ,'mt dd 1 e • "~ . .:"," '1 

. ground between " nmat~s W, th n~ drug use and. ~h.ose Wl th heren n use, n -;~:~~'"" "-" I 
tetms of the proportlons conVl cted for certal ntypes of' offenses ' ;y!~;, ,0 , 

(Tab'le 4)" For example, the proportion of inmates who have ever usecf'/ ,. i 

other drugs and ~re presen~ly convi~ted for a violent. cr~me ;s lower'" II I 
than the proportlon among 1 nmates W:i th no drug use but hl gher thaI) , 
that, f?Y I inmate, s with a. hi story of herO','n Use. ***On ~he other hand, ,;, I 
among lhmate~ who have ever used drugs other than ~eroln, the pro~ 
porti on conv; cted of robbery or a drug offense was hi gher than the I 

proPQrti ons among inmates wi th no use of drugs. Nei ther proporti on '1,: I 
was as high as that among inmates with a history of heroin use. . , 

Inmates were asked about daily heroin use at the time of any of the: 
~offenses resulting in imprisonment. Table 5 shows that 14 percent • 
(around 64 percent of the inmates who had ever used heroth d~ily) 
were Using heroin daily 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 signifi,.cantlylarger pro­
portion of inmates presently convicted of robbery .\'iho stated they 
were using heroin daily at the time of any of the offenses resulting 
in present incarceration (18%) thanirimates'presently conVicted of a 
violent crime who stated this (5%).*** Around lout of 3 inmates 
presently convicted for a drug offense stated this. 

;') 

The prOpOl'ltional bre9kdown of offense types among inmat~}) whb had 
used heroln daily at the time of any of the offense(s) reSUlting in •. 
present incarceration was similar to the breakdown for those Who,oad 
ever used he\~oin daily. Any history of daily heroin use s~emed to 'be 
related to types of offenses m'ore so than When heroin was used daily 
(e.g., 'at th~ time of any of these offenses). Table 6 shows sOllle 
s1i9ht but nonstat'istically significant differences for certain types 
of offenses between inmates who had used hero;p daily ,but not at this 

c> 

. ' time, and inmates vlho were using heroin daily~t this time. Around 1 
i.n'4 inmates among both groups of inmates, however, were present)y co 

comvicted for a drug offense. 
, ~, 

I; , '" io 

T'n~f:'Proporti on of inmates with no, drug use who were presently con .. 
V~:1:_t{ad of a violent crime (40%). was significantly larger than the 
proportion among inmates who had used heroin di;lily at the time of 
any of the offenses resulting in present incarceration (10%') o'rfor 
the proporti on" who had ever used heroin daily, but not at this time 
(13%).*** Countrariwise, the propol-tion of~irtmates withnp drug use 
who Were pre~eni;:ly,. convi'cted of "robpery (17%~) was silgnificantly .' 
dsmaller than among inmates who were/I using he'roin tiaily at the time of" 
any of the offenses resulting in p~esent inc~rceration (28%).*** 
Among inmates who had ever used her'bin dailY, but not at t~is time, 
there was a larger,proportion of inmates presently convicted ~f •• 

. ' robbery (24~~) than among inmates who had no drug use (l7%L 
," 

Tabl~ 6 o~her comparison gro~p~: inmates·who had used heroin, jut 
not daily, combi ned \oJi th inmates Who had ever used' other drugs.4 
These: groups apparently 'occupied a middle grbund between inma"t~e with 
'no drug use anq inmates who had used heroin daily at the time' df gOy 
of the offenses res61ting,in present incarceration, at least Tor 0 

certain types of offenses. Hhile 40 percent of ~linmates wi,th no 'drug 
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TABLE 4 •. MOST SERIOUS PRESENT OFFENSE RESULTING IN INCARCERATI~N5 ACCORDING TO EXTENT OF USE, 
'\, BY DRUG (HEROIN): ALL INMATES OF STATE CORRECTI~'lAL FACILITIES ' , 

'I':'::' 

Nost Serious No Hv~roin Use Heroin Use 
Present Offense No Use Used Extent O~I Use 0: ~ 

Total Total .·of Drugs Other Drugs Total Inf,req. Regular Daill 
" \\ f Violent 29 35 40 29 14 23 20 11 

J Robbery 22 20 17 23 27 27 34 27 0 
Burglary 18 17 16 19 19 20 ' 18 18 
Property 14 15 15 14 . 12 10 11 12 
Drug offenses 10 5 2 9 21 15 13 24 
Other 6 ·7 '8 .. 5 3 4 2 3 , . 

