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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

What types of offenses are drug-using arrestees likely to 

be charged with? Can information about an arrestee and l1is or 

her current case predict whether the person will be detected 

(by urinalysis) to be using drugs? How likely are drug users 

to be rearrested? Do they specialize in committing particular 

types of crimes? Which arrestees enter treatment for drug ab­

use, and does treatment affect the person's subsequent criminal 

behavior? Are older arrestees less likely to use illicit drugs? 

This report describes a project--jointly spons;)red by the 

National Institute of Justice and the National Institute on Drug 

Abuse--that constructed data files that can address these ques-

tions, as well as others pertaining to drug use and crime amcng 

a population of arrestees in Washington, D.C. Analyses are pre-

sented that illustrate the range of issues that can be addressed 

using the files. 

~his summary presents an overview of the project, with 

emphasis on the findings and avenues for further research.* 

First, ~ackgro~nd information about the project is presented. 

Next, the constructed files are described and their potential 

uses anG limitations noted. This is followed by a ~iscussion 

of the analyses conducted, their implications, and recommend a-

tions for further research. 

*A technical discussion of the file construction process 
appears in Appendix C of the full report. 

xi 
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A. BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 

In 1970, the Superior Court of the District of Columbia and 

the Narcotics Treatment Admlnistration (subsequently called the 

Substance Abuse Administration, and currently called the Alcohol 

and Drug Abuse Services Administration, ADASA) undertook a 

cooperative effort to develop a system for monitoring the drug 

use of arrestees. The goal of the program was to obtain infor-

mation about the drug status of each arrestee that could be 

used by a judge in determining bailor other conditions of re­

lease. Since December 1971, almost all arrestees who have been 

detained in the D.C. superior Court lock-up facility prior to 

their court appearance have been asked to provide information 

about their use of drugs, prior drug treatment, and current 

arrest charge, and to provide a urine specimen for analysis. 

The District of Columbia is the onlY jurisdiction in the 

country where arrestees are routinely tested for drug use, and 

it therefore provides a unique opportunity for studying the 

relationship of drug use and crime among arrestees. 

Kozel and DuPont (1977) computerized the urinalysis infor­

mation collected cy the D.C. superior Court and compared arrest 

charges and urine test results for 44,323 consecutive admis­

sions to the lock-up between 1971 and 1975. 'l'heir study docu­

mented the increase in the use of phenmetrazine (Preludin) in 

tIlis period and indicated that drug-using arrestees were less 

likely to be charged with crimes of violence than were nonusers. 

In another study, K. Williams (1979) analyzed recidivism 

tt ng arre stees p. rocessed in the D.C. superior Court pa erns amo 

during approximately the same period, January I, 1?7l, to 

xii 

August 31, 1975. Williams used information from the Prose-

cutor's Management Information System (PROMIS), an automated 

case-tracking system that was installed in the Superior Court 

Division of the U.S. Attorney's Office for the District of 

Columbia in 1971. Williams found that, other factors being 

equal, persons arrested for a drug offense were more likely to 

recidivate if they had a prior arrest record. In addition, she 

found that drug use in connection with any type of arrest was a 

significant predictor of recidivism. 

~he study described here builds primarily on those projects. 

The data available to Kozel and DuPont contained information 

aLout the drugs detected in the arrestee's specimen, but they 

contained minimal information about the charges made and no 

information about subsequent processing of the arrestee by the 

court or the final disposition of the case. The PROMIS data 

files used by Williams contained detailed information about 

charges, processing, and disposition. However, drug use by the 

arrestee had to be inferred from the arresting oificer's percep-

tion of whether the person was involved with illicit drugs. 

It became apparent that if it were possible to merge each 

person's PROt-1IS case record wi th the ADASA record of the 

person's urinalysis outcome, the resulting data base would 

contain a wealth of information that could be used to explore 

the relationship between drug use anc crime among alrestees. 

Other than the stUdy by Kozel and DuPont, the only other study 

that used an approach similar to the present one is a study of 

arrestees in six cities conducted by Eckerman, et al. (1971). 

However, Eckerman's research excluded female arrestees and 
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obtained information from only 1,889 arrestees. The data bases 

constructed in this project contain information from over 

57,000 cases and cor.stitute the most comprehensive set of 

information about arrestee drug use and criminal justice 

processing yet assemcled. 

Two types of data files were constructed. The first is a 

set of cross-sectional files composed of each case in PROMIS 

for which a matching urinalysis test record was located. There 

are 57,944 cases in the final cross-sectional files for the 

period from 1973 through 1977. The cross-sectional files are 

case based, and a person arrested several times within this 

period would have multiple cases included in the file. The 

second type of file is a defendant-based, longitudinal file 

that contains the arrest records for 7,087 persons over a 

six-year period from 1973 through 1978. In addition to the 

case information from PROMIS and the matching urinalysis 

record, the longitudinal file contains information about time 

incarcerated during this period and any record of entry into 

treatment at an ADASA facility. Each of these data bases is 

discussed below. 

B. THE CROSS--SECTIONAL Dll.TA FILES 

Cases for adults arrested for serious misdemeanors and for 

all felonies (in violation of the D.C. Code) brought to the 

Superior Court Division of the Office of the U.S. Attorney for 

the District of Columbia are loutinely entered into the PROMIS 

cas e-tracking system. The PRO~lIS data file s for 1973-1977 

contain 84,917 cases. It was our goal to find the arrestee's 
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matching urinalysis record for as many cases as possible. 
It 

Was 
evident at the outset of this project. however, that it was 

not feasible to locate a urine record for every case contained 

in PROMIS. 
Agency records are often difficult to work with and 

information needed to link PROMIS and ADASA records might not 

be available or usable. Mo . 'f' t re slgnl lcan , not every arrestee 

in PROMIS should have a urinalysis record. This is because the 

PROMIS system contains cases for persors who are released by 

the police after arrest, pending court appearance, as well as 

for persons who were detal'ned l'n th 1 } e oc:-up. Persons not held 

in the lock-up, where ADASA staff process arrestees, would not 

have a record of a urinalysis test unlesE the judge had 

requested a test at a later time. 

Despi te these obstacles, a matching urinalysi~:. record was 

found for 57,944 cases recorded in PROMIS between 1973 and 

1977, 68 percent of the total, and for SO percent 0f the C2£ES 

in which the arrestee was detained in the loc"-up. h 
" T us, tlie 

urine record was found for the overwhelming majority of 

arresb .'S who were eligible for ADASA processing. 

Once the arrestee was placed in the lock-up, there wab a 

high probability that an ADASA record would be availacle 

regardless of the offense or the arrestee's demographic 

characteristics. Because persons who have criminal histories 

or who are charged with serious crimes are more likely to tE 

placed in the loc},-up, our resulting samples of matched cases: 

tend to describe the more serious offenders. Analyses using 

the cross-sectional data files therefore apply primarily to 

serious Offenders detained in the lock-up and not to persons 

xv 

-



-------------- - -- ---- ------------

who are typically released after arrest by the police. The 

sex, race, and age distributions for arrestees in these cases 

for ea::::h year from 1973-77 are summarized in Table 1. 

C. THE LONGITUDINAL DATA FILE 

The longitudinal file was constructed so that information 

about a person's arrests, drug use, and drug treatment could be 

tracked over a six-year period. The file contains information 

about 7,087 persons whose cases were screened by an Assistant 

U.S. Attorney on one of 139 days selected from an eight-month 

panel period (August 21, 1974, through April 30, 1975). The 

first case for a person during this panel period was designated 

as that person's panel case. For each person, a maximum of 

seven cases that occurred prior to his or her panel arrest 

(called "pre-panel cases") back through January 1, 1973, and a 

maximum of ten post-panel cases through December 31, 1978, were 

retained in the file. The final file contains 19,277 cases 

involving the 7,087 panel defendants in the PROMIS system over 

the six-year period. Along with the case information from 

PROMIS, the final file contains information about time 

incarcerated, drug use at arrest, and any record of having 

sought or received treatment at an ADASA clinic during this 

period. (A treatment intake record was found for 812 panel 

members, 11 percent of the sample.) Table 2 summarizes the 

components of the longitudinal file. 

D. LHlITATIONS OF THE DATA FILES 

Studies of deviant behavior are prone to a number of meth-

odological difficulties. Perhaps the most serious one is the 
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Table 1. SEX, RACE, Arm AGE OF ARRESTEES IN 
CROSS-SECTIONAL CliSE FILES, 1973-1977 i 

Year of Case 

1973 1974 1975 

# % # % # % # 

Sex: -
Male 9,113 87 0,928 89 10,628 86 9,977 

Female 1,386 13 1,205 12 1,705 14 1,986 
--- - -- -- - --

10,499 100% 10,133 100% 12,333 100% 11.963 

Race/Sex: 

Black Males 8,245 79 
> 90% 

8,091 80 
>90:1', 

9,629 78 
> 89% 

8,845 

Black Females 1,137 11 1,032 10 1 .410 11 1,656 

White Males 665 6 
8% 

719 7 
q% 

825 7 
9% 

951 
> > > 

White Females 204 2 152 2 274 2 286 

Race Unknown 248 2 139 1 195 2 225 
--- - --- - - --

10,499 100% 10,133 100% 12,333 100% 11,963 

Age at Arrest: 

Below 18 143 1 148 1 125 1 106 
18-20 2,290 22 2,213 22 

I 
2,698 22 2,519 

21-25 3,307 32 3,144 31 3,810 31 3, :572 
26-30 1,762 1"7 1,8]5 18 2,256 18 2,296 
31-45 2,145 20 2,053 20 2,533 20 2,506 
46 + 749 7 674 7 780 7 855 
No Info. 103 1 86 1 111 1 109 

--- - -- - - ---
10,499 100% 10,133 ]00% 12,333 100% 11,963 

t Includes all cases in PROMIS matched to an ADASA urine record, provided the test was requested within 
seven days of arrest or papering. Results may not be indicative of all pprsons arrested in D.C. in 
these years. Persons with multiple cases in a year are representpd once for each case in which they 
were involved. -

a Percents may Dot total to tOO due to roundinq. 

1976 1977 

% # 

83 9,796 

17 2,473 
- ---

!OO% 12,269 

74 
>88% 

8,828 

14 2,052 

8 737-
> 10% 

2 367 

2 285 
- --

100% 12,26~ 

1 89 
21 2,613 
30 3,715 
19 2,596 
21 2,317 

7 825 
1 114 

- --
100% 12,269 

% 

80 

20 
-

100% 

72 
> 89% 

17 

6 
9% > 

3 

2 
-

100% 

1 

21 
30 
21 
20 

7 
1 

-
101 %a 
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Table 2 

COMPONENTS OF LONGITUDINAL FILE 

PRE-PANEL CASES 
(Back Through 

1/1/73) 
N = 3,865 

• PROMIS Info. 

• Urinalysis 
Results 

• Treatment Info. 

PANEL CASES 
(8/21/74-4/30/75) 

N = 7,087 

• PROMIS Info. 

• Urinalysis 
Results 

• B + S Info.* 

• Treatment Info. 

POST-PANEL CASES 
(Through 12/31/78) 

N = 8,325 

• PROt,US Info. 

• Urinalysis 
Results 

~ B + S Info.* 

• Treatment Info. 

*Bail and sentencing information: time incarcerated while 
awaiting trial or after conviction. 

tendency for persons to conceal their involvement in illicit 

drug use or criminal behavior. Interview studies often attempt 

to validate a respondent's self-reports by comparing them to 

official arrest records or to a urinalysis of a specimen 

obtained at the end of the interview. An aavantage of the 

present study was that the primary information was based on 

official arrest records and urinalysis test results. 

Although the availability of arrest records and urinalysis 

test results for a large sample of arrestees adds an unusual di­

mension of objectivity to this project, a number of potential 

limitations should be noted. These include the fact that uri-

nalysis tests necessarily involve some degree of error. Some 

persons' drug use will fail to be detected (false-negative), 

xviii 

and other persons who did not use illegal drugs will sometimes 

have a positive test result (false-positive), sometimes because 

they have been using licit drugs. Detection of differences 

between drug-positive arrestees and drug-negative arrestees is 

therefore made more difficult because the negative group 

contains some persons whose drug use went undetected, while the 

positive group probably includes some persons who did not Use 

illicit drugs. It should be emphasized that when differences 

are found between drug-positive and drug-negative arrestees, 

they probably are significant, because they appeared despite 

these potential errors in classification. 

Because the study findings are based on arrestees, they 

should not be considered necessarily descriptive of those drug 

users who are not arrested, nor of the total user population, 

but only of the arrestee popUlation. 

Finally, findings regarding likelihood of rearrest and of 

entering treatment may be limited by the fact that the files 

contain arrest records only for cases that were proc~ssed in 

tLe D.C. Superior Court and treatment information only for 

persons who entered one of ADASA's clinics. These limitations 

Signify that we will tend to underestimate the true likelihood 

of recidivism and treatment for drug abuse among our sample 

members, because some persons will have been arrested or sought 

treatment outside of the District of Columbia. 

E. OVERVIEW OF ANALYSES: CPOSS-SEC'::'IONAL FILES 

Most of the analyses to be presented here utilized cases 

from 1973 and lS74. ~hese years were clJOsen because the PROMIS 
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data files for those years contain information that was not 

available for later years. In addition, these years had higher 

proportions of drug-positive arrestees for study than did later 

years. 

The urinalysis tests that were conducted were capable of 

detecting nine substances (morphine, quinine, methadone, phen­

metraz,i ne, codeine, coca i ne, amphetamines, methamphetamines and 

barbiturates). Morphine and/or quinine are used as surrogates 

for heroin, since heroin is rapidly metabolized into morphine, 

and heroin is usually adulterated with quinine in the District 

of Columbia. 

In the analyses to be presented, detection of any of these 

substances constitutes a drug-positive (D+) urine test result; 

a drug-negative (D-) result indicates that the ulinalysis did 

not detect any of these substances. In actuality, however, 

most of the positive results were caused by the presence of 

h d h trazl'ne Phenmetrazine, morphine, quinine, met a one, or p enme . 

or Preludin, is a stimulant that is eften aLused by addicts i~ 

the District of columbia. Below are some of the.questions 

addressed using the cross-sectional files for 1972 and 197~. 

Do the age and sex of the arrestee predict drug status? 

Table 3 presents the proportion of tested specimens from 

male and female arrestees that were positive, by age at arrest. 

Arrestees below age 21 were relatively unlikely to have been 

found to be using drugs. Arrestees Letween the ages of 21 and 

45 had the greatest risk of detection, with a marl,ed decline ce-

, , , a e 30 Per~ons over age 45 were rela-gInnIng In persons over g . -

tively unlikely to be found to be using drugs. Unfortunately, 
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! we cannot tell from our data whether this is evidence for a 

"maturing out" phenomenon. 

Table 3 also shows that female arrestees were more liv.ely 

to be found to be using drugs than were male arrestees. Over-

all, 24 percent of the specimens from female arrestees were 

positive, compared with 20 percent of those from males. We are 

unsure of the reason behind this finding, one possibility is 

that because females are less likely to be arrested, those who 

are arrested are more deviant and therefore more likely to be 

using illicit drugs. It is also possible, however, that females 

are more likely to be using prescribed drugs that are being de-

tected by the urinalysis test. A recent test of the feasibility 

of urinalysis screening in jail popUlations (Richaldson, et al., 

1978) also found more drug use among female arrestees than male 

arrestees. 

Table 3 
ARRESTEE AGE AND SEX AS PREDICTORS OF A POSITIVE 

URINALYSIS RESULT (Tested Specimens from 1973··1974) 

Percent of Cases in Which Specimen Was D+: . 

Male Arrestees Female Arrestees 
Age at J:..r rest (N) % (N) % 

18 - 20 (3,372) 16 (507 ) 18 
21 - 25 (4,707) 24 (886) 25 
26 - 30 (2,700) 25 (393) 40 
31 - 45 (3,279) 20 (386) 22 
46+ ( I , 144 ) 8 (109) 6 

Is the offense charged related to arrestee drug status? 

Table 4 shows how the offense charged was related to the 

likelihood that the arrestee was detected to be using dlugs. 
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Table 4 
WHAT CHARGES WERE MOST LIKELY TO INDICATE 

A POSITIVE TEST RESULT? 
(N=17,745 Cases from 1973-1974 with a Urine Test Result) 

Percent With This Charge Who Were ;)+a 

Maximum Offense Cases of Males Cases of Females 
Charged (N) % (N) ( % ) 

Bail Violations (849) 27 (139) 45 

Larceny (2,359) 27 (274) 30 

Drugs (1,249) 26 (142) 41 

Weapons Offenses (849) 24 ( 71) 30 

Robbery (2,209) 22 (149) 29 
-------------

Fraud/Embezzlement (486) 22 (143) 24 
--_._--------

Consensual Sex (363 ) 20 (656) 24 

Burglary (2,160) 20 (103) 15 
1-------------1 

Auto Theft (602) 18 1 (45) 291 
1 1 
1-------------1 

Homicide (285) 18 (58 ) 19 

Arson/property 
Destruction (314) 14 (23) 4 

I , 
(51) IGambllng 14 ( 5 ) b 

!SimPle Assault (584 ) 13 (32) 16 

Aggravated Assault (2,253) 10 (424) 12 

Sexual Assault (568) 9 (2) b 

Other Offenses (256) 18 (42 ) 14 

All Cases (15,437) 20% (2,308) 24% 

a Offenses above or within dotted lines had a rate of drug 
positives that was higher than the expected rate based on 
all cases. 

b Less than 1 percent. 
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Not surprisingly, persons charged with a drug-related offense 

were relatively likely to be detected to be drug positive. 

Twenty-six percent of male arrestees and 41 percent of female 

arrestees with a drug charge were, D+, compared with 20 percent 

and 24 percent of the arrestees from all cases, respectively. 

It was somewhat surprising, however, to find that persons 

charged with violating bail conditions were even more likely to 

Le detected to be using drugs. ':::'his would tend to substantiate 

the urine testing program's function of providing judges with 

information useful for setting conditions for pretrial release. 

Arrestees charged with crimes against persons, particularly as-

sault, were least likely to be found to be using drugs. These 

results replicate those from prior studies of arrestee popula­

tions (Eckerman, et al., 1971; Kozel and DuPont, 1977) that in-

dicate that drug-using arrestees are likely to be charged with 

crimes that seek monetary gain, rather than crimes designed to 

injure another person. 

Do pretri~l release conditions and case dispositions for drug­
posltlve arrestees alffer from those for drug-negatlve arrestees? 

Cases of D+ and D- arrestees were about equally likely to be 

accepted for prosecution. However, once the case was accepted, 

the typical D+ arrestee was less likely to be released on per-

sonal recognizance and more likely to be released to the c~s-

tody of a third party or to be required to post a cash or surety 

bond. These findings suggest that the court' is using the ud nalysi s 

results to determine whether a defendant is at high risk of failing 

to appear in court. 
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Cases of D+ arrestees were less likely to be dismissed and 

more likely to end in a guilty verdict or plea. It should be 

noted, however, that any of these findings could be caused by 

the more deviant backgrounds found for D+ arrestees rather than 

by their drug status. 