Not reported 2 1 1 2. 3 1 1 4 
Total 

0 1': 
Number 191.4JlQ 132,900 74,500 58,400 58,100 12,700 A,900 40,500 
Percent lOOt 100% ,100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

0" 
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TABLE 5. DAILY HEROIN USE AT THE TIME OF ANY Of THE'OFFENSE(S) RESULTING. IN PRESENT INCARCERATION, 
'ACCORDING TO MOST SERIQU5PRESENT OFFENSE: ALL !NMATES OF STATE CORRECtIONAL FACILITIES ' 

•• Most .Serious Total 
Present Offense ,'Number . Percent Total 

"V ;'0 ] e ntl. ' 54,800 100% 95 
Robbery·, 42,300 100% 82 
Bu~glary 33,900 100% 86 
Property 26,600 100% 89 
Drug offenses 18,700 100% 67 
Other 11,100 100% 93 ~ 

, , 

No Dai 1:t Heroin Use At This Time " 
Heroin and Other Drug Use 
'1Jsed Heroi.n Used Heroin, Not 

No Sub- Daily, Not Dai ly, and Other 
Drug Use Total at,This .Time Drug Users 

54 41 4 38 

31 52 8 44 
36 50 8 42 
43 46 8 38 

7. 60 18 41 
54 ~o 6 34 

Used Heroin 
Dai ly At 

Th;sTime 

5 

18 
14 
11 

, Not reported 3,900 100% " 57 24 34 5 28 

33 
6 

40 
14 Total 191,400 JOO% . 86, 39 
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TABLE 6. MOST SERIOUS PRgSENT OFFENSE', ACCORDING TO DAILY USE OF HEROIN AT THE TIME: Of' ANY OF THE 
. OFFENSE(S) RESULTING IN PRESENT INCARCERATION: ALL INMATES OF STATE CORRECTIONAt~ FACIL1TI~S' 

No. Dail~ Heroin Use At This Time 1\,' 

)J . 

'-"<0.:.\, ,'iii 

Heroin And Other Drug Use ~_ ,I 

. Used He\"otn Used Heroin, Not Used H,fro; n 
Dai}1 At Most Serious No Sub- Dai1y~ Not Daily, and Other 

Present Offense Total Total Drug Use Total At ihi sTiIDe' Drug Us'ers Thi J. Time 
~,' 

Violent 29 ·32 ' 40 25, 13 27 10 

Robbery 22 21 17 24 24 \) 25 28 

" Durg1a,ry 18 18 16 19 18 19 " 18 
, " 

Prope.rty 14 14 15 14 15 13 11 

Drug offenses 10 8 2, 12 24 10 24 

Other , . 6 6 a, 5 4 5 3 

Not reported 2 1 ,1 1 
., 

1 1 6 " 
,:' 

lotal " 

Number 191'400 " 164,900 74,500 90,500 '14,.400 76,10Q 26,100 
Percent 100% 100%' 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

" If 
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, 'f • , . 
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use were presently convi ctedi .. for a vi(Hent crime, 27 percent ofth'l s 
control group were presently Golwicted of a violent ·crimJ~. Onlyl0 

o per-cent of inmates'who,were ustng heroin dai1yat the time of any of 
the offenses resultihgin present, incarceration were convicted6f a 

; violent crime •. Other Offenses where this control group seemed to 
occupy a middle grouncl wereY'obbery ,p,ropertyoffenses, and drug 
offenses. ' , 

Inmates were Ciskedif they were under the influence of heroin at the 
time of any of the offense(s) causing present imprisonment. Some .13 
percent said they Were. This is slightly different than asking about 