Is the arrestee's drug status related to the victim's age? 

Information contained in PROMIS a~,)()Ut the victim permitted 

several analyses to determine whether the arrestee's drug status 

was associated with the ~ge of the victim. The findings consis-

tently indicated that D+ arresteS~ were about as likely to be 

charged with crimes against the elderly as were D- arrestees, 

and that they were less likely to be charged with crimes 
. , 

involving victims below age 18. 

Are drug-positive female arrestees primarily charged with 
prcstitution? 

There is growing evidence that female addicts are not sole-

ly involved in prostitutio~ and that they are becoming involved 

in all types of crimes. A number of the findings from this 

study also suggest that this may be true. For example, a charge 

for prostitution was related to an increased likelihood of drug 

detection, but only among the minority of female arrestees age 

26 or older. Moreover, no more than one-half of the charges 

involving D+ female arrestees were for prostitution or a drug-

related offense. Instead, with advancing age, D+ female 

arrestees (and D- female arrestees to a greater extent) were 

increasingly likely to be charged with aggravated assault. 
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F. OVERVIEW OF ANALYSES: LONGITUDINAL DATA FILE 

The longitudinal file makes it possible to examine questions 

regarding each person's pattern of arrests, involvement of drugs 

at each arrest, and the possible ~mpact of treatment upon the 

person's criminal career. Below are presented findings relevant 

to some of these issues. 

At what age do arrestees typically seek treatment for t1Le first 
time? 

Of the 812 persons (out of 7,087 in the file) processed by 

the ADASA Intake Unit, 62 percent first sought admission between 

the ages of 21 and 30. This was also the age range that was 

associated with the highest likelihood that an arrestee was de-

tected to be a drug user . 

Does drug status at the panel arrest predict rearrest? 

Table 5 shows that persons detected to be drug positive at 

the time of their panel arrest were more likely to be rear-

rested during the post-panel period than were persons who were 

drug negative. (Results are presented only for panel members 

for whom a matching urinalysis record was found and for whom a 

positive Or negative result was recorded.) Not only did drug 

status predict the likelihood of anz." subsequent arH~st, it pre­

dicted those who would have multiple rearrests. Thirty percent 

of D+ arrestees had three or more subsequent arrests, compared 

with 18 percent of D- arrestees (p<.OOl). 

Is drug status at the panel arrest associated with drug status 
at another arrest? 

Persons who were detected to Le using drugs at the time of 

their panel arrest were more likely to have a sUbsequent 
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Table 5 
DOES DRUG STATUS AT PANEL ARREST PFEDICT REARREST? 

Drug Stat us At Panel Arrest 
D+ D 

iNo. Of Post- (N=670) (N=3,3l2) 
!panel Arrests % % 

None 35 50 
1 20 21 
2 ILl 12 
3+ 30* 18* 

*p<.OOl 

arrest. Was it likely that these persons were using drugs at 

the time of another arrest? (See Table 6.) 

th ' panel arrest had Persons who were drug positive at elr 

about a 50 percent likelihood of being found positive at the 

time of an immediately prior arrest or at their next arrest. 

Between 15 percent and 21 percent of the persons who were drug 

negative at the time of their panel arrest were found to be 

using drugs at another arres. ~ t Thu ~, persons who are D+ at 

to have add itional arrest£ and to Le arrest ~re more likely 

found to be using drugs at the time of each arrest. 

Table (; 
IS DRUG STATUS AT PANEL ARREST RELATED TO 

DRUG STATUS AT PRIOR ARF~S~ OF REARREST? 

Drug Status At Panel Arrest 

D+ D-
Found positive (N) % (N) % 

preceding arrest (220) 51* (732) 21* 'At 
(1,078) 15* rAt next arrest (273) 49* 

I 
*p<.OOl 
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Do drug users specialize in particular types of crimes? 

Persons who were drug negative at the time of their panel 

arrest and ~10 were rearrested were most" likely to be charged 

with the same types of offenses w~th which they were charged at 

the panel arrest. However, persons who were drug positive at 

their panel arrest were most likely to be charged with a 

property crime at rearrest, regardless of the type of offense 

charged at the panel arrest. This suggests a greater degree of 

specialization in property crimes among drug-using arrestees. 

G. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Within the limitations of method and scope indicated above, 

the findings warrant the following recommendations: 

. A urinalysis program designed to screen arrestees for 

drug use can be an effective tool for providing information 

relevant to the pretrial release decision. A high proportion 

of the male and female arrestees charged with violation of 

their conditions of ~ail were drug Users. This would suggest 

that judges should have information on the arrestee's drug 

status tc guide their decisions as to the release conditions 

necessary to ensure the arrestee's appearance in court. 

. A urinalysis monitoring system can also be valuable in 

showing trends in the use of specific drugs in the community. 

Our data confirmed the rising trend in the use of ~.enmetrazine 

in the District. A feasibility study of the implementation of 

urine-screening programs in other jurisdictions (Richardson, et 

al., 1978) has also confirmed the value of such programs for 

detecting abuse of drugs not detected Ly other drug abuse 
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monitoring systems. Identifying drug-use patterns in the reasonable for crime prevention and rehabilitation programs to 

community can assist law enforcement agencies in targeting the concentrate on persons known to be using hard drugs. 

production and distribution of the drugs abused. 
. Drug-usin3 arrestees were primarily between the ages of 

Female arrestees were more likely to be detected to be 21 and 30. This was also the age range in which persons were 

using drugs than were male arrestees. In addition, drug-using most likely to seek treatment for the first time. Drug a1::.use 

females were charged with the same types of offenses as were prevention programs might therefore focus on persons arrested 

drug-using males. Prostitution and drug use accounted for only prior to age 21, and rehabilitation efforts might better focus 

a portion of the offenses charged for drug-using female on arrestees 21 to 30. Drug use was less likely to be found 

arrestees (50 percent or less, depending on the arrestee's among older arrestees. A sample of older arrestees should 

age). The reasons for the greater apparent prevalence of drug probably be interviewed in order to ascertain whether these 

use among female arrestees are unknohn. Since females are less persons once used drugs and, if so, the reasons 1::.ehind their 

likely to be arrested, it may be that those who are arrested apparent abstinence. 

are more deviant and, hence, more likely to be using drugs. It 
H. FURTHER RESEARCH 

is also possible, however, that the urine test is picking up an 

increased use of legally prescribed, opiate-containing drugs by 
The analyses presented in this report were mainly descrip-

females. These findings suggest that urinalysis screening 
tive. Multivariate analyses could provide a more precise test 

programs should not omit females from testing. Moreover, 
of the relationships uncovered, but such analyses we~e beyond 

the resources of this exploratory project. +n addition to per-
additional studies of druS use among female arrestees should be 

forming multivariate analyses, future research could profitably 
undertaken to uncover the reasons behind our findings. 

address how these relations would tend to differ according to 

. Drug-using arrestees do not appear to be more likely to the specific drug or drug combinations detected in urine 

be charged with crimes agalnst the elderly. Programs designed specimens. In addition, building on the files that have been 

to prevent crimes against the elderly should not focus constructed, a number of interesting and potentially valuable 

primarily on drug users. analyses could be conducted . Some of these are noted below: 

. By coding information in the files aLout the addresses of 
. Drug users are recidivistic and tend to be using drugs at 

the arrestee and the location of the offense, it would be 
the time of their rearrest. Although no findings can prove 

possible to learn where D+ and D- arrestees live and where they 
that drug use causes crime, the iindings suggest that it is 

travel to commit various offenses. This information could 
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provide law enforcement agencies with valuable information for 

deploying their staff. 

The current rise in heroin use in the District and the 

abuse of the drug phencyclidine (PCP) could be studied by 

updating the cross-sectional files through 1980. The type of 

arrestees detected to be using heroin now could be compared 

with heroin-using arrestees irom prior years in order to gain 

an understanding of the nature of the current rise. Information 

about the use of PCP and its criminogenic characteristics is 

badly needed. Now that ADASA tests urine specimens for this 

drug, such information could be obtained and used to plan 

programs to deter its abuse. 

. Information being collected by ADASA about each treatment 

client's residence, background, and treatment regimen could be 

( 
added to the records of persons in the longitudinal file who 

entered treatment. This would permit the examination of 

questions regarding the types of arrestees who enter treatment, 

where they live, and the impact of specific types of treatment 

on arrestee's criminal careers. 

xxx 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Few criminal justice topics arouse more public concern than 

that of crime committed by drug users. For a variety of his-

torical and political reasons, Americans believe that drug 

users are responsible for many of the crimes that are committed 

(Musto, 1973i Bonnie and Whitebread, 1974). The national 

survey conducted for the Second National Commission on 

Marijuana and Drug Abuse (1973) found that 90 percent of all 

adults believed that heroin users commit crimes that they would 

not otherwise commit. Fifty-eight percent believed the same to 

be true for users of marijuana. As has been pointed out 

(Singer, 1971), however, some widely used estimates of the num-

ber of crimes attributacle to drug users have clearly been 

exaggerated. 

Despite this societal belief in the link between drug use 

and crime, researchers have found that the nature of the rela-

tionship is complex. Questions remain about the role of drug 

use in the development of criminal behavior, the types of 

offenses committed by drug users, characteristics of drug-using 

arrestees, and the possible impact of the criminal justice 

system and drug treatment on subsequent crime and drug use. 

Examination of these issues has been hampered by the lack 

of a data base containing both detailed information about an 

arrestees criminal activities and information about the 

arrestee's drug status. Because hard drug use (especially 

heroin use) is a relatively rare behavior, studies of a sample 

of arrestees usually do not contain sufficient numbers of drug 
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users to permit the complex analyses 
required to address issues 

of crime causation and t reatment impact. 

'I'he pUlpose of the study repo,rted here was to 
- construct a 

large data base that could be used to 
examine the relationship 

between arrestee drug use and crime. 
Information about th~ 

offenses charged, case processing d 
an disposition, and prior 

and subsequent offenses for a 
large number of persons arrested 

in the District of Columbia 
was merged with information about 

each person's drug use at arrest and ' 
wlth information alout 

prior and SUbsequent drug treatment. After the files were 
constructed, analyses were conducted 

that defined the content 

of the data bases and illustrated 
the variety of issues that 

they can be used to address. 

The next section dbscribes 
the events that led to the pres-

ent study. This is followed b ' Y a dlSCUssion of the procedures 
Used to protect the f' 

con ldentiality of the information con-

tained in the files. 
We conclude with a brief description of 

the or~anization of the report. 

A. BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 

The heroin epidemic in the 
1960s and the extensive media 

coverage of the drug use of returnl'ng V' 
letnam veterans inten-

sified the national debate 
about the relationship of drug use 

and crime and the efficacy of treatment. As the nation's 
capital, the District of Columbia was in t~le 

11 vanguard of 

efforts to cope with the burgeoning drug abuse problem. In 
February 1970, the government of the ' 

Dlstrict of ColumLia 
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established the Narcotics Treatment Administration (NTA, subse-

quently the Substance Abuse Administration, SAA, and now the 

Alcohol and Drug Abuse Services ~dministration, ADASA) to 
" 

provide treatment to heroin users, to conduct research, and to 

administer a prevention and drug education program for resi-

dents of the District. 

Shortly thereafter (in 1970), the D.C. Superior Court and 

the Narcotics Treatment Administration undertook a cooperative 

effort to develop a system for monitoring the drug use of 

arrestee s. The goal of the program was to obtain information 

about the drug statuE of each arrestee that could be used by 

the judge to make a determination of bailor other conditions 

of release (D.C. N~A Criminal Justice Guidelines, 1973). Since: 

December 1971, almost all arrestees who have been detained in 

the D.C. Superior Court lock-up facility prior to their court 

appearance have been asked to provide information about their 

drug use, prior drug treatment, and current arrest charge and 

to provide a urine specimen for analysis. l The cooperation 

of the arrestee in th~se procedures is voluntary. 

After computerizing the urinalysis data from the D.C. 

Supe:rior Court, Kozel and DuPont (1977) compared arrest 

1. Not all persons arrested in the District are detained in 
the Superior Court lock-up. Persons arrested for minor 
offenses (e.g., traffic, disturbing the peace) are often 
released at the precinct station with a citation or on bond. 
Some of these persons may be tested, however, if the judge 
requests this in subsequent proceedings. In addition, persons 
arrested for a federal offense appear hefore the D.C. District 
Court and are held in that court's lock-up. 
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charges and urine test results for 44,323 consecutive admis­

sions to the 10ck-1lp between 1971 and 1975. Their study docu-

mented the increase in the use of,phenmetrazine in this period 

and indicated that drug-using arrestees were less likely to be 

charged with crimes of violence than were nonusers. 

In another study, K. Williams (1979) analyzed recidivism 

patterns among arrestees processed in the D.C. Superior Court 

during approximately the same period, January I, 1971, to 

August 31, lS75. Williams used information from the 

Prosecutor's Management Information System (PROMIS), an 

automated case-tracking system that was installed in the 

Superior Court Division of the U.S. Attorney's Office for the 

District of Columbia in 1971. Williams found that, other 

factors being equal, persons arrested for a drug offense were 

more likely to recidivate if they had a prior arrest record. 

In addition, she found that drug use in connection with any 

type of arrest was a significant predictor of recidivism. 2 

Williams's findings were potentially limited by the fact 

that the drug use of the arrestee was determined solely on the 

basis of the arresting officer's perceptions and by the fact 

that the type of drugs used by the arrestee was not known. 

The availability of the two unique data bases about ar­

restees in the District of Columbia prompted the present 

2 R 'd' , . ,~Cl lVlsm was,de~ined in three ways--rearrest, reprose-
cutlcn, and reconvlctlon--and was adjusted for the time that 
the defendant was not on the street. These findings apply to 
rearrest and reprosecution. 
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study. The information assembled cy Kozel and DuPont, and 

additional ADASA records coded as part of the present study, 

provide an objecti ve measure of. t,he dr ugs used by a persorl near 

the time of his or her arrest, and the PROMIS data files 

contain detailed information aeout the person's arrest charges, 

case processing, case disposition, and arrest history. In 

addi tion, ADASA provided INSLAVl with records of all per sons who 

sought treatment at one of their clinics from the inception of 

the agency in 1971 to early 1980. ':'hus, we were acle to add 

treatment information, if any, for each arrestee to our data 

base. 

Two types of data files were constructed with the informa-

tion described above. The first is a set of cross-sectional 

( files that contain each case from PROMIS that had a matching 

urinalysis test result. There were 57,944 cases in the final 

cross-sectional files for the years 1973 through IS77. The 

second file is a longitudinal file that contains the arrest 

records for 7,087 persons over a six-year period from lS73 

through 1978. In addition to the case information from PROMIS, 

the longitudinal file contains information about time 

incarcerated during this period, the urinalysis test results 

for each arrestee, and any record of entry into treatment at an 

ADASA facility. 

B. CONFIDE~TIALITY OF DATA 

INSLAW's activities have centered around the installation 

of PROM~S in criminal justice agencies and the conduct of cri-

minal justice research. The latter is frequently cased on 
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PROMIS case files, When access is granted by the agency that 

implemented the system. W th e are, e~efore, acutely aware of 

the need to protect the confident!ality of data and have estab-

lished methods to assure their protection. It should be clear 

from the above description of the data files assembled in this 

study, however, that extraordinary procedures had to be fol­

lowed to protect the confidentiality of the persons involved. 

Thus, 
all INSLAW staff involved in the project signed state­

ments agreeing to preserve the confidentiality of the informa-

tion and knew that violation of this promise would lead to 

dismissal. Completed data files were reviewed for identifying 

information, which was subsequently removed. The disposition 

of the final files was in conformance with federal guidelines. 

C. ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT 

The feasibility of merging information from several sources 

to create the intended data files was uncertain at the 

beginning of this project. We knew from 0ur past work with 

large computer files composed of agency records that such in­

formation often contains omissions and "surprises" that test 

the ingenuity of a research team. We were not disappointed. 

On several occasions, computer software and methods of checking 

data were developed to overcome the problems encountered. 

In writing this report, we have documented as fully as pos­

sible the methodology used to construct the data files. This 

will enacle the reader to understand the strengths and limita­

tions of the files and accompanying analyses, and will also 

allow other researchers to cene±it from our experience. We are 
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aware, however, that some readers may not be interested in 

learning the details of the file-constructior. process (Chapters 

IV and VI). Each of the chapter~ that presents analyses 

(Chapter V and VII), therefore, begins with a brief description 

of the files used, which should permit the reader to understand 

the material presented. 

Chapter II provides a crief review of the basic trends in 

the drugs and crime research literature and a context for the 

results that are presented in later chapters. Chapter III des-

cribes the processing of arrestees in the District of Columcia 

from arrest until court appearance and the conditions under 

which urinalysis and treatment information is obtained. In 

Chapter IV, we describe how we constructed t~o cross-sectional 

data files and present analyses designed to examine their ap-

plicability (external validity) to arrestees not represented in 

the files. Chapter V uses the cross-sectional files to address 

a variety of questions about arrestees who were detected to ~e 

using drugs. 'rhe procedures used to construct the longi tudinal 

data file are discussed in Chapter VI, which is followed cy a 

description of the file's contents and analyses of the 

relationship between drug use and rearrest (Chapter VII). In 

Chapter VIII, we summarize the major findings and their policy 

implications and conclude with suggestions for future research. 
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II. TRENDS IN THE DRUGS AND CRIME LITERATURE 

A number of excellent reviews of the drugs and crime 

literature have been prepared in -recent years (Austin ane 

Lettieri, 1976; Gandossy, 1979; Greenberg and Adler, 1974; 

McBride and McCoy, forthcoming; McGlothlin, 1979; Research 

Triangle Institute, 1976; Robins, 1979; ~inklenberg, 1973; 

Weissman, 1978). This chapter discusses information from these 

reviews that relates to issUes that can be addressed using the 

data files constructed in this project. We will also 

supplement the above works with a number of more recent 

studies. The interested reader is encouraged to consult the 

reports cited aGove for an exhaustive treatment of this 

literature. 

The relationship between the use of illicit drugs and the 

commission of crimes has been simplistically portrayed by the 

mass media. Ameri h ~ cans ave J..-een repeatedly presented \Jith the 

picture of the crazed dope addict, willing to stop at nothing 

to obt:in a fix and ward off the horrors of withdrawal. The 

mere presence of marijuana or narcotics at the scene of a crime 

is sUfficient for the incident to be reported as a "drug 

crime." Propagation of these views is not limited to the 

media, hov/ever. As others have noted, it occurs at the highest 

levels of government: "Politicians find them [drugs and crime] 

almost irresistible themes because they capture fundameLtal, 

widespread, and amorphous fears" (DuPont and Kozel, 1976). The 

varied political, economic, and secular determinants of our 
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present drug laws and national response are described in two 

comprehensive works on heroin (Musto, 1973) and marijuana 

(Bonnie and Whitebread, 1974). 

In response to the surge of drug use in America in the 

1960s and President Nixon's declaration of war on drug a0use, 

federal funding of research into drug abuse and drug abuse 

treatme~t has mushroomed. Although the field is still 

relatively young, much of the empirical evidence that has been 

accumulated has challenged many of the earlier conceptions of 

drug use and crime. Both the questions asked by researchers 

and the methodology utilized have become more refined as 

scientists have become aware of the complex relationships and 

pitfalls involved in this area of research. 

Most of the research concerning the relationship of drugs 

and crime has concentrated on persons who are addicted to a 

narcotic, usually heroin. For this reason, and because 

narcotics was the class of drugs most frequently detected in 

the urine specimens of arrestees in this study, we will focus 

much of the discussion that follows on the relationship Letween 

heroin use and crime. The reader who is interested in the 

relationship of other drugs to crime should consult the review 

of Tinklenberg (1973). 

A. HEROIN AND CRIME: CHICKEN OR EGG? 

~undreds of studies have indicated that heroin addicts are 

involved in criminal activities ana that criminals are likely 

to use drugs. These include studies of addicts in treatment 

(among the more prominent are Lukoff, 1974i McGlothlin, et 

al., 1977; Stephens and Ellis, 1975); studies of arrested or 
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incarcerated persons (Eckerman, et al., 1971; Kozel and DuPont, 

1972; Kozel and DuPont, 1977) and ethnographic studies of 

addicts in their natural environments (Preble and Casey, 1969; 

Waldorf, 1973). 

The existence of a statistical association between heroin 

use and crime is not sufficient, however, for indicating a 

causal connection Detween the two. O'Donnell, et al. (1976) 

succinctly stated the conditions necessary for demonstrating a 

causal connection between drug use and crime: 

To establish a causal relationship it is necessary to 
show not only that there is a statistical association, 
but also that the presumed cause occurred before its 
effect, and that the relationship is not spurious 
(Hirschi and Selvin, 1973). There are at least three 
conflicting hypotheses as well as some support for 
each of them in the drug literature: (1) drug use 
leads to crime; (2) involvement in crime leads to drug 
use; and (3) both crime and drug use are the results 
of some other factor(s). 

A su~stantial amount of the drug abuse literature has been 

devoted to studying each of these three possibilities. In a 

comprehensive review of the literat~re trom 1920 to 1972, 

Greenberg and Adler (1974) showed that the typical addict 

studied before 1950 did not have a priol criminal background. 

These persons, predominantly rural white southerners, became 

addicted in their middle twenties, usually as a result of 

medical prescription. In about 1950, a shift occurred in the 

type of persons who became heroin addicts. Addicts were now 

urban blacks and Spanish-speaking males who were not medically 

addicted to heroin and who had a history of criminality prior 

to addlction in the later teenage years (DuPont and Kozel, 

1976). Since then, the weight of the evidence appears to 
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r support the concl '1sion that current addicts have criminal 

backgrounds that precede their addiction and that, once 

addicted, their commission of income-generating crimes 

increases to support their drug use. 

Heroin has a bad reputation in American society. There 

is, therefore, a high degree of self-selection involved among 

those who use the drug. Persons who are more deviant to begin 

with are likely to use the drug, and it is, therefore, 

difficult to determine whether the crimes committed by those 

persons are the result of their drug use or of an underlying 

disposition toward criminal behavior. This is a major 

methodological problem in assessing the causal role of drug usa 

in the genesis of criminal b~havior. After considering this 

issue, Robins (1979) concluded: 

B. 

Thus, while it is true that the kinds of people who 
use heroin are also likely to commit crimes, and that 
committing crimes makes them especially likely to 
come to public attention as addicts, the fact that 
the number of property crimes does seem to fluctuate 
with the use of heroin makes it highly probable that 
addiction does directlv increase the frequency of 
theft and other crimes-designed to provide money for 
drugs. 

HEROIN USE AND TYPE OF CRIME 

As DuPont and Kozel (1976) have noted, heroin itself is 

not criminogenic; that is, pharmacologically, the use of heroin 

does not encourage preexisting climinal tendencies. Heroin 

instead produces a euphoric state that inhibits, rather than 

releases, aggressive tendencies. It therefore should be no 

surprise that studies often report that heroin users are leSE 

likely to be involved in crimes against persons than are 
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nonusers. Heroin addicts do appear to be more likely to be 

involved in income-generating offenses. Narcotic addicts' 

self-repcrts of crimes have indicated that shoplifting and 

other forms of petty larceny are the most common nondrug 

offenses, followed by burglary (McGlothlin, 1979). 

In addition, studies comparing arrestees who use drugs and 

those who do not have shown that users have a higher proportion 

of arrests for property crimes and a lower proportion of crimes 

against persons (Eckerman, et al., 1971; McBride, 1976; Kozel 

and DuPont, 1977', Barton, 1<:)76). McGlot11l1'n (1070) ho"''''ver 
- J'Oj, """ , 

cautions against assuming that these results indicate that 

addicts do not commit violent offenses: 

These findings have sometimes been rather loosely 
interpreted to conclude that narcotic addicts are 
less likely to commit crimes against persons than are 
nonaddict criminals. Actually, the data do not 
warrant conclusions about the absolute frequency of 
crimes by the two groups. Addicts exldbit an 
especially high recidivism rate, and the possibility 
that they commit many more property crimes, and some 
more violent crimes, than nonaddict criminals is not 
inconsistent with the above results. 

He goes on to say that addicts have been found to engage in 

crimes that have a potential for violence, such as robbery. At 

least two studies (Stephens and Ellis, 1975; Weissman and File, 

1976) have indicated that crimes against persons are committed 

./ addicts. In addition, a recent survey of inmates in five 

California prisons (Peterson and Braiker, 1980) found that 

inmates who reported hard drug use also reported greater 

activity for both property crimes and violent crimes than did 

nonuser s. The issues of the types of crlmes committed by 

heroin addicts is still very much alive. 
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C. THE IMPACT OF TREATMENT 

From the societal perspective, the major goal of drug 

treatment programs is the reduction of a person's illicit drug 

use and criminal activities (Sells, et al., 1977). The extent 

of such reductions is the primary criterion used to evaluate 

the effectiveness of drug treatment. Our earlier discussion 

about the types of persons who become addicts is also important 

to the issue of evaluating treatment effectiveness. 

Robins, et al. (1977) found that men who were more 

predisposed toward antisocial behavior were also liklely to use 

heroin and other drugs. Thus, criminal behavior after the 

onset of drug use could be part of an evolving pattern of 

deviance, rather than a primary consequence of drug use. If 

drug-related (income-generating) offenses are merely 
( 

superimposed on nondrug offenses to which the person is 

predisposed, then drug treatment that successfully reduces the 

person's drug use may also reduce the person's commission of 

drug-related crimes (e.g., prostitution, theft, conning) but 

fail to reduce the commission of other types of crimes. 

The belief that heroin addiction causes crime has led to 

the administration of methadone to almost 75,000 addicts in 

this country. Methadone is a synthetic opiate that prevents 

the addict from having withdrawal symptc~s. Through the use of 

methadone, it is believed, the addict can concentrate on more 

productive activities than hustling for money to pay for drugs. 

Evaluations of methadone programs have been steeped in 

( 
controversy because of severe limitations in the methodology 

used in the early studies. Effects reported were later 
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attributed to the types of persons w110 remained in treatment; 

the short, biased, pretreatment perl'od used as a baseline for 

criminal activity; and the types of persons 1 se ected for the 
proqrams. Some studies have shown reduced criminality for 

clients during t~eatment (Demaree and Neman, 1976; Nash, 1973), 

and others have reported nega-tl've C' d' ( , ~ln lngs Klelnman and 

Lukoff, 1975). The latter study found that addicts under age 

30 had a declina in criminality due to d a rop in forgery, 

prostitution, and drug offenses. However, arrests for 

burglary, robbery, and oth ' , er crlmes lncreased, which suggested 

to one observer that methadone freed young addicts to commit 

more "predatory crimes" (Silberman, 1978). 1 T1us, the types of 

crimes committed by persons who have received drug treatment is 

an important issue in the evaluation of treatment impact. 

D. THE FEMALE ADDICT--IS SHE DIFFERENT? 

James (1976) has listed the follo"Jl'ng f ' reasons or the 

dearth of research on the female addict and/or prostitute: 

<:. ) 1 . t1e preponderance of male addicts, 

(2) the negative attitude of researcl1ers t . oward subjects lnvolving sexuality, 

(3) the low number of female researchers, 

(4) the problem of bias on the part of both :ind sexes, 

( 5 ) the general lack of l'nterest l'n th e study of female populations. 

Regardless of the reason, the literature contains few studies 

of female addicts (James, et 1 1976 a ., , 1979; James, 1976; 

File, et al., 1974; Weissman and Fl'le, 197r 
0; Goldstein, 1978). 

It is widely assumed that female addicts are likely to resort 
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to prostitution to earn money to buy drugs (Goldstein, 1978, 

1979), and of the studies that exist, most have been concerned 

with the role of prostitution and drug use. File, et al. 

(1974) found that among 1,087 women arrested in a 90-day 

period, 41 percent of those who were narcotics-involved 

(defined as positive urine specimen, or admitted current 

addiction, or a police record for sale or possession of 

narcotics) were prostitutes, compared with 14 percent of women 

not involved with narcotics. They also found that prostitutes 

In a engaged in a wide range of personal and property crimes. 

replication of that study in Denver and. Philadelphia (Weissman 

and File, 1976), the authors again found that prostitution was 

not necessarily the "hustle of choice" for female addicts; they 

found multiple patterns of criminality among the female addicts 

they studied. Inciardi (1980) reported similar results in an 

interview study of 149 heroin-using women: 

E. 

In summary, the data in this analysis call into 
question the traditional characterization of the 
"woman heroin addict as prostitute." The data 
clearly document that women addicts engage in a wide 
variety of crimes, suggesting tl,at prostitution plays 
a considerably lesser role in their drug support 
activities than has been generally assumed. 
Furthermore, this analysis offers some evidence that 
women addicts' initiation into crimE is rarely 
through prostitution and most often through a 
property offense, and that women addicted to 
narcotics are engaging in forms of criminality that 
have been generally considered as male offenses. 

THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE PRESENT STUDY TO THE LITERATURE 

To our knowledge, the data files constructed in this 

project constitute the most comprehensive combination of case 

information and arrestee drug status information yet 

assembled. The study by Eckerman, et al. (1971), modeled after 
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the work of Kozel and DuPont (1977), is the most similar in 

approach to the study we report on here. Eckerman's research 

was based on interviews and urinalysis results obtained from 

arrestees in six cities. Although that study had the advantage 

of interviewing 1,889 arrestees, the sample excluded females 

and, in some cities, persons charged with only drug-related 

violations. In contrast, the study we describe in this report 

contains information on almost all persons arrested in the 

District of Columbia over several years. This permits a more 

complete description of all types of arrestees and analyses cf 

trends in arrestee processing and drug status over time. 

The cross-sectional and longitudinal data files con-

structed in this study can be used to address each of the areas 

that we have reviewed. The longitudinal files can be used to 

look at the number and types of crimes persons were arrested 

for both before and after they were detected to be using drugs. 

Moreover, with the information about time of seeking treat-

ment, it will be possible tc assess whether treatment was 

related to the likelihood of recidivating and the types of 

crimes for which a person was arrested after treatment. The 

cross-sectional data files can be used to answer important 

questions regarding the types of offenses that drug users are 

charged with, characteristics of drug users, and changes that 

have occurred from year to year. Finally, because the files 

were constructed using all cases available, all of the above 

analy~es can be conducted separately for female arrestees, an6 

~~e results can be contrasted with those for male arrestees. 
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There is a growing belief among the research community 

that the best method for obtaining conclusive evidence about 

the relationship of drug use to crime is through the 

prospective, longitudinal study of a sample of the general 

popul~tion. A recent panel convened to study the topic of 

drugs and crime (J. Williams, 1979) has recommended this as the 

ideal research design. Such a study, with its frequent 

interviews of panel members, would permit a better assessment 

of the temporal ordering of drug use and criminal behaviors. 

Although such an approach would provide estimates of the 

preval~nce of drug use and criminal behavior in the general 

population, we believe that the~e are other effective methods 

for studying the drugs and crime problem (Wish, 1978). 

Longitudinal, prospective studies are very time-consuming and 

expensive. By the time that results are obtained, societal 

factors influencing the relationships observed could have 

changed markedly. Moreover, samples of the general population 

do not provide sufficient numbers of persons exhibiting the 

most extreme drug use. Thus, O'Donnell, et al. (1976) found 

only 100 men in a random sample of 2,510 American men who were 

between the ages of 20 and 30 in 1974 and who had used heroin 

10 or more times. 

The design of this study adopts an alternative approach. 

It takes advantage of available arrest and drug abuse records 

to reconstruct the criminal behavior and drug use of a large 

sample of deviant persons. Although this approach has certain 

limitations, described in the report, it offers an opportunity 

to study drug use and crime among a sufficient number of 
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persons who are engaging in the activities of most concern to 

society. We will not be able to say anything, based on the 

analysis of our data, about persons who use drugs and are not 

apprehended. However, the data files constructed for the study 

will provide information about persons who are apprehended and 

can suggest hypotheses to be tested in subsequent studies of 

offenders. 

Several criticisms appear in the literature about the use 

of arrest records for obtaining information about the drugs and 

crime topic. DeFleur (1975) found that drug arrest records 

were systematically biased by changes in police enforcement of 

narcotic laws over time. Other researchers have indicated that 

persons are arrested for only a small percentage of the crimes 

that they report they have committed. The argument is made 

that studies of arrested persons may present a biased picture 

of all addicts and of their crimes. 

We prefer a more pragmatic approach. The person who is 

arrested constitutes a serious problem for society. If the 

person has not come to society's attention, then W0 can have 

little knowledge of his or her existence and little ability to 

intervene. Thus, although the findings to be presented may not 

apply to all users of drugs, we believe they will provide a 

comprehensive picture of those exhibiting the most 

dysfunctional drug use in the District of Columbia. It is 

worth noting that in a unique study of a normal population of 

urban black men, Robins (1967) reported that every man who had 

reported using heroin more than six times had a narcotics 

II-ll 



-

arrest record. In her words, "this would suggest that no 

heroin addict fails to come to police attention" (emphasis in 

the original). 

( 
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III. OVERVIEW OF PRETRIAL PROCESSING OF ARRESTEES 

In this chapter we first briefly describe the processing of 

arrestees who are adjudicated in the District of Columbia Su-

perior Court. Next, we outline the role the Alcohol and Drug 

Abuse Services Administration (ADASA) plays in detecting drug 

use among arrestees, in influencing the court's pretrial re-

lease decisions, and in directing arrestees into drug abuse 

treatment programs. The sources of information about ar-

restees' drug use and treatment that are used in the study will 

be noted as we describe these procedures. 

A. POLICE PROCESSING OF ARP~STEES 

Adults arrested in the District of Columbia by the Metro-

politan Police Department (MPD), the principal law enforcement 

agency in the District, or by other law enforcement agencies 

are prosecuted in the U.S. District Court if charged with a 

federal offense and in the D.C. Superior Court if charged with 

a locf:l violation. This study includes only cases of persons 

arrested for a violation of the D.C. Criminal Code and adjudi-

cated in the Superior Court. This means that persons charged 

with possession with intent to distribute narcotics, a federal 

offense, will not appear in this study. However, persons 

charged with simple sale and possession of drugs and other 

local violations are included. 

When a person is arrested and charged with a violation of 

the D.C. Code, he or she is handled in one of several ways (see 

Figure 111.1). If the offense is a minor one, the arrestee may 

be eligible for release on a citation. The person signs the 
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Fi ure 111.1. PRETRIAL PROCESSING OF ARRESTEES WHO APPEAR 
g BEFORE THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SUPERIOR COURT 
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/ 

/ 
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Urine Specimen 
Coll ection 

~ " 
/ 

/ 
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Persons Who Appear 
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PRESENTMENT OR 

ARRAIGNMENT 

• Grand Jury Ori gi na 1 .. -.,. • Urine test result 
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decision on release 
status 
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With/Without 

Recommendation to 
Report to ADASA for 

Treatment or Additional 
Urine Testing 
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citation (sometimes a fine must be paid) and is released by the 

police pending a court appearance. More serious misdemeanor 

offenses may require posting of a stationhouse bond; if bond is 

met or posted by a third party, the arrestee is freed pending 

court appearance. If a person is arrested on a felony or 

serious misdemeanor charge, he or she is less likely to be eli-

gible for release by the police. In this situation, the case 

is presented to the U.S. Attorney, the local prosecutor in the 

District of Columbia, and the arrestee must appear before a 

D.C. Superior Court judge; the judge will decide whether the 

arrestee can be released until the next court appearance. (If 

the prosecutor decides to dismiss the case, the person is 

promptly released.) 

First appearance before a judge is called either felony 

presentment or misdemeanor arraignment. Presentments and 

arraignments are held on Monday through Friday afternoons and 

Saturday mornings. An arrestee who was ineligible for either 

type of release by the police must wait in jail after the 

arrest until the next scheduled presentment or arraignment. 

Depending on the time of the arrest, male arrestees are held at 

the Central Cellblock in the Municipal Building, and female 

arrestees are held at the Women's Detention Center at the D.C. 

Jail. Detainees spend the night at these locations, if neces-

sC\ry I and are brought to the Superior Court lock-up the next 

morning to await the afternoon court sessions. Persons ar-

rested near the time that the court is in session are often 

brought directly to the court and are not detained in lock-up. 
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Once in lock-up, arrestees are asked to provide a urine 

specimen and to be interviewed by the District of Columbia's 

drug screening agency--the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Services Ad­

ministration (ADASA). This process and a brief history of the 

agency are described in the section that follows. 

B. ADASA PROCESSING OF ARRESTEES 

ADASA processing of arrestees who appear before the Dis-

trict of Columbia Superior Court has evolved into a complex and 

rigorous program. Considerable resources are devoted to de­

tecting drug abusers who come through the criminal justice sys­

tem. In 1970, the District of Columbia government established 

an extensive drug abuse agency, called the Narcotics Treatment 

Administration (NTA) , which operated within the Department of 

Human Resources. In 1978, the agency was renamed the Substance 

Abuse Administration (SAA). In an attempt to integrate alcohol 

and drug treatment services for the residents of the District, 

the agency's name was recently changed to the Alcohol and Drug 

Abuse Services Administration (ADASA). In this report, we re-

fer to the agency by its new name. 