" daily her-oin use at the time of any of the offense(s) resUlting in 
" ,present incarcerati on. Some, 7 percent of the inmates who stated they 

Were, under'the i nfl uence of heroin stated they had never used heroin 
,daily, or almOs.t daily. Rather, they had used heroin infrequently or 
regularly (oncea week or more, but not daily). Nonetheless, as 
J·able 7 "S'nows , for ,each type of offense the proporti ons stating they 
were! under the ihf.luence of heroin were about the same as the propor­
tions stating they had used heroin dai ly, or almost dai'ly, at the 
t"il1le of any of the off~nses resulting in present incarceration. The 
proportion'of jnmatespresently convicted of robbery who stated,they 

,were under the influe!nce 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 befote, 1 
in,3 of the 'inmates who were presently convicted all a.drug offense 
stated they were' under the influence of, heroin at the time of any of 
the offense(s) causing present impri sonment. 

Table 8 shows that the distribution of inmates who stated they were 
onder the influence of heroin by the type of offense resulting in 
conviction was about the same as the distribution of inmates who 
sta~ed they were using heroin daily at that time. 

DISCUSSION 

No Rrevious survey of the prison populatio~ was on a scale as broad 
as this. All inmates of state correctional facilities were repre­
sented. In comparing d~ug use by prisoners s the appropr; ate ·com'· 

. parison population is an institutionalized state prison popul~tion 
(or, ifit existed, 'a former nationwide survey of prisoners of state 
correctional institutions)~ This'population represents those ar- . 
rested, prosecuted, conVicted; and institutionalized in a state 
corrections institution. They may 'Oat be representative of the 
criminal populati6n at-large or of those who avoid imprisonment in a 
state cp'rrecti oos i nsti tuti on. 

r 

Comparison of results from this study with those from other studies 
is'dif;ficult. Other studies have derived data from a variety of 
sources such as diagnostic evaluation reports, presentence reports, 
i~stitutional·cri~inal case files (manual or computerized), proba­
tion reports, inmate population surveys, and cour,t files. Some of 
the data appear fairly reliable, while others appear weak and thus 
influence the accuracy of findi~gs. ' 
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( , TABLE t~, UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF HEROIN AT TUE TIME OF ANY OFTHE OFFENSE(S) CAUSING PRESENl: 
INCARCERATION~ ACCORDING TO MOST SERIOUS PRESENT OFFENSE: ALL INr4ATES OF STATE CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 

" ' 

Most Serious Total 
Present Offense Number Percant Total 
Violent 54,800 100% 96 
Robbery 42,300 100% 83 
BUl"glary 33.900 1,00% 87 
Property 26,600 100% 89 
Drug 'offenses 18,700 ,,100% 68 , 

Other 11,100 .. 100% 94 
Not reported " 3,900 100% 61 
Total' . , ' .191,,400 ... , .100% .. , 81 

. ' 

'il 

Not Under Inf1~gnce of Heroin 
No 

Drug Use Used Drugs 
54 41 
31 52 
36 51 
43 :46 
7 61 

54 41 
24' 38 
39.', : . , .. , .... 48 

.' 

Under Influence of 
Heroin at lhis Time 

, 4 

17 

13 
11 

32 
6 

t; ", 39 

13 
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TABLE 8. MOST SERIOUS 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 

Host Serious 
Present Offense Total Total 
Violent 29 32 
Robbery 22 21 
Burglary 18 1B 
Property . 14 • 14 
Drug offenses 10 8 
Other 6 6 

Not reported 2 1 

Total 
Number 191,400 166~200 
Percent .. 100%. . .. .... . 100% 

Not Under Influence of Heroin 
No 

Qrug Use. Used Drugs 
40 25 
17 24 
16 19 
15 13 

2 12 
8 5 
1 2 

r~ 74 11 500, 91,700 
.. 100% .... " .100% 

o 

• 0 

,J ' 

" 

Unde~ .the Influence of 
Her.oin at<This Time 'I 

I II , 10 

29 
18 
12 
24 
2 
6 

25,200 , 

100% C' 
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The basic data fin(l:'in~s'i-nthis papet are: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