Currently, A~ .SA operates a Court Screening Branch, which 

has three sections offering services in the court. The first 

section, located in the Superior Court of the District of Co­

lumbia and called the Adult Arraignment Section, has an on-site 

urinalysis laboratory for testing arrestees' urine specimens. 

The other two sections, Adult Probation and the Juvenile Sec-

tion, are located in the Adult and Juvenile Probation Depart-

ments, respectively. The Adult Arraignment and Juvenile 
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sections are responsible for the screening for possicle 

substance use of all adults and juveniles who are brought to 

the daily lock-up. These two sec,tions are also responsible for 

making recommendations to the presentment or arraignment judge 

who will determine bail and other conditions of release prior 

to trial. They also accept referrals at any time from judges 

or pro~ation officers who want a urinalysis performed to 

determine current sUbstance use. In addition, the Juvenile 

section maintains a urine surveillance and counseling program 

for juveniles. These sections report findings to the referral 

source and make recommendations for drug abuse treatment. The 

ADASA Central Intake Division (CID) handles the treatment 

referrals from these and other sources. 

1. Defendant Processing 

As arrestees arrive at the Superior Court lock-up to await 

appearance in co . .lrt, the ADASA staff mark urine spedmen 

bottles with identifying inforrrJtion for each arreste~. vfuen 

all the arrestees have been settled in, ADASA staff enter the 

cell block to obtain urine specimens and to interview each 

arrestee. The staff member first reads a rights statement (see 

Cell1:;locy, Interview Form, Appendix A) to each person and, if 

the person consents, passes the specimen bottle through the 

bars and witnesses the urine collection. The staff memLer also 

asks a series of questions from an interview form concerning 

personal identifying information and the arrestee's drug 

III-5 



( 

1 
usage. The arrestee is given the opportunity to admit or 

deny using drugs. If the person admits drvg usage, he or she 

is asked to specify the drug or d~ugs last used and when. 

Arrestees are also asked about any prior or current drug treat-

men t . If the arrestee is in treatment and has been receiving 

methadone, that information is also recorded on the form. 

Treatment information obtained in the interview is later veri-

fied by ADASA staff. Updated information is sent to the appro-

priate clinic and ADASA's central filing system for those in-

dividuals who are referred by the court and who subsequently 

report to the Client Tracking and Urine Surveillance Branch. 

If the defendant refuses either to be interviewed or to 

provide a urine sp 0 cimen, the ADASA Social Service Assistant 

signs the interview form and gives the defendant the opportuni-

ty to confer with counsel. The assistant knows that the judge 

will often request a urine test in subsequent proceedings, so 

urine collection in the lock-up may be advised by counsel. 

If the arrestee does not provide a specimen and the inter-

viewer notices outward signs of possible drug use (e.g., di-

lated pupils, runny nose, tracks on the arms, body tremors), 

these signs are noted on the intervie~. sheet as "visual obser-

vation." A positive interview, i.e., an arrestee admits use, 

1. A "Criminal Justice ':'racking" sheet was used during the 
period of this study (Appendix B). Since early 1980, a new 
"Celll:locl:. Interview Form" has been used. 
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2 is also recorded on the form. In court the ADASA 

representative will bring to the judge's attention trase 

arrestees who ave h shown sl'gns of drug use, who have admitted 

who are active in treatment; this usually to usinr drugs, or 

results in a judicial request for urine testing. 

the track ing slu:et contains the record of The final part of 

the urinalysis test resu s. It The ADASA representative checks 

the appropriate box from among those shown below: 

o 
o 
o 
D 

D 

Taken--if defendant provides urine specimen 

Unable--if defendant claims he iS,unable to provide a 
specimen at the time he is asked In lock-up 

Refused--if defendant refuses to provide specimer. 

No Answer--if the defendant does not respond when his 
name is called in lock-up (not on tlacking forms used 
in this study) 

Late--if the defendant is late he is transported 
rectly to the cellblock behind the courtroom _~nd 
be required to give urine later (not on track1ng 
used in this study). 

di­
may 
forms 

h than "I"""I.Laken" may lead to a request by the Any box checked ot er 

- , t t b done The defendant judge later in court that a ur1ne es e, . 

will then be returne to e d th cellblock or taken to the Adult 

Arraignment section directly to pL.dde a specimen; the tests 

are sent to the courtroom if the judge are run, and the results 

wishes to see them. The tracking form is revised at this point 

to reflect the test results, and the ADASA staff memLer signs 

Persons in lock-up having withdrawal symptoms may be tre~ted 
2. 1 sing If the arrestee 1S differently at any part of tle proces. _ the lock-
too ill to be transported from the ~eni:al_cell~;~~kt~~re until 
up in the morning, he might be hosp1ta 1zed or " 
he is better. When sick persons are encountere~1 th~ ur1~alys1s 
is expedited and results are sent to the court lmmed1atel~. 
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and dates the form. Ideally, every tracking form is eventually 

completed for every person held in lock-up. This tracking f0rm 

was the primary source of u~inalysis test results tor arrestees 

in the study. 

2. Analysis of Urine Specimens 

As defendants are being interviewed in the lock-up, Latches 

of urine specimens are delivered to the urinalysis lab. The 

lac contract in effect for most of the study period (1975-79) 

required testing urine samples for 12 different suLstances. 

Tacle 111.1 is a schedule of those substances and each testing 

methodology. For this study, barbiturates, which were rarely 

detected, were combined into one group. 

Drug testing techniques are sensitive enough to detect a 

small amount of most drugs up to a~proximately 24 hours aiter 

ingestion, if certain conditions are met. Catlin (1973) sug-

gests several factors that can influence the validity of the 

urine test. For example, changes in the concentration of a 

drug in the urine affect the test results. Catlin points out 

that "the more an individual drinks, the more urine he pro-

duces, and the concentration of drug consequently decreases be-

cause of the dilution. Drug users frequently escape detection 

by waiting as long as possible before submitting a urine sample 

and by drinking as much as possible" (p. 3). Thus, the shorter 

the amount of time between ingestion and collection of a speci-

men, the more valid the test results. 

Since urinalysis testing began for ADASA's Court Screening 

Branch, validity checks have been required to ensure quality 

test results. All positive urine samples ar.e ~etested in the 
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TABLE 111.1. TESTS USED TO DETECT DRUGS IN SPEClMENS* 
1975-1979 

Substance 

1. morphine 

2. methadone 

3. cocaine 

4. codeine 

5 • quinine 

6. amphetamine 

7. methamphetamine 

8. phenmetrazine 

0 amobarbital oJ • 

10. pentobarcital 

11. secocarbital 

12. phenobarbital 

I 

Barbi­
turates 

Test Used 

EM1~ (fluorescent detection) 

Gas Chromatography (high, temperature) 

Gas Chromatography (high temperature) 

Gas Chromatography (high temperature) 

Ultraviolet detection 

Gas Chromatography (low temperature) 

Gas Chromatography (low temperature) 

Gas Chromatography (low temperature) 

Gas Chromatography (acid extraction 
at low temperatures) 

Gas Chromatography (acid extraction 
at low temperatures) 

Gas Chromatography (acid extraction 
at low temperatures) 

Gas Chromatography (acid extraction 
at low temperatures) 

*A new lab contract, signed in August 1979, includes a reduced 
:~hedule ~f tests. The substances (and testing methodologies) 

e mo:-phlne (fluorometry), other opiates (EH1T--fluorescent 
detectlon), phenmetrazine (gas chromatography) and PCP Iga 
chromatography). '\ s 

on-site laboratory to reduce the rate of "false positives" (tests 

that show up positive when the url'ne t 11 ' ac ua y contalns no drug). 

Another quality control check is the' 1 lnc usion of "spikes" among 

the regular specimens to be tested. Spikes are specimens that 

contain a known quantity of a drug (or no drug at all) and are 

sent through the lab periodically to test the accuracy of the 
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testing procedures. Approximately five spikes are tested each 

week. 

As each urinalysis is complet~d, the chemist records on a 

lab form for that arrestee a positive (+) or negative (-) test 

resul t for eaeli drug type he tested for. The chemi st signs the 

list of results and turns over a copy to the Adult Arraignment 

section. The trausfer of lab results to the ADASA tracking form 

now begins. 

Using the lab form as his primary source document, the ADASA 

staff member records the urine test results on the tracking form 

fer eacll arrestee. ~his completes the ADASA processing of 

arrestees prior to their court appearance. 

3. Court Appearance 

An effort is made to have an ADASA representative present 

at both felony presentments and misdemeanor arraignments. 

, has the dal'ly lock-up list and the completed rep)~esenta t 1 ve 

The 

tracking forms for each arrestee scheduled to appear. As the 

court clerk calls oif each name on the loch-up list, the pri-

so~,r rises and stands in front of the judge. The judge may 

consult with the ADASA staff member to determine the drug 

status of the defendant or a recommendation can be made after 

b d 3 If the arrestee's urine test the judge has set on. " ..... 

3. Once in the courtroom, only the judge can request,or make 
reference to the urinalysis results of arrestees. Prlor to 
court appearance, access to t~e ~esults is granted tO,the 
defense attorney on request wlthln three days of testlng. 
After that period, counsel must present written c?ns~nt by t~e 
defendant (good for 60 days) to ~ain access to thlS ln~ormat~~~. 
Prosecutors and judges must submlt a court order to galn acc ~ 

to the test results. ADASA will obey the court order for, 
urinalysis results. All these actions are taken to (contlnued) 
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results are negative for drugs and there is no other evidence 

of sUbstance use, the ADASA representative reserves conference 

until the next arrestee is called~ 
If an arrestee's urinalysis 

is positive or there is other evidence of substance use, and 

the judge chooses to release that person prior to trial, 

several things might happen. The ADASA representative might 

make a verbal recommendation to the judge that "condjtions" be 

placed on the arrestee. The judge may order the ADASA 

conditions and warn the defendant of the consequences of 

continued drug Use or failure to appear for the next court 

appearance, and the defendant is then escorted to the pretrial 

services division. Another option the judge might exercise if 

he chooses to release the defendant is to order a "one-test," 

if the defendant has not voided a specimen that morning. This 

order requires the defendant to provide a urine specimen to the 

ADASA representative before leaving the court building. 
If the 

arrestee is not eligible for any type of release, he or she is 

"stepped back" to jail on a money bond, five-day hold, or to 

await a preventive detention hearing. (The arrestee is also 

advised that should he make bond or be released from jail at 

any time during the proceedings, he will be required to comply 

with the ADASA recommendation made in court.) 

At any time in the processing from arrest to sentencing, 5 

"positive" defendant on some kind of release status can be re-

fer red to the ADASA Client Tracking and Urine Surveillance 

ensure confidentiality of the test results and protection of 
the arrestee's civil rights. 
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Branch to be placed in the urine surveillance program there or 

to be referred to Central Intake Division for medical 

attention, treatment, or counseli~g for drug abuse. 

C. CENTRAL INTAKE DIVISION 

The Central Jntake Division is ADASA's agency for screening 

persons seeking drug treatment at one of ADASA's 11 treatment 

clinics. It serves as the receiving center for treatment 

volunteers who walk in off the street, as well as for persons 

referred for treatment. Treatment may have been required for 

the referrals as a condition of pretrial release, a bond stipu-

lation, an alternative to a jail term, or as a condition of 

probation. 

A person who is issued a court order goes through the 

Client Tracking and Urine Surveillance Branch. If he is 

referred f0~ treatment, he must show up at Central Intake and 

present his referral papers or two pieces of identification. 

Service will be refused if personal identification is not 

adequate. A properly identified person is logged into the 

division and assigned a unique identification number that will 

enable ADASA to trace the person during treatment. Client 

information is recorded on a listing sheet that is also used as 

a source document for updating the treatment data base 

maintained by the division. This data base contains the 

current treatment status (e.g., active, transferred, or 

terminated) and clinics assigned for each person. (As part of 

this project, ADASA provided us with a copy of their tape 
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containing this treatment information. The treatment records 

for persons to be included in the study were added to the 

longitudinal data file, described in Chapter VI.) 

After the sign-in procedures have been completed, the 

client reports to a diagnostic counselor, who takes a detailed 

medical history, along with criminal and other personal infor-

mation, and records it on an intake questionnaire. The coun-

selor then sends the person to the medical unit, where a nurse 

draws blood, collects a urine specimen, and runs a full range 

of diagnostic tests. The CID doctor on duty gives the client a 

complete physical, conducts an interview, and recommends a 

treatment modality. The doctor refers the client to aCID so-

cial worker, who assesses the client's personal situation. The 

client is then assigned to an appropriate treatment clini~~. 

ADASA operates a system of neighborhood treatment programs 

that employ a variety of treatment modalities. These include 

abstinence, methadone detoxification, methadone maintenance, 

and therapeutic community. In addition to one or several of 

these services, each clinic provides urine surveillance, coun-

seling, and a referral service to the D.C. Job Development 

Center should the client desire help in finding employment. 

During the period under study, many clinics were opened and 

many closed. At this time, 11 ADASA clinics operate in the 

District of Columbia. Information about each of the clinics is 

presented in Table 111.2. 

Clients may be assigned to anyone of the clinics that pro­

vides the recommended treatment modality and that has space 

available. These treatment facilities are located throughout 

111-13 
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TABLE 111.2. CHARAC~ERISTICS OF CURRENT ADASA CLINICS* 

-" No. of Modali ty 
Persons 

Clinic Currently Age Out- Detox- Methadone 
Name Served Sex Range In-patient patient ification t-1aintenance Ahc::tinence 

Ceased 168 M/F 18+ X X X X 

Train I 271 M/F 18+ X X X X 

Detox/ 
Abst. 199 M/F 18+ X X X X 

Train 2 275 M/F 18+ X X X X 

\-iomen IS 

Services 135** F 18+ X X X X 

Trust 258 M/F 18+ X X X X 

Shack 263 t-1/F 18+ X X X X 

Senab 160 M/F 18+ X X X X 

Emerge 
House 8 M/F 18+ X X 

lYouth 18 or 
Abst. 53 M/F under X X 

!Adult 
Abst. 87 M/F 18+ X X 

*Data obtained in telepllone survey of treatment facilities. 

**Includes all pregnant women in treatment in Washington, D.C. 
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the Distri~t of Columbia, and the social worker who sees the 

client at Central Intake makes an effort to assign the client 

to a clinic close to his or her horne. 

* * * 
In describing the processing of arrestees from arrest to 

admission to treatment, we have touched on the primary sources 

of drug use and drug treatment information used in the study. 

Information regarding the urine test results of arrestees was 

obtained from an ADASA computer tape that contained results for 

all persons tested in 1973 and 1974, and from the ADASA 

Criminal Justice Tracking Forms for 1975 through 1978. 

Information about admission to treatment at an ADASA clinic for 

arrestees in our sample was obtained from the treatment tape 

maintained by the Administration. 

In the next chapter, we describe how we merged the ADASA 

urinalysis records with the PROMIS cases in our data base to 

form cross-sectional data files. The incorporation of the in­

formation from the ADASA treatment tape into the longitudinal 

data file is discussed in Chapter VI. 
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IV. CONSTRUCTION OF CROSS-SECTIONAL ANALYSIS 
FILES FOR ARRESTEES: 1973-1977 

Thi s cllapter has thn:!e purposes;. Fi r st, it descr ibes the 

procedures tha t were employed to ma.tch and merge each PROt-!IS 

case record with the arrestee's urinalysis record, obtained 

from the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Services Administration 

(ADASA). Second, it identifies factors that affected the suc-

cess of matching the two types of records. This section aids 

the determination of how representative the matched cases are 

of the original set of PROMIS cases and provides an indication 

of the generalizacility of findings obtained using 

the resulting cross-sectional data files. Third, the chapter 

describes several modifications made to t}:e matched case 

files. These include the construction of a variable that sum-

marizes the urinalysis test results for each arrestee and the 

selection of a subset of cases to form the final analysis files. 

A. MATCHING AND MERGING OF PROl'HS AND ADASA RECORDS 

This section summarizes the methods used to construct 

merged cross-sectional data files for the years 1973 thro~gh 

1977. It provides details of the file construction process to 

permit the reader to evaluate the subsequent results. A more 

technical description of the procedures used appears in 

Appendi::'. C. 

1. Components To Be Merged 

a. PROMIS Case Information. Cases for adultE arrested 

for serious misdemeanors and for all felonies brought to the 

Office of the U.S. Attorney for the District of Columtia are 

routinely entered into the PROMIS case tracking system. Cases 
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for juveniles (persons below age 18) who have been arrested for 

serious offenses that warrant their being treated Bs adults are 

also entered into PROMIS. The PROMIS data files for this study 

contain information for 84,917 cases that had a papering 
1 

date between January 1, 1973, and December 31, 1973, or 

between March 1, 1974, and December 31, 1977. (Cases from 

January and Fecruary 1974 were excluded because matching ADASA 

data were not available for those months.) 

b. ADASA Urinalysis Records. The ADASA computer tape 

made available to INSLAW contained 25,155 urinalysis test 

records processed Ly the Superior Court testing laboratory 

between January 1, 1973, and December 31, 1973, and between 

MarcL 1, 1~74, and December 31, 1974. 

In addition, INSLAW staff hand-collected data at an ADASA 

clinic. In August 1974, ADASA instituted use of a Criminal 

Justice Tracking Form, which is completed for all persons con­

tacted (see Appendix B). Because this form contained v~luaele 

information about each person's background (e.g., education, 

marital status, number of dependents), as well as the person's 

PDID (Police Department Identification) number and D.C. 

Superior Court current case number, all records ior persons 

interviewed between August 21, 1974, and December 31, 1977, 

were reviewed by INSLAW staff and coded for data entry. 

Records from 1974 were coded even though the test results for 

1. pa~ering date is the day on which the case is screened ~y 
an ~sslstant U.S. Attorney for possible prosecution: papering 
typIcally occurs a few hours after aTrest. 
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this period were on the tape provided by ADASA, because of the 

additional information available on the form. The information 

from records in 1974 was not used in the ccn- struction of the 

cross-sectional files, but it was incorporated into the 

longitudinal file (to be discussed in Chapter VI). The data 

collectors coded 42,403 records for the years IS7~ through 

1977. Thus, 67,558 urinalysis records were available for 

matching to the 84,917 PRONIS records from 1973-1S77. There 

are more cases in PROMIS than there are urine test results 

because PROMIS contains records for persons who never appear in 

lock-up, where most urine specimens are oetained. This is 

explained in detail in Section B. which discusses factors that 

influenced the success of matching. 

2. Matching of PROMIS and Urinalysis Records 

We used a computerized matching program to search thlOUgh 

all of the urinalysis records to find the one that belonged to 

the defendant involved in the case stored in PROMIS. Matches 

were made by comparing arrestee information stored in PROMIS 

with analogous information contained in the uLinalysis record. 

Matching was done separately for cases from each of the years 

between 1973 and IS77. Table IV.l shows the information that 

was used for matching PROMIS and ADASA records. 

The matching of records for 1S'72 and l:'7~ \-las done on the 

basis of name, date of birth, and the date oi urine testing. 

Urine testing usually occurs on the same day that the prose-

cutor decides whether to proceed with the case. Thus, it was 

possible to match cases cy comparing the date of urine testing 

on the ADASA record with the date of papering in PROMIS. We 
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Table IV.I. INFORMATION USED TO MATCH THE 
ARRESTEE'S ADASA AND PROMIS RECORDS 

Information Contained 
In ADASA Record 

Name 

Date of Birth 

Date of Urine Testing 

PDID (Police Department 
Identification) number, 
Available for records, 
For 1975-1977 only.* 

Court Case Number, 
Available for records 
For 1975-1977 only.* 

*Also available for records 
through December 31, 1974, 
of longitudinal file only. 

Information Contained 
In PROMIS Case Record 

Name 

Date of Birth 

Date of Papering 

PDID Num}:,er 

Court Case Number 

coded from August 21, 1974, 
which were used in construction 

See text for details. 

records available were not always com­found, however, that the 

plete. Thus, matching 'VIas done in stages. during v,'hich \lie 

relaxed and modified the criteria used to locate a match. 

Consequently, for some matches, we required that several 

the birth date, and the papering ~ate letter~ of the last name, 

in the PROMIS case record had to match the a~alogous 

information contained in the urinalysis record. FOl other 

the name and date of birth match, but matches, we required that 

, d··ate and the date of testing to be we permitted the paperIng 

off by several days. After all matches ~ere made using 

relatively stringent criteria, the computer printed out other 

potential matches, and the records were then inspected to 

the urI'ne record did belong to the defendant verify that 

designated. 

IV·4 

Matching of ADASA records and PROMIS records for 1975 

through 1977 was facilitated by the existence in the ADASA 

record of both the current court case number and the PDID nu~-

ber for the person being tested. Because this information is 

also stored on the PROMIS case record, a number of matches 

could be made using these numbers in conjunction with the other 

information available for matChing. Documentation of the cri-

teria used to produce matches appears in Appendix C. Table 

IV.2 shows the proportion of the cases in PROMIS, by year, for 

which the matching urinalysis record was found. 

Year 
of Case 

1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 

TOTAL 

Table IV.2. SUCCESS OF MATCHING 
PROt-US AND ADASA RECORDS 

No. of Cases No. of Cases 
in PROMIS Matched 

15,460 10,691 
15,075 a 10,237 
18,877 12,514 
18,276 12.119 
17,229 12,383 

84,917 57,944 

Percent 
Matched 

69 
68 
66 
66 
72 

68% -
aExcludes cases from January and February, 1974; s~e text. 

We were able to find the defendant's urinalysis record for 

68 percent of the 84,917 cases stored in PROMIS from 1973 

through 1977. This percentage underestimates actual matching 

Success, however, because included in the PROMIS files are 

cases of persons who were never detained in the D.C. Superior 

Court lock-up and who were, therefore, unlikely to have been 

approached by ADASA staff for urine testing. In addition, the 
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results in the table seem inconsistent with the fact that more 

information vlith which to match records was available for the 

yea,rs 1975 through 1977. The additional information available 

should have resulted in higher match rates for those years. 

This was true only for records from 1977, 72 percent of which 

were matched. In the next section, it will be seen that if we 

look only at persons who were detained in the lock-up, the 

match rates for cases from 1975 through 1977 do, in fact, 

surpass those from the earlier years. 

B. FAC~ORS ASSOCIATED WITH SUCCESS OF ~~TCHING 

The discussion of ADASA procedures in Chapter III included 

a number of reasons why one should not expect to find a urine 

record for the defendant in each PROMIS case. Most important 

is the fact that many arrestees are released at the police sta­

tion with a citaticn or on money bond, and they report to court 

for arraignment or presentment without being detained in the 

court's lock-up facility. In addition, some persons detained 

in the 10c1:-up are excluded from urine testing or are otherwise 

omitted from the procedures (Kozel and DuPont, 1977). 

Fortunately, each person's referral status is contained in the 

PROMIS record s. This enabled us to isolate persons who carne to 

court from lock-up so that we could determine how many of these 

cases were matched to a urine record. 

Table IV.3 shows how the likelihood of matching records 

varied by the arrestee's court appearance source, for each of 

the tive years. As one would expect, we were most likely to 

match records when the arrestee had been held in the D. C. 
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Court Appearance 
Type 

Lock-up 

Warrant 

OtherP 

Bond 

Citation 

Information, Jail, 
SlIITIllOns, Grand 
Jury Original 

Unknown 

TOTAL . 

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

Table IV.3. SUCCESS OF MATCHING PROMIS AND ADASA 
RECORDS BY ARRESTEE1S COURT APPEARANCE TYPE 

Percentage Of Cases Matched To A Urinalysis Record: 1973-1977 

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 
(N) % (N) % (N) % (N) % (N) 

(8,816) 76 (7,970) 89 ( 10,909) 92 (12,290) 92 (11 ,025) 
(1,453) 82 (170) 79 (279) 81 (202) 82 (221) 
(3,506) 71 (3,863) 71 (2,822) 67 (378) 41 (503) 

( 187) 5 (395) 8 (429) 3 (540) 4 (445) 

(1,007) 6 (2,249) 4 (3,610) 2 (3,923) 3 (2,828) 

(245) 72 (62) 77 (128) 67 (162) 43 (95) 

(246) 30 (366) 20 (700) 31 (780) 39 (2,112) 

(15,460) 69% (15,075 ) 68% ( 18,877) 66% (18,275) 66% (17,229) 

% 

94 

90 

70 

3 

3 

43 

63 

7l'f, 

a Includes cases from any of the appearance types; see text for explanation. 
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Superior Court lock-up prior to appearing in court. In ac1di-

tion, match rates for persons detained in the lock-up between 

1975 and 1977, for which we had more matching information 

available, were higher. One of the likely reasons that the 

overall match rat~~ fOT records from 1975 and 1976 were not 

higher than those for 1973 anc1 1974 is that proportionately 

more arrestees in 1975 and lS76 had been released by the police 

with a citation or on bon~; records for such persons were 

seldom matched. 

Records of persons who were arrested by means of a warrant 

were almost as likely to have been matched as records of 

perso~s detained in lock-up. In 1973, they were actually a 

little more likely to be matched. These findings reflect the 

fact that persons w~o were arrested on a warrant were almost 
( 

always placed in the lock-up, even though the PROMIS system 

codes these persons separately. 

The "other" category in Table IV.3 is a catchall category 

used by the coders at the court when t.he arrestee I s referral 

source was not known. The fact that we matched a majority of 

such cases in each year except 1976 indicates that many of 

these arrestees probably had been detained in the lock-up. 

Persons may also appear in court from jail, after grand jury 

proceedings, upon receipt of a summons, or on the basis of an 

information filed by the prosecutor. Persons from these 

sources were relatively unlikely to be matched, especially 

after 1975. Finally, there was a group of cases in PROMIS for 

/1' which no court appearance type was recorded. Except for cases 
...... 

from IS77, only a minority of those cases were matched. This 
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is probably because they lacked other identifying information 

needed to match records. 

The fact that We were most li,kely to fl'nd a . urInalysis 

record if the arrestee had been detained l'n the lock-up prior 

to appearing in court had important implications for the nature 

of the resulting sample of matched cases and the generaliza-' 

bility of findings. Person h k s w 0 are nown to b8 recidivists or 

who are accused of more serious offenses are more likely to be 

placed in the lock-up. Thus, the resulting sample could Le 

expected to be overrepresentatl've of serl'oue: off d 1 ~ en ers, re a-

tive to all arrestees. 

It was tLerefore important to examine whether there were 

additional factors that influenced the success of matching 

PROMIS and ADASA records. Any characteristic that reduced the 

probability of matching would cause cases with that character­

istic to be underrepresented in the resulting files of matched 

cases. To address this issue, we conducted a number of 

analyses to discover the range of factors related to matclling 

success. 

Further, because we knew that detention in the lock-up was 

a strong predictor of the likelihood of matching records, we 

did not want to make the mistake of attributing a decreased 

likelihood of matching to a variable that was actually predict-

ing lad'. of detention in the lock-up. W tl f e lere ore exami~ed 

each potential predictor in two ways. First, we looked at 

whether the factor predl'cted matchl'ng . success for all cases in 

a given year. Then we repeated the analyses for only cases of 
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persons detained in the lock-up. Tables IV.4a through IV.4d 

present these results. 

We found that cases involving arrestees who were female, 

white, or above age 40 were less likely to be matched (see 

Table IV.4a). Moreover, cases that involved a misdemeanor, a 

low crime severity score, a first arrest (Table IV.4b), or a 

victimless crime (Table IV.4c) were also less likely to Le 

matched. However, when we looked only at persons who had been 

detained in the lock-up, we found that, with the exception of 

cases from 1973 and those involving the offense of gambling, 80 

percent or more of the cases were matched. For each year 

except 1973, each of the above variables was actually predict-

ing detention in the lock-up. Once a person was detained in 

the lock-up, there was a high probability that his or her case 

record would be matched to a urine record, regardless of the 

characteristics of the case or the arrestee. 

We were curictls as to why the results for cases from 1973 

were £. different from those from other years. Table IV.4d 

provides a possible answer. This table shows the percentage of 

cases matched, by month of case papering. It is clear that, 

from September 1973 on, 86 percent or more of the cases of per-

sons detained in the lock-up were matched, compared with 70 

percent of the cases from prior months. This suggests that 

procedures were introduced at this time that resulted in a more 

complete processing of lock-up detainees by ADASA staff. Thus, 

our finding that for 1973 cases many of the variables still 

predicted matching success for persons detained jn the lock-up 

is consistent with the possibility that procedures were in 
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Arrestee 
Characteristics 

Sex: 
Male All cases 

(Lock-up cases) 

Female A 11 cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

Race: 
White All cases 

(Lock-up cases) 

Black All cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

Otherl 
Unknown All cases 

(Lock-up cases) 

,Age at Arrest: 

Under 18 All cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

18-20 All cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

21-25 All cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

26-30 All cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

31-40 All cases 
(Lock-up cases) , 

40 + A 11 cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

Unknown All cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

Table IV.4a. DO ARRESTEE DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS PREDICT 
THE SUCCESS OF MATCHING PROMIS AND ADASA RECORDS? 

Percentage Of Cases Matched To A Urinalysis Record: 1973-1977 

1973 1974 1975 1976 

(N) % (N) '.t (N) '.t (N) % 

12,293 72 12,947 70 15,979 68 14,982 67 
(7,289) (78) (6,938) (90) . (9,355) (92) (10,221) (92) 
2,537 56 2,128 57 2,898 60 3,294 61 

(1,527) (65) (1,032) (85) (1,554) (92) (2,069) (91) 

1,598 55 1,683 52 1,959 57 2,289 55 
(958) (64) (731 ) ( 87) ~l,002) (90) (1,271) (92) 

13,417 71 13,128 70 16,481 68 15,562 68 
(7,579) (78) (7,113) (90) (9,737) (92) (10,789) (92) 

445 56 264 53 437 47 425 54 
(279) (60) (126) (82) (170) (91) (230) (91 ) 

198 74 196 77 167 75 135 80 
(81) (78) (114 ) (78) (l18) (84 ) ( 118) (86) 

3,4.72 67 3,305 68 4,174 66 3,810 67 
(1,939) (74 ) ( 1,653) (91) (2,347) (93) (2,553) (93) 
4,673 72 4,474 71 5,761 67 5,315 68 

(2,683) (78) (2,446) (91) (3,332) (93) (3,641) (93) 
2,449 73 2,614 70 3,297 69 3,466 67 

(1,395) (80) (1,421) (89) (1,989) (92) (2,364) (91 ) 
3,166 69 3,115 66 3,830 67 3,857 66 

0,869) (75) (1,652) (89) (2,254) (91 ) (2,592) (91) 
1,340 57 1,224 56 1,360 58 1,448 60 
( 751) (69) (604) (83) (755) (85) (907) (87) 
162 67 147 60 288 47 245 47 
(98) (70) (80) (80) ( 114) (91) ( 115) (92) 

1~77 

(N) % 

13,555 73 
(8,752) (94) 
3,674 68 

(2,273) (94) 

1,890 59 
(1,027) (92) 
14,836 74 
(9,743) (94) 

503 58 
(255) (91) 

123 74 
(92) (82) 

3,636 73 
(2,334) (96) 
. 5,077 74 
(3,310) (95) , 
3,535 74 

(2,299) (95) 
3,281 71 

(2,107) (93) 
1,347 62 
(787) (90) 
230 51 
(96) (93) 
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Offense 
Characteristics 

His~anor/Fe10ny: 

Misdemeanor All cases 
(Lod-up cases) 

F.lony An cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

Imknown All cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

• 

b 
Sever1 tz: of Crime:; 

0 All cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

1 All cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

2 A 11 cases 
(tock-up cases) 

3-5 All cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

6-9 All cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

10+ All cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

Pri or Arres t: 

y!S All cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

No All cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

a Too few cases. 

Tpble IV.4b. DO OFFENSE CHARACTERISTICS PREDICT SUCCESS 
OF MATCHING PROMIS AND ADASA RECORDS? 

Percenta~e Of Cases Matched To A Urinalysis Record: 1973-1977 

I 1973 1974 1975 1976 
(N) % (N) ~ 11.1\ ., 

eii) i \" I 
,. 

8,690 58 8,499 57 11,543 56 11,847 57 
(5,395) (68) (4,102 ) (89) (5,821) (92) (6,838) (91) 
6,750 83 6,572 82 7,334 83 6,428 84 

(3,412) (89) (3,868) (90) (5,088) (91 ) (5,451) (92) 
20 70 4 a 0 -- I 100 
(9) (89) (0) -- (0) -- (1) ( 100) 

5';310 58 5,787 55 8,168 56 8,690 56 
(2,929) (67) (2,541) (87) (4,017) (90) (4,973) (91) 
1,303 64 1,315 65 1,358 63 1,356 62 

(842) (73) (679) (91) (746 ) (95) (843) (93) 
2,304 70 2,267 73 2,825 68 2,564 70 

(1,394 ) (77) ( 1,274) (92) (1,688) (93) (1,820) (93) 
3,248 74 ., (Ill: 76 3,571 75 3:403 11 .J,\i,Ao,I 

0,894 } (BO) (1,761) (90) (2,336) (92) (2,696) (92) 
1,449 81 1,216 82 1,368 81 1,139 85 

(859) (85) (792) (90) (91l4) (91) (970) (93; 
1,846 85 1,475 87 1,587 87 1,124 87 

(89&) (90) (923) (91) 0,138) (92) (988) (92) 

8,635 58 7,363 79 9,014 78 8,424 78 
(5,003) (82) (3,424) (87) (6,083) (93) (6,676) (92) 

6,825 78 7,712 57 9,863 56 9,8~2 56 
(3,813) (67) (4,546) (91 ) (4,826) (90) (5,614) (91) 

I --
1977 

(N; % 

11,239 64 
(6,487) (94) 
5,990 87 

(4,538) (94) 
0 --

(0 ) --

7,723 64 
(4,416) (93) 
1,242 69 
(766) (96) 

2.726 74 
(1,761) (96) 
j,279 79 

I 
(2,320) (94) 

L158 87 
(893) (95) 

1,101 90 
(869) (94) 

. 
8,255 81 

(5,973) (95) 

8,974 63 
(5,052) (93) 

b A score computed by PROMIS for each case, based on the scale developed by Sellin and Wo1f9an9 (1964). Low scores ind-Icate victimless crimes; 
high scores indicate crimes involving injury and loss of money and/or property. 
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Maximum Offense 

Charged 

Violent: 

Homicide All cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

Aggravated Ass'.;l t 
or A ssau1 t on 
Police Officer All cases 

(Lock-up cases) 
Simple Assault All cases 

(Lock-up cases) 
Sexual Assault All cases 

(Lock-up casl!s) 
Robbery A 11 cases 

(Lock-up cases) 

Property: 

Burglary All cases 
(Lod-up cases) 

Larceny A 11 cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

Auto Theft All cases 
(Lod-up cases) 

Fraud/Ei/lbezz1 ement All cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

Arson/Property 
All cases Destruction 
(Lock-up cases) 

VictImless: 

Weapons All cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

GamblIng All cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

Consensual Sex All cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

Drugs A 11 cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

Ball Violations All cases 
(Lock-up cases) 

Other Offe!!i~_: A 11 cases 
fLock-up cases) 

Table IV.4c. DOES THE MAXIMUM OFFENSE CHARGED PREDICT 
SUCCESS OF MATCHING PROMIS AND ADASA RECORDS? 

Percenta!je !Jf Cases Matched To A Urinalysis Record: 1973-1977 

1973 1974 1975 1976 
(N) :I: (N) % (N) :I: (N) :I: 

259 82 248 90 314 BI 221 78 
( 102) (89) ( 147) (94) (189) (94) (176) (91) 

2,206 83 1,490 BO 1,769 82 1,646 86 
(1,528) (B7) (1,023) (89) (1.332) (91) ( 1,430) (92) 

684 55 577 59 775 52 717 54 
(389) (64) (283) (~O) (373) (88) (379) (92) 

450 91 302 87 320 91 275 89 
(184) (95) (174) (94) (230) (95) (241) (95) 

1,660 87 1,661 88 1,913 88 1,694 90 
(702) (93) (974) (92) (1,370) (93) (1,524) (94) 

1,546 81 1,726 83 2,021 80 1,885 80 
(927) (83) 0,050) (91 ) (1,392) (93) ( 1,519) (94) 

2,396 59 2,683 60 3,262 59 3,048 59 
(1,414) (68) (1,298) (89) 0.724 ) (92) (1,838) (92) 

446 87 390 90 384 93 439 90 
(271) (90) (226) (93) (277) (96) (397) (93) 
494 72 561 75 653 76 644 74 

(222) (84) (322) (86) (440) (90) (494) (90) 

268 63 302 73 389 65 347 65 
(163) (71) (184 ) (91 ) (220) (92) (223) (91) 

1,042 55 916 56 1,204 51 983 55 
(675) (65) (415) (89) (565) (88) (563) (90) 
372 13 30B 11 275 9 268 14 

( 133) (20) (75) (25) (78) (22) (99) (32) 
836 64 1,140 52 1,172 57 2,239 53 

(587) (75) (531) (88) (627) (96) (1,197) (96) 
1,871 50 1.804 45 2,952 44 2.498 46 

(I,179) (62) (669) (8B) (1.133) (92) (1,158) (90) 
635 91 661 90 997 83 890 B2 

(164) (90) (412) (93) (642) (91) (730) (90) 
295 64 306 68 477 75 482 66 

(176) (68) ( 187) (fl9) (317) (90) (322) (fl9) 

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

1977 
(N) :I: 

216 85 
(149) (93) 

1.593 87 
(I ,270) (93) 

772 60 
(410) (96) 
291 93 

(230) (97) 
1,708 93 

(1,343) (96) 

1,740 84 
(1,280) (96) 
2.986 62. 