61 ,percent of t;h~ ,inmates had used drugs i11icitly. 
30 percent had' ,~~1'~ed he\"oin; ,21 pe\"cent had used heroin 
daily, or almoSt;\~aily. 
56 pe\"cent had tried marihuana; 24 percent had used mari­
huana da ily, or a 1 mos t da ily. 
14 pe\"cent Were, usinghero;n daily at the time or any of 
the offenses resulting in present imprisonment. 
13 percent were und~r the influence of he\"oin at the time 
of any of the offenses resulting 'in p\"esent impriSonment. 

,Two studies of inmates under custody in 1974 show 56 percent of the 
",' ,'. male' popul ation had a record of dangerous drug usage (11) and 48 

percent of those inco\"rectional institutions had a drug p\"oblem (8). 
The estimate of 61 percent found in '~he present survey is higher than 
that found 'in either the New York or the Massachusetts study. 

Estimates of heroin use' among inmates range from 16 pe\"cent in 
\ Arizona (2) to 36 percent in Massachusetts (9). The present survey 

\' found about 30 percent had tried hetoin. ihis is within the range 
found in the statf= studies. The estimate of 21 percent of inmates 
with daily, Or almost daily, heroin use approximates the 25 percent , 
esti~ate for the District of Columbia (4). In the state studies, use 
of heroin was rarely differentiated; thus, 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%) app\"oximated the 
finding reported about Colorado State Reformatory inmates in 1972 
(53%) but \~as a good deal higher than estimates in other state 
studies. State studies may have gathered information from case 
fi1es. Information on heroin use is much more like1y to be recorded 
than info\"mation on use of other drugs, including marihuana. 

. . 
No state corrections stUdies were found which inquired about wh~ther 
or not inmates were under the influence of heroin at the time of any 
of the offenses resulting in ,incarceration. 

An 'important part of the research in this paper refers to offe[lses 
commi.tted specifically those which caused the present imprisonment. 
This paper attempts to adapt basic questions to the popula~ion at 

u hand and to primarily one drug (heroin). r¥hat Pr'opor'tion Df ojJenses 
is aqmmitted by drug user's? Do offenses ao_tted by dztug '\U$er's 
'diffe~ from those aommitted by nondPug-users? Different types of 
control groups were useq for comparison vlith heroin users.t 

In addition to the problems of comparing drug histories in this 
paper to findings from other research, there are problems in comparing 

tThe use of appropriate control population is an important methodo.~ 
logical considel"ation. The use of different controls has resulted 

,in dif~erent st~dy concl,usions. The categorization' scheme used may 
,. determl ne the k, nd of data gathered to answer questi ons· on the re­

lationship between drug use and criminality~ 
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the proporti Ol!~ ,and types .of offenses.· Not only are there differences 
in the methodology used to ascertain drug use and extent of use, but 
there are differences in the methods" by which crimin'ality is aSGer ... 
t~;ned. In the studies reviewed, th~reare differen~es in the way a " 
person is cl~ssified by a sihg1e offense. Different populations a~~ 
used: for e~ample, the population on probation, the arrested popu~' 
lation, or the convicted popula:tioI1. Determining the associ.ation 
between drug Use and criminality is highly dependent upon the re­
search methods used and the definitions involved in forming cate-) 
gorization, including the manner in whic~lan individual is classified 
according to a crime. 

In 1912, Senator Edmund S. Mus ki e sta;ted that more thanha 1 f of 
urban ,crime in the United States w~s: directly related to drug ,,0 

addiction (10). In the same year,\-:!;he American Bar Association 
stated that lIinformal estimates attHbute 33 percent to 50 percent 
of the hold-ups, bUrglaries, muggings, and thefts cOmlnitted in the 
Nation's 34 major urban centers to heroin addicts (l).I'An o'pinion 
sampling of law enforcement personnel (e.g., police chief, nargotics 
squad officers, federal narcotics agents) in 1972, found it was 
believed that ~1 percent of prostitution/vice, 38 percent of burg-
1 ar-i·es, 35 per-cent of stolen p)"operty offenses, 34 percent of· 
larcenies, and 32 percent of robberies Were results of drug use (13). 
Those i nteryi ewed be 1i eyed the percentages of a 11 the offenses 
caused by drugs would increase in the next 2 years. These are not 

, rash estimates. 