(1,655 ) (96) 
474 93 

(376) (95) 
561 76 

(405) (90) 

346 76 
(222) (96) 

927 58 
(489) (94) 
342 15 
(92) (42) 

1.782 67 

I (1,095) (96) 
2,211 55 

( 1,077) (93) 
908 85 

(683) (92) 

372 71 I (249) (89) 
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Table IV.4d. SUCCESS OF MATCHING PROMIS AND ADASA 
RECORDS BY CASE PAPERING DATE 

Percentage Of Cases Matched To A Urinalysis Record: 1973-1977 

Month Of Case 1973 1974 

Papering (N) '" (N) 10 

January All cases 1,287 73 a 
(Lock-up cases) (801) (75) --

February All cases 1,223 72 a 
(Lock-up cases) (774) (72) --

March All cases 1,244 73 1,262 
(Lock-up cases) (824) (70) (668) 

April All cases 1,303 71 1,370 
(Lock-up cases) (858) (72) (682) 

May All cases 1,396 70 1,307 
(Lock-up cases) (897) (73) (642) 

June All cases 1,305 70 1,303 
(Lock-up cases) (885) (71) (823) 

July All cases 1,384 71 1,719 
(Lock-up cases) (972) (70) (943) 

August A 11 cases 1,428 63 1,709 
(Lock-up cases) (912) (70) (925) 

September A 11 cases 1,361 71 1,623 
(Lock-up cases) (545) (92) (950) 

October All cases 1,374 69 1,726 
(Lock-up cases) (499) (93) (838) 

November All cases 1,032 68 1,290 
(Lock-up cases) (388) (91 ) (665) 

December All cases 915 69 1,401 
(Lock-up cases) (461) (86) (834) 

Note: Cases with an unknown date of papering have been excluded. 

aAOASA records not available for this month. 

1975 1976 
% (N) % (N) % 

a 1,409 72 1,523 61 
-- (777) (92) (1,015) (83) 

a 1,536 72 1,477 65 
-- (872) (93) (1,010) (91) 

68 1,484 71 1,528 66 
(90) (964) (92) (1,075) (90) 

70 1,518 64 1,482 66 
(89) (850) (88) (1,018) (91) 

70 1,580 69 1,451 72 
(90) (917) (92) (1,017) (93) 

73 1,437 65 1,626 62 
(90) (707) (92) (1,066 ) (91) 

66 1,672 67 1,641 71 
(88) (892) (94 ) (1,161) (95) 

69 1,615 64 1,624 72 
(90) (899) (87) (1,172) (95) 

71 1,607 69 1,628 68 
(90) (1,013) (93) (1,053) (94) 

63 1,525 67 1,383 71 
(87) (977) (94) (952) (92) 

72 : ,445 68 1,334 67 
(91) (1,038) (88) (860) (94) 

71 1,659 62 1,285 67 
(89) (1,003) (93) (891) (91) 

--
1977 

(N) % 

1,130 74 
(842) (94) 

1,306 74 
(964) (93) 

1,501 70 
(1,058) (93) 

1,349 72 
(956) (94) 

1,434 73 
( 1,008) (95) 

1,484 71 
(946) (94) 

1,482 73 
(917) (95) 

1,611 75 
(962) (95) 

1,527 74 
(894) (94) 

1,438 72 
(867) (94) 

1,348 72 
(770) (94) 

1,392 72 
(831) (94) 
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effect for part of 1973 that resulted in the exclusion of 

certain types of persons from testing procedures. 

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

The reason why cases involvi~g the offense of gambling were 

relatively unlikely to have been matched, even if the arrestee 

had been held in the lock-up, is that ADASA staff do not 

interview such persons because their cases are prosecuted by 

the D.C. Corporation Counsel. If the arrestees also had a 

charge handled by the U.S. Attorney, ADASA would process them. 

Gambling cases were infrequent in each of the years studied. 

The fact that detention in the lock-up indicated a rela­

tively high likelihood of matching PROt-lIS and ADASA records 

implied that the resulting sample of matched cases would con­

tain a di sproport ionate number of lock-up detainees, l:elati ve 

to the original sample of cases. As Table IV.5 shows, this was 

true. For each year, the proportion of matched cases with per­

sons detained in the lock-up exceeded their proportion among 

all cases. The next most frequently occurring court appearance 

type was "other," which procably included a substantial number 

of persons who had been held in the lock-up. Cases of persons 

who had been released by the police on bond or with a citation 

VJere underrepresented in the samples of matched cases. 

These findings suggest that the matched samples are com­

posed primarily of persons arrested for offenses that were 

serious enough to require their being placed in the lock-up. 

Tables IV.6a and IV.6b provide additional evidence that this 

was true. 

IV-15 
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Court Appearance 
Type 

Lock-up 

Other"'l 

Citation 

Warrant 

Bond 

Information, Jail, 
SUI1lT1Ons, Grand 
Jury Ori g1 na 1 

Unknown 

TOTAL 

1973 
All 

Cases 

Tablb IV.S. DISTRI8UTION OF COURT APPEARANCE TYPE 
FOR ALL CASES AND MATCHED CASES 

Percent Of Cases For Which Arrestee Had Court Appearance Type At Left 

1974 1975 1976 
Matched All Matched All Matched All Matched 
Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases 

(HiiI5460) (N-10691) (N=15075) (N=10237) (N=18877) (N=12514) (N=18276) (N=12119) 

57 63 53 70 58 80 67 93 

23 23 26 27 15 15 2 1 

7 1 15 1 19 1 22 1 

9 11 1 1 2 2 1 1 

1 b 3 b 2 b 3 b : . 
Z 2 b b 1 1 1 1 

1 b 2 1 3 1 4 3 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 1011% 100% 100% 

a Includes cases from any of the appearance types; see text for explanation. 
b Less than 1 percent. 

--

1977 
All Matched 

Cases Cases 
I 

(N=17229) (~i"12383) 

64 B4 

3 3 

16 1 

·1 1 

3 b 

1 b 

12 11 

I 100% 100% 
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Case 
Characteristic 

Offense: 

Hi sdemeanor 
Felony 

Severity of r.rime~ 

0 
1 
2 

3-5 
6-9 
10+ 

Has Prior Arrest: 

Yes 
No or unknown 

a 

All 
Cases 

Table IV.6a. COMPARISON OF CHARACTERISTICS OF ALL PROMIS 
CASES VERSUS THOSE IN THE SAMPLE OF MATCHED CASES 

Percentage Of Cases With Characteristic At Left 

1973 1974 1975 1976 
Matched All Matched All I Matched All Matched 
Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases. 

(N=15460) (N=10691 ) (N=15075) (N-I0237) (N=18877) I (N=12514) {N=18276} {N=12119} 

56 48 56 47 61 51 65 55 
44 52 44 53 39 49 35 45 

34 29 38 31 43 37 48 40 
8 8 9 8 7 7 7 7 

15 15 15 16 15 15 14 15 
21 22 20 22 19 21 19 22 
10 11 8 10 7 9 6 8 
12 15 10 13 9 11 6 8 

56 63 49 57 48 !i6 46 54 
44 37 51 43 52 44 54 46 

1977 
All Matched 

Cases Cases 
{N=I7229} {N=12383} 

65 58 
35 42 

45 40 
7 7 

16 16 
19 21 
7 8 
6 8 

, 

48 54 
52 46 

A score computed by PROMIS for each case, based on the scale developed by Sellin and Wolfgang {1964}. Low scores indicate victimless crimes; 
high scores indicate crimes involving injury and loss of money and/or property. 
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Maximum 
Offense 

Table IV.6b. COMPARISON OF MAXIMUM OFFENSE CHARGED IN ALL PROMIS 
CASES V~RSUS THOS~ IN THE SAMPLE UF MATCHED CAS~S 

Percentage Of Cases With Charge At Left 

1973 1974 1975 1976 
All Matched All Matched All Matched All 

Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases 
Matched 
Cases 

Charged (N=15460) (N:;10691) (N=15075) (N=10237) (N:' 18877) (N=12514) (N=18276) (N=12119) 

Violent: 

Homicide 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 
Aggravated Assault or 

Assault on Police Officer 14 17 10 12 9 12 9 12 
Simple Assault 4 4 4 3 4 3 4 3 
Sexua i Assault 3 4 2 3 2 2 1 2 
Robbery 11 13 11 14 10 13 9 13 

ProQertl: : 

Burglary 10 12 11 14 11 13 10 13 
Larceny 15 13 18 16 17 15 17 15 
Auto Theft 3 4 3 3 2 3 2 3 

Fraud/Embezzlement 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Arson/Property Destruction 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 . 
Victimless: 

Weapons 7 5 6 5 6 5 5 5 
Gambling 2 a 2 a 2 a 2 II 

Consensual Sex 6 5 8 6 6 5 12 10 
Drugs 12 9 12 8 16 10 14 9 

Bail Violations 4 5 4 6 5 7 5 6 

Q.the~O!fense~: 2 2 1 2 2 4 3 2 

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

a Less than 1 percent. 

1977 
All Matched 

Cases Cases 
(N=17229) (N=12383) 

1 2 

9 11 
5 4 
2 2 

. 10 13 

10 12 
17 15 
3 4 
3 3 
2 2 

5 4 
2 a 

10 10 
13 10 

5 6 

3 2 

100% lOOt: 
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C. SUCCESS OF MATCHING CASES OF DRUG USERS 

We matched only 45 percent of the PROMIS cases in 1974 for 

which the maximum offense charged \'Jas a drug offense (see Table 

IV.4c). Although we did match a high proportion (88 percent) 

of these cases if the arrestee had been held in the lock-up, 

only a minority of the arrestees in these cases (37 percent) 

had been detained in the lock-up. Because the primary focus of 

this research is drug use, we wanted to look more closely at 

our ability to match cases involving drug users. 

The PRO~lIS data base for 1973 and 1974 contains a variable 

that indicates the arresting officer's perception of the 

involvement of drugs in each case. This was one of the 

variables that K. Williams (1979) had found was predictive of 

recidivism among arrestees in the District of Columbia. Table 

IV.7 shows how perceived drug involvement of the arrestee Was 

related to the likelihood of matching the PROMIS and ADASA 

records in 1974. 

Ta1::1e IV.7. SUCCESS OF MAn.'CHING PROMIS AND ADASA 
RECORDS BY ARRESTING OFFICEP'S PERCEPTION OF 

THE INVOLVEMENT OF DRUGS IN s:'HE CASE 
(PROMIS CASES FROM 1974) 

Percent Matched 
Involvement of Percent Matched If in Lock-up 
Drugs In Case ( N) % (N) % 

.". 
Possession of Marijuana (1,653) 46 (632) 88 

Sale of Marijuana (29 ) 76 (17 ) 82 

.P<;",session of Opiates (340) 75 (194) 88 

Sale of Opia.tes (27 ) 78 (19) 89 

Sale/Possession of Other Drugs (126) 77 ,71) 85 
None/Not Recorded (12,900) 70 (7,037) 90 

TOTAL (15 075) 68% (7,970) 89% 

IV-19 

We matched approximately three-fourths of tr.e PROMIS cases 

that involved possession or sale of any illicit drug, except 

marijuana. We matched only 46 percent of cases involving the 

possession of marijuana in 1974, and 49 percent in 1973. ('We 

cond~cted subsequent analyses using only PROMIS cases from 1974 

because of the findings, presented earlier, that suggested that 

sometime during 1~73 changes may have occurred in ADASA proce-

dures that affected our ability to match cases.} If the 

arrestee had been detained in the lock-up, we were as likely to 

match records for cases involving possession of marijuana as we 

were for cases involving the otlJer drugs. 

This suggested to us that the reason we were able to matcp 

only a small proportion of persons Hith a maximum chc.rge that 

was drug related was that many of these cases might be those 

same cases that involved the relatively less severe crime of 

possession of marijuana, for which arrestees were seldom placed 

in the lock-up. Table IV.8 presents case and arrestee char-

acteristics for the matched and unmatched cases in 1974 that 

involved possession of marijuana. 

We found that arrestees from matched and unmatched cases 

were of similar age and sex. However, the arrestees from 

matched cases were more likely to have been employed less than 

, 111 } six months at the time of arrest (25 percent vs. 18 percent 

and to have been liable for conviction impeachment (24 percent 

vs. 7 percent). (If a defendant with previous convictions £01 

certain offenses--for example, offenses that demonstrate moral 

turpitude or dishonesty--takes the stand, his or her previous 

convictions can be used to impeach testimony in the current 

IV-20 
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Table IV.8. CHARACTERISTICS OF YATCHED AND UN~~TCHED 
CASES BELIEVED TO INVOLVE THE POSSESSION OF 

MARIJUANA (N=l,653 CASES FROM 1974) 

Case/Arrestee 
Characteristics 

Arrestee Was: 

A 1'1a1e 

Less than Age 31 

Employed Less 
Than G Months 

Liable for Conviction 
!mpeachment* 

Maximum C11arge Was: 

A Fe.lcny 
'. 

A Drug Charge 

Arrestee Came ~o Court: 

From Lock-up 

After Citation Release 

Other Means 

Percent Of Cases With 
Characteristic At Left 

Matched 
Cases 

(N-758) 

92% 

88% 

2S% 

24% 

19% 

66% 

7 L1~ .0 

2% 

2~% 

Unmatched 
Cases 

(N-895) 

87% 

88% 

18% 

7% 

2% 

93% 

8% 

66% 

26% 

*If a defendant with previous convictions for certa~n of­
fenses (e.g., offenses that demonstrate moral turpltu~e or 
dishonesty) takes the stand, his or her previous conVIC­
tions can be used to impeach testimony in the current case. 

case. ) In addition, the current offense for matched cases 

to have been a felony, and the maximum offense 
more liY.e1y 

was 

less l i'~ely to have been a drug offense. Thus, the 
charged was h 

e likely to have been arrestees from matched cases were mor 

charged with a serious non-drug related offense. 
On the other 
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hand, the arrestees from the unmatched cases were almost all 

charged with d drug-related offense (93 percent), probably 

possession of marijuana. Moreover, the majority of the 

arrestees from the matched cases had been detained in the 

lock-up (74 percent), and the majority of the arrestees from 

unmatched cases had been released by the police with a citation. 

Our findings thus indicate that the reason we failed to 

match a high proportion of cases involving possession of 

marijuana was that many of the persons were leGS deviant and 

were never placed in the lock-Up, where they would be eligiLle 

for urine testing. We found that 74 percent of the 1,804 cases 

in 1974 that had a maximum offense charged that was drug 

related were the same cases for which the officer indicated 

that possession of marijuana was involved in the case. This 

explains why we matched a relatively small percentage of the 

cases in 1974 in which the maximum offense charged was a drug 

offense. 

In sum, the analyses of factors that predicted success of 

matching PROMIS and ADASA records indicate that detention of 

the arrestee in the lock-u~ was of major importance. Persons 

detained in the lock-Up had a high likelihood of being 

approached by ADASA staff and, consequently, of being matched 

to a PROMIS case record. Moreover, the arrestees from matched 

cases tended to have had more deviant backgrounds and to have 

been charged with more serious offenses. Findings obtained 

with the matched case files will therefore apply mainly to 

serious offenders and not to persons who are typically released 

by the police after arrest. The next section describes tLe 
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urinalysis test results for specimens obtained from the 

arrestees from the matched cases. 

D. URINALYSIS RESULTS FOR MATCHED CASES 

1. Availability of Urinalysis Results 

The fact that we located an arrestee's ADASA record did not 

guarantee that a definitive test result would be available. As 

we noted in Chapter III, there were several reasons why this 

could occur, including the arrestee's failure to provide a 

specimen and delays and errors in processing and recording 

urine results. 

Table IV.9 indicates that a minority of matched cases 

(between 13 percent and 24 percent) lacked a urine test 

result. The ADASA staff member \-Jho requested a specimen 

usually checked a box on the tracking form that indicated 

whether a specimen was provided and, if not, the reason why. 

Two percent or less of the arrestees for each year refused to 

cooperate \dth the ADASA r!"quest for a specimen. Arrestees who 

wished to avoid the test were more likely to say that they were 

unable to provide a specimen, rather than refuse outright. In 

this way, it was possible to maintain the appearance of a 

willingness to comply with the court procedures (Kozel and 

DuPont, 1977). 

It is evident from the results presented in Table IV.~ that 

there was an increase over these years in the percentage of 

ADASA records that lacked a test result. This was caused pri-

marily by an increase in cases with no information recorded on 

IV-23 

Table IV.9. AVAILABILITY OF URINALYSIS TEST 
RESULTS FOR MATCHED CASES: 1S'73-lS77 

Availability 
Percent of Cases WIth Result 

of Result 1973 1974 1~75 197G 
Results .TJ,.vaiJable: 

Specimen was Negative 70 -, 6G -, (5 I £E- -, 87% 8t:S!, 80% 76% ~O /speci men waE' Positive: 17 _I 19 -.J 15 -1 10 J 
No. of Drugs 

Detected* 

1 10 10 5 4 
2 5 5 7 4 

I 

I 3+ 2 4 3 2 ! 
I , 
I 

No Results Available: 

Unable to Provide 
Specimen 

9**l 12 l 9 l 5l 
Refused Specimen 1 13% 1 15% 2 20% 1 24% 
No Information 3 

j 
2 J 9 J 18 J 

/Number of Matched 
Cases 

at Le_ft 

1977 ",-

68 "I 
78% 

10 .J 

5 

3 

1. 

10 I 
*** 22% 

12 J 

10,691 10,237 12,514 12,11~ 12,383 

*Counts each of the following: 
phenmetrazine, amphetamines, 
cocaine, barbiturates. 

morphine, quini~e, methadone, 
methamphetamines, codeine, 

**Includes 2~ cases in which specimen provided was an 
insufficient quantity for analysis. 

***Less than 1 percent. 
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the test record, rather than by an increase in cases in which 

the arrestee claimed an inability to provide a specimen. This 

was probably caused by the fact that the tracking sheets coded 

for 1975-77 did not contain results for persons Wh0 arrived in .. 
lock-up late. These results were later recorded on daily work 

sheets that were not coded for 1975-77. 