Many- studies have concludgd that drug addiction' is related to crime" 
and that sizable 'proporti'ons of certain offenses are committed by 
drug addicts. Of the drugs assumed to be related to c"ime, heroin 
is the primary drug of concern. Most heroin addi cts at one point 
or another, will turn to crime to supportitheir habits. The types 

'of crimes committed depe'1d on the person~li:tiest skjllSt and ex..o 
periences of the addicts ina qommuni,ty. " ' 

The data in t,his paper show that ~,...ound Ql'le-fifth of the inmates had 
used heroin daily, 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 sar-tous present ~ffenses were 
robbery and drug offenses (slightly more drug offenses"were non­
possession than possession,/use). About on'e-half' of the inmates Who .~ 
had ever used heroin daily, or almost daily, 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 ... 
ly larger propor-ticn of inmates who had ever- used heroin presently 
convicted of burglary than nondli'ug-users, but the difference was not 
statistically significant. The difference for r'obbery, however, 
was statisjcal1y significant. Robbery may bring a more immediate 
cash return than burglary. It requires litt1e"'or no plannin.~ and , 
only one tool .. (a weapon). No fence ;s needed. Any number- ttff victims 
is available. More robberie& than burglariesi 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 burglary. 
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Tha full extent of G,ffenses committed by heroin addicts is not 
kno'l/n. Inci ardi and (}hambers have reported that a sUbstantial 
amount of unreported crime is comm; tt~d bY i ' addi:cts; theysug,gest 
that only 1, of avery 120 crimes is cleared by arrest (6). .Multiple 
charges ana convictions are not covered in this paper. It is un ... 
known how many crimes these inmates committed. It is probable 
that the inmates il''lVolved in daily heroin u~'e committed'many more' 

" offenses proporti ona lly than other inmates. III Thus, even though on 1y 
18 percent of robber; eS, 14 percent of burgl ari es, q,nd :11 percent ,of 
other property offenses were committed by inmates who had been uSing 
h5,'tPi. n d,ai lY.·. at, the time of any of theoffenses", resul ting in, prese.nt 
i~\~risOnment, this in no.,,'lJ)ay means that narcetic addicts committed 

, th~~se proporti ons of cr:imes in the communi;ty. It may be tl?Oe tl'lat 
b.{ftreating the inmates with a history of narcotic use (no matter 
what p\'-oportion of the inmate population), significant decreases in 

.' 

t~r crime rate Wi 11 occur. . 
~ I ' 

Fithdings on the relationShip between drug use and criminality are 
influenced by the manner in which certain criminal acts are clas­

" si\~ied int~ broad categories such as c:rimes against pr'ope'tlty ?r . 
C'tl1fU7Ies aga.1.1l1st ,the pe'tlson. Some stud1 es have found that statl stl-

" ca~'lY significant differences arise or disappear depending on 
whi'~ther robbery is classifit,:)as a property crime or a personal 
crt~ne.t Some have suggested that burglary,could well be considered 
a :iHme against the pe\"son as well as a cri.\11e against property t 
siNce there appears to be an 'increasing nUMper of cases where a 
bU\!liglar is encountered by other persons. ' . 

I' ' 
I'· 

Inl;this paper, robbery has been broken out;$eparate:ly from violent 
cl,t\lle, and burg 1 a ry from property crime. T~1:e; nc 1 us; on of robbery 
and burglary in the larger categories resul~~.s in a significantly 
smaller proportion of inmates presently conv'icted of a violent c.rime 
who had ever used heroin (25%) than the proportion for the total 
inmate population minus the inmates presentl) convicted of a Violent 
crime (36%). *** Previous finding;? showed a ~tignificantly 1arger 
proportion of inmates presently convicted of robbery who had ever 
used heroin and a· significantly smaller proportion of inmates pres­
ently convicted of a violent crime (minus robbery) who had ever used 
heroin. Thus, even though inmates presently convicted for robbery 
accounted for 44 percent of those convicted of violent crime, find­
ings for inmates presently conv; cted of robbery were submerged' when' 
thi,s offense was .incl uded in the. broader category. . 

Th~Je was no Significant difference in the propo~tion of inmates 
p\'s:sently 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 finding 

c,' supported bYil prev; ous researc~. 

. \1 < 

tBroadcategories such as crime against the person and property crime 
obscure the effects of one or more of their component parts. Clas­
sifled as a crime against the person, robbery constitutes a subs tan­
ti~l proportion of such crimes. Classified tvith the high-incidence 
crlmes of burg"l ary and 1 arceny-theft as a property crime, robbery 
may constitute a considerably lower proportion o~$u~h crimes. 

435 
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J\djustment i n t~e categori es of types of offenses Qr-esulted in, a 
significantly smaller proportion of inmate~ who~ad ever used 
heroin presently convicted of a: violent crim~ (42%) than the p~o­
portion of inmates who had never used heroin (55%).*** Findings 
about the proportiot\ of inmates ever having used heroin whq \~ere 
present ly convi cted 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 presently convicted O'? a property \, 
offense. . 

Attempting to draw bl"oad ... based findings (e.g., less of an associ'a­
tion between violent crime and use of heroin than with 'ptoperty 
crime) can caUse important research findings fO~~subparts o~the 

_ whole to be overlooked. This shows the roles that categorization 
and definition can play in influencing findings. 

This paper has shown that around 1 in 5 inmates who had ever used J • 

heroin were presently convicted of a drug offense ('loin 4 inmates 
who had ever used it daily). This is a substantially larger_pro­
porti on than the proporti Gin of inmates who had used

J 
other drugs and 

were convicted of a drug offense (9%) or inmates who stated they had 
no use of drugs and yet were presently convicted of a drug offense 
(2%) • If these ,z,nmate[? 'Who had evex» , used 1zex»oin hacZ not been p~es­
entZy convicted fox» a c]Pug offense~c' 'What 'WouZd be theiz:a pz:aopoz:ationaZ 
z:aepx»esentation among othe'Y.' types of offenses? 'Table 9 examines this 
hypothetical question. This table shows that if inmates wer,e not 
presently convicted'for a drug offense, 6 out-of l~ inmates whQ had 
ever used heroin wou.1d be presently convicted for either roqpery or 
burglary compared to 4 out of 10 inmates with no heroin US,e. The 
finding--that among inmates who had ever used heroin, there wa~a 
significantly smaller proportion convicted of a' violent crime and a 
significantly larger proportion presently convicted of robbery,. '. 
compared to in~ates with no'heroin use--is,not new. Of interest 
is the fact. that this data adjus~rnent gives a significantly ,larger 
proportion of inmat~s who had ever used heroin presently convicted 
of burglSi,ry, compared to inmates with no he~oin use.*** 

~ -). . .' . 
The. facf'~that. S1 zable propor~i ons . o~~ ,thos~ WhO. had ev~ ·~sed~~e. rain 
and those who had ever usedlt dally Were presently servlng 'Cll1)f) for 
a violation of drug laws meant that proportionally fewer weresery-

~.} 

". 

il1g time fo~ othe.r ,.:type,s of offenses; theproporti ona 1 reducti on in ~ D 

burglary was significant. This is,,not to s.ay~that all individuals 
with a history of heroin use who were presently convicted of viola-
ti (ms 01' drug 1 aws woul d otherwi se be prosecuted and conv; cted for 
these other types of crlmes. A numb.~r of research stud; es hav.e ' 
found that there is a proportion of the heroin copping community who 
s,upport their habits either 'primari ly through thee heroin distribu- " 

, tfbn system or by legitimate work (5, 7, 12). oThese data do contend "0,, 

that enforced drug 1 aNS act as deterrents to the ab'use, ~f dangerous 
SUbstances and to other crimes. 