2. Drugs Detected in Specimens 

As Table IV.9 indicates, between 10 percent an~ 19 percent 

of the matched cases for each year had a positive specimen (13 

percent to 22 percent of tested specimens). 7able IV.IO shows 

the specific drugs that were detected. Phenmetrazine, a stimu-

lant known as Prelu6in, was one of the drugs most commor.ly de-

tecj:ed. In their analysis of urinalysis results from arrestees 

in D.C. between 1971 and 1975~ Kozel and DuPont (1977) noted 

that 1973 marked the beginning of an upsurge in the detection 

of phenm,etraz ine among arrestees. Quinine was another sub-

stance likely to be found in the urine samples. Heroin is 

often cut (mixed) with quinine, and the latter's presence is 

used as an indicator of heroin use. Morphine, a metabolite of 

heroin, was detected in bet0een one-fourth and one-half of the 

specimens. Methadone was almost as likely to be detected in 

the years from 1973 through 1975 as morphine, although its de-

tection declined in 1976 and 1977. The ADASA tape from which 

urinalysis test results for 1973 and 1974 were obtained coded 

the presence of methadone as "legal methadone" if the person 

was known to be receiving the drug as part of his treatment. 

The remaining drugs tested for (amphetamines, methamphetamines, 

cocaine, and barbiturates) were rarely detected .. 

IV-25 

Table IV.10. DRUGS DETECTED IN POSITIVE 
SPECIMENS FROM MATCHED CASES: 1973-1977 

Percent of Specimens 
That Cor.tained Drug At Left* 

Drug Detected 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 

Phenmetrazine 37 56 53 46 70 

Quinine 52 55 74 67 45 

Morphine 27 30 39 49 32 

Methadone 26>34% 20>27% 21 18 16 

Methadone** 8 7 Legal 

Codeine 

:Amphetamines 

Methamphetamines 

Cocaine 

BarbiturateE 

Number of Drugs in 

Specimen (of nine): 

1 

2 

3 

4+ 

(N of positive 

Specimens) 

l 

1 2 

3 1 

4 1 

*** *** 

1 0 

57 52 

28 28 

12 15 

3 4-

100 % 99 

(1,791) (1,951) 

*Percentages for individual drugs 
because some specimens contained 

2 2 3 

1 1 2 

**~: *** *** 

*** 1 1 

*** *** *** 

35 38 51 

43 41 33 

17 17 14 

4 4 2 

% 99 % 100 % 100 

(1,903) (1,329) (1,186) 

total more than 100 
more than one drug. 

% 

**Legal methadone was recorded by ADA SA in 1973 and 1974 when 
a person was known to be receiving methadone from a treat­
ment program. In counting the number of drugs detected, 
ei ther methadone or legal methadone v/as counted. 

***Less than 1 percent. 
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The percentages for individual drugs in Table IV.IO add up 

to more t0an 100 because some specimens contained multiple 

drugs. Almost one-half of the specimens for each year con-

tained two or more drugs. Table IV.ll presents the combina-

tions of drugs that were found in the specimens from each 

If only one drug was detected, it was most likely to be 

phenmetrazine or quinine. In addition, morphine seldom was 
., 

detected in the absence of other drugs. For 1974, 80 percent 

of the specimens that contained morphine also contained 

quinine, and almost one-half (49 percent) contained phenme-

trazine. v-lhen three drugs WE're detected, they were most lif.ely 

to be morphine, quinine, and phenmetrazine. 

3. Construction of a Drug Summary Variable 

~he fact that a SUbstantial minority of the positive speci-

mens contained multiple drugs had important implications for 

our analysis of the data. It would be inaccurate, for example. 

to combine all persons detected to be using heroin into one 

group and to attribute their subsequent behavior aDd the treat-

ment of the court only to their use of heroin, when heroin 

users v,ere also using other drugs. ThUS, it was important to 

distinguish arrestees detected to be using only heroin from 

those found to be using heroin and other drugs. On the other 

hand, to examine each combination of drugs that occurred was 

not feasible because some combinations had few cases. It 

therefore seemed advisable to construct one variable to 

summarize each of the patterns of drugs detected. 

The first step was to classify each of the drugs into one 

of four groups, based on their pharmacologic properties. This 
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Table IV.l1. COMBINATIONS OF DRUGS DETECTED 
IN POSITIVE SPECIMENS 

Percent Of Specimens That Contained Drug 
Drugs Detected Or Drugs At Left 

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 
% % % % % 

One Drug: 
Phenmetrazi ne (P) 13- 23- 14- 18- 38-
QUinine (Q) 19 17 13 10 2 
Methadone (ME) 11 57% 5 52% 5 35% 6 38% 5 151% 
Legal Methadone (lM) 7 3 a a a 
Morphine (M) 4 I 3 2 3 2 
Other Drug 3- 1- 1 1- 4-

Two Drugs: 
M + Q 1 1 26-

l~ P + Q 6 8 17 9 13 
ME + P 5 28% 5 28% 2 43% 241% :'" M + P 1 2 b b 
LM + P 1 1 a a 
Other combinations s.- 3- 55 4- ~ 

Three Drugs: 
M + Q + P 

~'" ~ l~m }, "] ME + Q + P 
jl5% ;'" M + Q + ME 

Other combinations 

Four or More Drugs: 
M + Q + ME + P 

~" D" } J" } M + Q + LM + P 
Other combinations -- -- --

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

(N of Positive Specimens) (l,791) (1,951) (l,903) (1,329) (1,186) 

a Distinction between licit and illicit use of methadone not made after 1974. 
b 

c 
d 

Less than one percent. 
Includes 3% of specimens with methadone and quinine. 
Includes 2~ of specimens with methadone and quinine. 
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1:1 It conTalnea any ot 
Specimen was coded positive for: the drugs below: ---morphlne 
Narcotics quinine 

methadone 
codeine 
phenmetrazlne 

Stimulants amphetamines 
methamphetamines 
cocaine 
methadone, and the 

Legal Methadone person was a partic-
(1973 and 1974, only) i ipant in a treat-

I ment program that 
dispensed methadone 
amobarbltal 

Barbiturates pentobarLital 
other bartitulates 

grouping is displayed above. Although quinine is not a 

narcotic, it wa~ included in this category because its presence 

is considered indicative of heroin use. Legal methadone was 

retained as a category for the years 1973 and 1974 to permit 

the study of persons detected to be using methadone as part of 

treatment, but no illicit drug. (It is also possiLle that some 

of these persons were supplementing their treatment dose of 

methadone with illicit methadone.) It should be noted, 

however, that the number of specimens classified as containing 

legal methadone was quite small (121 in 1973 and 132 in 1974). 

Although we shall be using the "narcotics" and "stimulants" 

categories throughout this report, most of the specimens in 

these categories are actually attributable to the detection of 

one or two of the most common ~rugs in the category. Thus, 

specimens positive for narcotics were mainly positive for 

morphine, quinine, or both. Similarly, most of the specimens 
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positive for stimulants contained only the drug phenmetrazine. 

This is expected from the figures presented in Table IV.lO, 

which indicated that the other amphetamines were rarely de-

tected. Few barbiturates were detected in the specimens, and 

this category therefore plays little role in subsequent 

analyses. 

In order to construct a final scale that summarized the 

types of drugs detected in each specimen, we examined the com­

binations of the drugs that occurred in all specimens from 

matched cases in 1974. That year was used because it was the 

first for which a matched case file was available for analy­

sis. Table IV.12 shows the combinations of drugs found in 

all positive specimens for 1974. No barbiturates were detected 

in the specimens from matched cases in 1974. 

Table IV.12. TYPES OF DRUGS DETECTED IN POSITIVE SPECIMENS 
FROM 1974 

Combination of 
Drugs Detected 

Narcotics (N) Only 

Stimulants (S) Only 

Number of Specimens 
That Contained This 

Combination 

74 :3 

470 

Legal Methadone (LM) Only 

N + S 

67 

606 

IN + LM 21 

Is + LM 16 

IN + S + LM 

kOTAL 

28 

1,951 
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38 

24 

3 

31 
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All of the combinations in Table IV.12 appeared large 

ecough to permit further study, except those that contained 

legal methadone and another drug~ We therefore decided to 

combine them into one category, Illegal methadone + other drugs.
1I 

No information was available from ADASA records coded for 

1975 through 1977 regarding the licit or illicit use of the 

methadone detected in specimens. For cases from 1975 on, we 

therefore retained the category, Illegal methadone only, II and 

coded it for cases in which the specimen contained only 

methadone, regardless of whether it may have been legally or 

illegally obtained. For cases from 1975-77 that contained 

methadone plus any other drug (usually a narcotic), the speci-

men was coded in the category of the other drug. ~he same pro-

cedure was used to code cases from all years that had specimens 

that contained barbiturates and another drug, primarily because 

barbiturates were rarely detected. 

This system of classifying the drugs detected was adopted 

to facilitate analyses. The actual data files retainec. infor-

mation about the detection of each of the drugs, so that analy-

ses using alternative classifications could be conducted. 

Table IV.13 presents the distribution of all matched cases for 

1972 through 1977 on the final drug summary variable. Nine 

levels were retained in the final variable, including two to 

describe ADASA records containing nc test results. 

E. CONSTRUCTION OF FINAL ANALYSIS FILES 

One of the pieces of information used to match PROMIS cases 

and ADASA records was the date that the ADASA representative 

requested a urine specimen. This request usually occurs on the 
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Drug Variable 

Tested, Negative 

Table IV.13. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR THE DRUG SUMMARY 
VARIABLE FOR ALL MATCHED CASES: 1973-1977 

1973 1974 . 1975 1976 

f Xa f Xa f Xa f Xa 

7,458 70 6,755 66 8,125 65 7,926 65 

Tested, Positive For: 
Stimulants only 269 3 470 5 288 2 262 2 

1977 

f %a 

8,492 69 

470 4 
Legal methadone onlyb 121 1 67 c 101b c 75b c 64b c 
Lega 1 me tha done 

and other 30 c 65 c d -- d -- d --
Narcotics only 895 8 743 7 765 6 607 5 257 2 
Narcotics and 

stimulants 454 4 606 6 749 6 385 3 395 3 

Barbiturates onll 21 c 0 -- 0 -- 0 -- 0 --
No Result Available: 

Refused/unable 1,110 10 1,334 13 1,422 11 717 6 1,249 10 

No information 332 3 197 2 1,064 9 2,147 18 1,456 12 

TOTAL 10 ,691 100% 10,237 100% 12,514 100% 12,119 100% 12,383 100% 
. 

a Percentages rounded. 
b For 1973 and 1974, this indicatps detection of only methadone in a specimen from an arrestee who was 

receiving methadone in treatment. After 1974, this indicates that only methadone was detected, regardless 
of whether arrestee was receiving it in treatment. 

c Less than 1 percent. 
d Not coded in 1975-77. 
e If barbiturates were detected with narcotics or stimulants, they were coded in those categories. 

morning of the day the U.S. Attorney decides whether to paper 

the case. In matching the date of papering stored in PROMIS to 

the date of urine testing stored on the ADASA record, we 

discovered that for some cases the t~o dates differed by a 

considerable time period. Table IV.14 shows the percentage of 

matched cases for which the two dates were within either one 

day or seven days of each other. 

Almost all of the arrestees from the ~atched cases (95 per­

cent) were tested on the same day that the decision whether to 

paper their case was made. An additional 3 percent were 
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Table IV .14. TIME INTERVAL BETWEEN DATE OR URINE TESTING 
AND DATE OF CASE PAPERING (ALL ~ffiTCHED CASES: 1973-77) 

Percentage of Cases in Which the Date 
Testing, and Date of Papering Were: 

On the vii thin 7 Days 
Matched Cases Same Date Of Each Other 

Year N f % f % 

1973 10,691 10,146 95 10,452 98 

1974 10,237 9,435 92 10,052 98 

1975 12,514 11,885 95 12,296 98 

1976 12,119 11,726 97 11,927 99 

1977 12,383 11,966 97 12,251 99 

TOTAL 57,944 55,158 95% 56,988 98% 

of 

tested within seven days of the d3te of papering. However, in 

a minority of cases, tne urine test was conducted eight or more 

f the date of papering, and in some cases days before or a ter 

the time period was as long as 7 months. (As noted earlier, 

the matching process was complex and some cases were matched 

manually. In such instances, a match was made when the paper­

ina and testing dates were disparate but other information 
oJ 

convinced the researcher that the two records were for the same 

arrestee.) 

One of the reasons why a person might be tested a number of 

days after the date of papering is that an initial test could 

have been omitted (because the defendant refused, was unable, 

, called in the lock-up) and or did not answer when hls name was 

t d th t a test be administered the judge could have reques e a 

, , 1 d' We are not sure why some later on in the judlcla procee lngs. 
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arrestees might have been tested several days before the 

papering date. It is possible that these cases are the result 

of clerical errors in recording the dates or in matching the 

records. 

Since most cases are screened soon after arrest, the number 

of days between arrest and urine testing should also be brief. 

For t~e five years of cases, the percentage of matched 

arrestees who were approached by ADA SA staff within one day of 

the arrest was between 85 percent and 90 percent. In a small 

minority of cases, persons were found to have been tested many 

days before or after the date of arrest. Again, these findings 

could have occurred because of clerical errors in recording of 

dates, because of mismatches, or because of requests for urine 

specimens during subsequent judicial proceedings. 

The day on which the urine specimen is obtained is especi-

ally important for two reasons: ( , , ..1../ it establishes the exact 

time span for Which the results are applicable, and (2) it 

indicates the point in the judicial process at which the 

results were available for influencing the court's decisions. 

Each of these issues is discussed below. 

It is difficult to estimate how soon after a drug is 

ingested that a specimen must be obtained to ensure a high 

likelihood of detecting its Use. This is especially enigmatic 

in cases of illicit drug use, since most of the factors that 

influence the concentration of a drug in the urine are uncon-

trolled. Thus, one does not know the dose or purity of the 

drug the person took, the amount of liquids that were subse-

quently ingested, or the person's rate of metabolism or excre-
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tjon of the drug. For these reasons, to estimate the effect­

iveness of urinalyses, one must rely on findings from 
I 

experinlental studies of the dete~tabili ty of "average street 

doses" of drugs in urine specimens gathered at specific time 

intervals after ingestion. Such studies have indicated that it 

is reasonable to be able to detect the use of an average street 

dose of heroin two to three d~ys after use. Thus, the test 

conducted on the D.C. arrestees probably can detect d~ugs 

tested for only if they were taken within two to three days of 

the date of testing (see Chapter III). 

The testing date also provides an indication of when test 

results may become availacle to influence the course of a case. 

Because some of our analyses will focus on how drug use~s were 

processed throughout the jUdicial system, it was important that 

the urine test results became availacle to the court and to 

participating attorneys early in the judicial proceedings, and 

that this did not vary too much from case to case. 

Both of the issues discussed above indicated that it was 

important to select cases for analysis in which the overall 

range of the time interval between urinalysis testing, the date 

of arrest, and the date of case papering would not be too 

great. By requiring that the urinalysis be conducted within a 

fe\. .... days of the arrest, we could infer that the ur i!Jalys i s test 

results applied to the person's drug use within a brief time of 

arrest. Similarly, by requiring the urine test to have been 

conducted within a few days of the date of papering, we would 

know that the test results were probably accessible to 

attorneys early in the judicial proceedings. 
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We found that the urine testing was usually conducted with-

in one week of both the arrest and papering dates. Between 97 

and 99 percent of the arrestees in each year were tested within 

one week of their arrest and papering date. It thus seemed 

reasonable to include in the samples for analysis only persons 

who were tested within one week of arrest or screening. This 

would restrict the time p~~iod during which tests were adminis-

tered and still allow for possible errors in the recording of 

dates. (In a separate analysis of the cases for 1974, we looked 

at whether "court appearance type" influenced a person's meeting 

this criterion. Persons released by the police on citation or 

bond were least likely to have been tested within seven days of 

arrest or papering. This makes sense, since if they were not 

detained in the lock-up, ADASA staff were probably asked to 

obtain specimens later on in the judicial proceedings.) Table 

IV.15 shows the number of matched cases that were excluded from 

the analysis files because they failed to meet this criterion. 

Table IV.15. NUMBER OF MATCHED CASES EXCLUDED 
FROM FIN.~ ANALYSIS FILES 

Total No. No. of 
Matched of Cases Cases in 

Year Cases Excluded Analysis File 

1973 10,691 192 10,499 

1974 10,237 104 10,133 

1975 12,514 181 12,333 

1976 12,119 156 11,963 

1977 12,383 114 12,269 

TOTAL 57,944 74.7 57,197 

IV-36 



By eliminating the small fraction of cases that did not 

meet the time criterion (1.3 percent of all matched cases), we 

had a more homogeneous sample, and we had excluded cases for 

which the larger time interval between testing and arrest or 

papering raised questions about the accuracy of the coding or 

matching process. The final analysis files thus consist of 

57,197 matched ca~es for which the interval between the date of 

urine testing and the date of papering or arrest was seven days 
,c 

or less. The construction of the final analysis files is 

summarized in Figure IV.l. 

( 
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Test result: 
Negative 

------------
1973; N=106 
1974 : N= 44 
1975: N=116 
1976: N= 93 
1977 : /l= 69 
-----------
TOTAL: 428 

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

Cases not matched 
to an ADASA record 

1973: N= 4,769 
1974: N= 4,838 
1975: N= 6,363 
1976: N= 6,157 
1977: N= 4,846 

TOTAL: 26,973 

Test result: 
Positive* 

------------
1973: N= 35 
1974: N= 2!i 
1975: N= 17 
1976 : N= 19 
1977 : N= 13 
------------
TOTAL: 109 

---

Test resul t: 

ALL rROMlS CASES 

1973: 
1974 : 
1975: 
1976 : 
11)11 : 

TOTAL: 

N~ IS,t16[) 
N= 1!J ,075 
fl= 1fl, 877 
N= 1U ,Vb 
N= 17,229 

B4,Y17 

Test not renuested 
withfil-7 days of 

arrest or oaperin~ 

1973: N= 192 
1974: N= 104 
1975: N= Hll 
1976: N= 156 
1977: N= 114 

TOTAL: 747 

No t a va il a b 1 e** 
-------------
1973: N" 51 
1974. N= 35 
1975: N= 4fl 
1976: N= 44 
1977 : N= 32 
-------------
TOTAL: 210 

Test result: 
Neoative 

------------
1973: N= 7,352 
1974: N= 1i,711 
1975: N= 8,009 
1976: N= 7,833 
1977 : N= 8,423 
------------

TOTAL: 38,328 

Cases matched to 
an ADASA record 

1973: N= 10,691 
1974: N= 10,237 
1975: N= 12,514 
1976: N= 12,119 
1977: N= 12,383 

TOTAL: 57,944 

\ 
Test requested 

within 7 days of 
arrest or oaperin9 

1973: N= 10,499 
1974: N= 10,133 
1975: N= 12,333 
1976: N= 11,963 
1977: N= 12,269 

T0TAl: 57,197 

Test result: 
Positive* 

------------
1973: N= 1,756 
1974 : N= 1,926 
1975 : N= 1,886 
1976: N= 1,310 
1977 : N= 1, 173 
------------

TOTAL: 8,051 
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Test result: ** 
Not available 

1973: N= 1,391 
1974: N= 1,496 
lS75: N= 2,438 
1916: N= 2,820 
1977: N= 2,673 

TOTllL: iQ,818 

~Posi~lve for any of the following drugs: morphine, quinine, methadone, phenmetrazine, codeine, amphetamines, methamphetamines, cocaine, and ba rl'l tura tes . 
·*In~luded in this category are arrestees who refused or were unable to provide a specimen; those who provided a specimen, but a test result was 

not recorded; and those for whom there was no information recorded. 
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V. ANALYSES OF CROSS-SECTIONAL DATA 

This chapter discusses the analyses that were conducted 

using the cross-sectional analys~s files described in the 

previous chapter. First, we review characteristics of the 

cross-sectional files and discuss some potential limitations of 

the study findings. Then, we address the following issues: 

Do the demographic characteristics of arrestees \-lho have 
been detected by urinalysis to be drug positive (D+) 
differ from those who are drug negative (D-)? 