I. 
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TABLE 9 • MOST SERIOUS PR~$ENT OFFENSE RESULTIN'GIN INCARCERATION (DRUG OFFENSES ELIMINATED), 
"ACCORDING TO EXTENT OF USE, BY DRUG (HEROIN): INNATES OF STATE CORRECTIONAL ' 

FACILITIES PRESENTLY CONVICTED ON NON:"DRUG OFFENSES 
", 

) 

No Heroin Use 
~ ; 

Heroin Use 
Most Serious No Other Extent of Use 

Present Offense Total Total Drug Use Drugs Used Total Infreg. Regular Daill, 
Violent 32 37 41 31 18 27 23 1? 

*'" " w Robbery 24 21 18 25 35 32 39 35 0 
' "" i) , 

Burglary 20 18 17 20 24 23 20 24 
Property 15 16 16 16 

. 15 ' 12 13 16 

Other 6 7 8 6 4 5 3 4 
Not repot·ted 2 1 1 2 4 , 1" " 1 6 

" Tota 1 
Number 172,600 1'26,400 73,,100 53,300 45,900 10,800 4,300 30,900 
Percent 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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It matters not whether the drug offenses for \,/111 ch these inmates 
wel~ec;onvicted represented or'iginal charges or the results of plea 
bargaining: The point is that the laws were evoked to get these 
heroin users off the str,t;ets. These studyresul ts can be used to 
emphasize the need for law enforcement authorities to contihually 
focus their attention on the heroin-using community if serious crime 
stich as robbery is to be reduced. , ' , 

For those heroin-using indivit.tlJalsinvolved in illegal activity who 
~rill not vol untari ly enter a treatment program and te\"minate their 
criminal careers, the alternative is to arrest and/or ~Y'osecUt~ them 
on any charge that will stick, including drug p,ossession/use~ Once 
ar~ested, such individuals can either be diverted to a treatment 
program pre- or posttrial. For individuals not eligible for diver­
sion or those in communities 'Il'ithout diversion programs, drug treat­
ment programs in correctional institutions must be established and 
strengthened. ,Nine but of 10 inmates stay in a local jailor other 
detention fa'cility While awaiting implementation of some phase of 
the~cljudication process. The median amount of time in this type of 
detention is about 5 months; jails, therefore, woulJ be good 10ca­
tionsfor drug abuse treatment • 

. . 
,REFERENCES 

1. ,American Bar Association Special Committee on Crime Prevention 
and Control. New pe~speatives on urban arime, 1972. 

2. Arizona Department of Corrections. cnaz.aatenstias of offende~s, 
1972. 

3. Brimmer, K.,& Williams, L A methodoZogiaaZ stuay--su.m;:ey of 
:inmateg of state ao~reationaZ faciZities. Washington, D.C.: 

, Bureau, :bf the Census, 1974. 

4. District of Columbia. Nc:t:f.1aotia invoZved inmates in the De,­
pQ:rltmei'~t of COz>Z:leatf;ons, 1968. 

5. Hughes,P., Crawford, G., Barker, N., Schumann, S., & Jaffe, J.' 
The social structure of a heroin copping community. Ameriaan 
Jour-naZ of Psyahiatr-y~ 1971, 128(5), 43-49. 

c 

6. Inciardi, J.A.,~& thambers, C.D. Unreported criminal involve­
ment of narcotic addicts. r[ou::t'naZ of Drug Issues~ 1972, 2, 57-
64. . 

7. Kozel, N:, DuPont, R., & Brown; B. Narcotics and crime: a 
,study of narcotic. involvement in an offender population. 
Inte~ationaZ Jour-naZ of the Addiations~ 1972, 7(3), 443-450. 

8. r~assachusetts ,Department! of Correcti ons. Ch~aateristia,s af 
retJidents of Massaahusetts (!o~reci;ionCl.Z institutions, 1974. 

438 

" '}'~ 
. j~ 

" 

1 
'~ 
11 

'I 
i 
'I 

I . j 
I 
I , 



----------~---~~--~---

','it 

I 

\ ; 

o 

o 

Il 
o 



1 
! 
i 

I 
I 