Do D+ and D- arrestees have different criminal 
backgrounds? 

What types of offenses are D+ and D- arrestees likely to 
have been charged with? 

Did the alleged offenses of D+ arrestEes involve v~ctims 
of different ages than those of D- arrestees? 

Did cases of D+ arrestees have different pretrial 
release conditions or case dispositions than D­
arrestees? 

What factors predict that a tested arrestee will be drug 
positive? ~ 

Is a charge of soliciting for prostitution related- to a 
female arrestee's drug status? 

A. OVERVIEW OF THE CROSS-SECTIONAL ANALYSIS FILES 

The data files used in this chapter are cross-sectional 

files composed of all cases screened by the Office of the U.S. 

Attorney for the District of Columbia and entered into the 

PROMIS case tracking system between January I, 1973, and 

December 31, 1977, and for which: 

The PROMIS case record was matched to the arrestee's 
ADASA urinalysis test record. 

V-I 

The urine test was conducted within seven days of the 
date of case papering (screening) or the date of arrest. 

Analyses presented in the previous chapter indicated that 

the most important predictor of ~hether PROMIS and ADASA urine 

records were matched was whether the arrestee had been detained 

in the D.C. Superior Court lock-up. Because persons who had 

criminal histories or who were charged with serious crimes were 

more likely to be placed in the lock-up, the resulting samples 

of matched cases contain the more serious offenders. The 

analyses presented in this chapter, therefore, apply primarily 

to serious offenders and not to persons who are charged with 

less serious offenses and who are typically released after 

arrest by the police, pending court appearance. The next 

section discusses potential limitations of the study that 

should be considered in interpreting its findings. 

B. POTENTIAL STUDY LIMITATIONS 

Studies of deviant behavior are prone to a number of 

met}.odological difficulties. Perhaps the most serious one is 

that persons may underreport their deviant behavior, which 

results in underestimates of the prevalence of these acts. 

This is an especially thorny issue in studies of drug use, in 

which it is often necessary to rely on a person's self-reports 

of his or her use of illicit substances. A strength of this 

study is that objective measures of the arrestees' drug use 

were available. Urinalysis results are often employed in 

interview studies of addicts to provide indicators of the 

validity of the addict's self-reports of current drug use. 
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While the availability of urinalysis results for a large 

sample of arrestees adds a~ unusual dimension of objectivity to 

this study, a number of di .:ficul ties that are inherent in that 

technique should be recognized. First, the amount of time that 

elapses between ingestion of a drug and provision of the urine 

specimen is usually unknown. In addition, the quantity of the 

drug taken is almost always unknown, and the purity of the 

drug, especially of heroin available in the united States, is 

quite low. Information obtained from the MPD Narcotics Squad 

indicates that the percentage of heroin found in sUbstances 

confiscated by the police between 1975 and 1979 ranged from a 

10H of .6 percent to a high of 5.6 percent, Thus, even if a 

person in our sample used drugs within a few hours of arrest, 

there could have been so low a concentration of the drug in his 

or her urine that the test result would be negative. Given 

these limitations, it is perhaps surprising that a substantial 

number of the specimens tested were found to be drug positive. 

It is also true that urine tests sometimes produce false 

positives; that is, they show a positive result even though a 

drug has not been ingested. We are persuaded from our 

discussions with the ADASA staff that the quality control 

procedures used, such as periodic testing of "spiked" urine 

specimens and retesting of positive specimens, 

minimize the problem of false positives. 

tended to 

On the other hand, it has been increasingly recognized in 

recent years that addicted persons may experience alternating 

intervals of ~bstention from and use of a drug. Thus, a person 

dependent on heroin may reduce or eliminate the use of heroin 
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and substitute alcohol or other drugs during a period of 

reduced accessibility of heroin or high tolerance to the drug. 

(Tolerance to opiates means that with extended use, 

increasingly large doses are required to obtain an effect. 

Periods of abstention reduce one's level of tolerance so that a 

person can achieve the desired effects with smaller, less 

costly doses.) Thus, an arrestee in Our sample who was in the 

midst of one of these periods of absten·tl'on or d re uced drug use 
might have a negative urine test It resu .. Some estimate of the 

magnitude of this problem can be obtained by using the 

longitudinal data file, described in the next chapter, to 

compare the test results for all specimens from a given 

arrestee. 

We conclude, therefore, that the arrestees in our sample 

who were detected to be drug positive (D+) had probably 

ingested one or more illl'Cl't drugs. H 
owever, we recognize that 

some persons who received a negative test result (D-) were in 

fact dependent upon drugs and might have 1:een detected had 

tests been conducted under more controlled (ideal) conditions. 

The fact that the group of D- arrestees pro~ably contained 

some persons who had taken drugs or were dependent on drugs' 

should tend to reduce Our chances of detecting differences 

between D- and D+ arrestees. When we find little difference 
between D+ and D- arrestees in Our analyses, it may be 
attributable partially to this contamination of the D- group 

with false negatives. On the other hand, when we find 

differences between the two groups, it probably indicates the 
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existence of significant differences between D+ and D­

arrestees, given the presence of this confounding. 

A second limitation of the analyses to be presented has to 

do with the nature of official records. Any bureaucracy that 

has to process as many persons as do the ADASA and the D.C. 

Superior Court has considerable staff pressures that can lead 

to records being completed in a manner less thorough than mcst 

1 Id fer Important variables are sometimes researC1ers wou pre . 

miscoded or go unrecorded. Although this study did suifer 

somewhat from these problems, it will be evident from the 

findings to be presented that the information availa~le from 

these records manifested a high level of internal consistency, 

which supports their validity. Further, the fact that case 

information was obtained by using an automated case tracking 

system (PROMIS) with standardized data entry procedures perhaps 

reduced some of the biasing influences of arrest records found 

by DeFleur (1975). 

Fi;.311y, resu s It from thl'S study should not be used to 

infer drug use patterns of nonarrestees. 7here is ample 

evidence that many of the earlier notions of drug addictioll 

that were derived from studies of persons who came to thG 

attention of tne police or treatment authorities may not apply 

1 
directly to the general population of drug users. 

1. The unusually high rates of remission from addiction found 
among Vietnam veterans (Robins, 1973) have suggested that 
classical notions of addiction may not apply to the more 
general population. See also t~e work by Zinberg (1979) 
concerning controlled use of oplates. 
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C. FINDINGS 

The construction of the cross-sectional data files (and the 

longitudinal file described in the next chapter) consumed most 

of the time and resources available for this project. We were, 

therefore, faced with the necessity of limiting the scope and 

depth of our analyses to that which could be effectively 

completed within the time available. The analyses to be 

presented were chosen to illustrate the types of questions that 

can be addressed with these data files. They were purposefully 

kept to a level that avoided the use of complex mUltivariate 

techniques. These methods could provide more exact informati0n 

aeout the relative contributions of variables to predicting 

events, but such analyses must be deferred to a future project. 

Most of our analyses will utilize the cross-sectional files 

from 1973 an6 1974. These yeais were chosen because the 

1973-74 PRONIS data files contain additional information that 

was not entered into the system in subsequent years. such 

variables include the arresting officer's perception of the 

involvement of drugs in the case and of the arrestee's problems 

with drugs, two variables that were used in K. Williams's study 

of recidivism (1979). The years 1973 and 1974 also had higher 

proportions of cases with drug positive (D+) arrestees 

available for study. 

Most of the analyses will differentiate arrestees detecte~ 

to be drug positive and drug negative. Drug positive is 

defined as having a urine specimen detected to contain any of 

the nine drugs tested for. We know from the results presented 

in Chapter IV, however, that most of the positive specimens 
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from these year S". contained a narcoti c (morphine, quinine, 

methadone) andlor a stimulant (phenmetrazine). Future vwrk 

will have to examine whether the findings obtained for the dru~ 

positives that were collapsed into one group would differ by 

the type of drug detected. 

Inferential tests of statistical significance are used 

sparingly, for several reasons. First, the sample comprises 

the universe of eligible arrestees during this period; a 

question exists about to whom statistical inferences could be 

made. A more practical point is that the number of cases 

involved in most analyses are so large as to make just about 

any difference found statistically significant. In addition, 

the fact that each person's mUltiple arrests are all 

represented in the data file violates the assumption of· 

( independent observations required by most statistical tests. 

The findings are discussed below. 

1. Sex, Race, and Age of D+ and D- Arrestees 

To provide a context for interpreting the results to be 

presented, we first describe the demographic characteristics of 

arrestees from all cases in the cross-sectional files for 1973 

through 1977. Next, we turn to a comparison of how the drug 

status of arrestees from 1973 and 1974 was related to these 

same characteristics. 

Table V.l presents the sex, race, and age distributions of 

arrestees from all cases in the cross-sectional analysis files. 
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1973 

f % 
-

Sex: -
Male 9,113 87 

Female 1,386 13 
-- -

10,499 100% 

Race/Sex: 

Black Males 8,245 79 
>90% 

Black Females 1,137 11 

White Males 665 6 
8% > 

White Females 204 2 

Race Unknown 248 2 
-- -

10,499 100% 

Age at Arrest: 

Below 18 143 1 
18-20 2,290 22 
21-25 3,307 32 
26-30 1,762 l'7 
31-45 2,145 20 
46 + 749 7 
No Info. 103 1 

-- -
10,499 100% 

-

Table V.I. SEX, RACE, AND AGE OF ARRESTEES IN 
CROSS-SECTIONAL CASE FILES, 1973-1977-r 

Year of Case Papering 

1974 1975 

f % f % f 

8,928 88 10,628 86 9,977 

1,205 12 1,705 14 1,986 
-- -- - --

10,133 100% 12,333 100% 11,963 

8,091 80 
>90% 

9,629 78 
> 89% 

8,845 

1,032 10 1,410 11 1,656 

719 7 
9% 

825 7 
9% 

951 
> > 

152 2 274 2 286 

139 1 195 2 225 
-- - - --

10,133 100% 12,333 100% 11,963 

148 1 125 1 106 
2,213 22 2,698 22 2,519 
3,144 31 3,810 31 3,572 
1,815 1B 2,256 III 2,296 
2,053 20 2,533 20 2,506 

674 7 780 7 855 
86 1 131 1 109 

-- .- - --
10,133 100% 12,333 100% 11,963 

t Includes all cases in PROMIS matched to an ADASA urine record, provided the test was requested within 
seven days of arrest or papering. Results may not be indicative of all persons arrested in D.C. in 
these years. Persons with multiple cases in a year are represented once for each case in which they 
were involved. 

a Percents may Dot total to 100 due to rounding. 

'I" '. , , 

1976 1977 

% f % 

83 9,796 80 

17 2,473 20 
- -- -

100% 12,269 100% 

74 
>88% 

8,828 72 
;. 89% 

14 2,052 17 

8 737 6 
9% > 10% > 

2 367. 3 

2 285 2 
- -- -

100% 12,269 100% 

1 89 1 
21 2,613 21 
30 3,715 30 
19 2,596 21 
21 2,317 20 

7 825 7 
1 114 1 

- -- -
100% 12,269 101 %a 



---.. 
T-~-

Most of the cases for each year involved a male arrestee, Before presenting comparisons between D+ and D- arrestees, 

although females accounted for a growing proportion of the it is important to ascertain whether race, age, and sex of the 

cases over the study period (13 percent in 1973 and 20 percent arrestee related to whether the arrestee provided a urine 

in 1977). This increase occurred largely because of an specimen and to whether a test resu'l"t was recorded. If 

increase in the proportion of cases involving black female arrestees with particular d emographic characteristics were more 

arrestees. 1 il: ely t 0 us d e rugs and to avoid providing a specimen, then 

It is not surprising that the majority of arreGtees were such persons might b d e un errepresented among D+ arrestees. 

black, given the fact that over 70 percent of the population in This could lead us to conclude erroneousl~ that D+ .I arrestees 

the District of Columbia is black. Because cases involving were less lik 1 t e y 0 exhibit such characteristics. 

white arrestees are relatively rare in the District of Table V.2 indicates that test results were available for a 

Columbia, findings to be presented for \fuite arrestees may be majority of the cases from 1973 and 1974, r~gardless of the sex 

atypical of those that would be obtained from jurisdictions or race of the arrestee. Between 82 percent d an 90 percent of 

containing a more balanced racial mix. Some of the analyses to 

be presented will, therefore, be broken down by race of the 

BY Table V.2. AVAILABILITY OF URINALYSIS T 
RACE AND SEX OF ARRESTEE (N=20,245 CASES E:;OMRE:9U~3T!1974a) 

arrestee. This will not always be feasible, however, because 

of the small number of cases involving white arrestees in some 
Urinalysis Black White Bl ack White 

Result Males Mal es Females Females 

of the analyses. 
f % f % f '" /0 f '" " 

The distribution ot the age at arrest for arrestees was 
Result 

relatively stable over the study period. Approximately 70 
Recorded: 

Test 

percent of all cases for each year involved an arrestee between 

the ages of 18 and 30. Most of the remaining cases involved 

Nega t i ve 11 ,074 68 1,003 72 1,477 68 223 63 

Test 
Positive 2,94,0 18 138 10 466 22 86 24 

persons between 31 and 45; only 7 percent of the cases involved No Resul t 
Recorded: 

an arrestee over the age of 45. Explanations for the decline Refused/ 

in criminal activity with increasing age, noted by other 
Unab 1 e 1,917 12 207 15 180 8 43 12 

No Infor-

researchers, include maturing out of the criminal lifestyle, 

increasing expertise at avoiding arrest, l)igher mortality 

mation 405 2 36 3 46 2 4 1 

TOTAL 16,336 100~ 1,384 100% I 2,169 100e;.: 356 100::' 

rates, and extended imprisonment (Boland, 1980; Winick, 1974). 
aExcludes 387 cases in which a t I rres ee s race was coded other or unknown. 
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the cases involving the four groups of arrestees in Table V.2 

had a urine test result recorded on their ADASA records. 

Despite these high rates of test availability, we did find some 

variation among the groups. vfuite male arrestees were least 

likely to have had a test result recorded. This was caused by 

higher refusal rates among these arrestees, rather than from a 

greater amount of missing test information. Similarly, the 

reason black females were most likely to have a test result 

availacle is that they were least likely to have avoided 

providing a specimen. For all groups, when a test result was 

not availaele, it was primarily because the arrestee indicated 

an inability or unwillingness to provide a urine specimen, 

rather than because test information was missing from the 

record. 

The sex and race of the arrestee were related to whether a 

tested specimen was found to contain drugs, as shown in Table 

V.3. Speci~ens obtained from women were more likely to contain 

1able V.3. THE LIKELIHOOD OF A POSITIVE TEST RESULT, 
BY ARP~STEE RACE AND SEX 

Percent That 
Sex/Race Of N of Tested contained 
Arrestee Specimens A Drug 

Vlhite Female 309 28 

Black Female 1,943 24 

Black Male 14,014 21 

White Male 1,14.1 12 

TOTAL I 17,407 21% 
I 

V-II 

drugs, regardless of race. Black males were next most likely 

to ~e drug positive, and white male arrestees were least likely 

to be drug positive. (It is possib~e that the low rate of drug 

positives among specimens from wlJite males was caused by the 

higher refusal rate--lS percent--found among these arrestees, 

assuming that persons who avoided providing a specimen were 

likely to be drug positive if they had been tested. To test 

this posEi~ility, we computed an adjusted D+ rate for white 

male arrestees that assumed that all of the specimens from the 

exce~s number of refusals would have been drug positive if a 

specimen had been provided, If only 12 percent of the white 

arrestees in this period had refused to provide a specimen, the 

same rate as was found for black males, there would have been 

41 additional tested specimens. If all of these specimens had 

been positive, the overall rate of positives among white male 

arrestees would have increased from 12 percent to 15 percent--

179/1,182. Thus, even under this stringent assumption, the 

rate of positives among white male arrestees was lower than 

that for other arrestees.) 

Taele V.4 indicates that the availability of a test result 

did not vary with the age of the arrestee. For each group of 

arrestees, except white femaLes, the percentage of cases within 

an age category that had a test result was within.six percen-

tage points of the percentage for all cases from that group. 

Cases involving white females between the ages of 31 and 45 

were an exception. However, this difference was probably a 

reflection of the small number of cases for these persons. 
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Table V.4. DOES AGE OF ARRESTEE PREDICT AVAILABILITY 
OF A URINE TEST RESULT? (N=19,957 CASES FROM 1973-l974a ) 

Percent Having A Test Result Recorded 

Age Of Slack White Slack 
Arrestee Males Males Females 

(N) % (N) % (N) % 

18-20 (3,617) 85 (271 ) 77 (425) 93 
, 

21-25 (4,965) 86 (408) 81 (813) 91 

26-30 (2,820) 87 (246) 84 (392) 86 

31-45 (3,391) 87 (301) 87 (405) 88 

46 + 0,138) 88 (143) 85 (100) 90 

Age 
Unknown (134 ) 87 (12) 50 (22) 64 

TOTAL (16,065) 87% (1,381 ) 83% (2,157) 90~; 

a Excludes 384 cases in which the arrestee's race was coded other or unknown; 
88 percent of these case~ had a test result available. Also excludes 291 
cases from arrestees below age 18. These persons provide a specimen at the 
D.C. Juvenile Receiving Home and their test results are not usually recorded 
on the ADASA tracking fonn. Only 36 percent of such cases had a test result 
recorded. 

b Too few cases to compute a meaningful percen't. 

White 
Females 

(N) % 

(117) 89 

(139) 91 

(53) 85 

(25 ) 68 

(17 ) 82 

(3) b 

(354) 87~ 

-

Having found that age, sex, and race of the arrestee were 

not systematically related to the availability of a test 

result, we can now proceed to the comparison of D+ and D-

arrestees presented in Table V.5. Drug status of the arrestee 

was not related to the arrestee's sex or race. The largest 

difference found (three percentage points) was for white male 

arrestees, who were slightly less likely to be represented 

among D+ arrestees than D- arrestees. This is consistent with 

the results reported above that indicated that white males 

were least likely to be detected to be drug positive. 
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Table V.5. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF D+ AND D­
ARRESTEES (N=17,745 CASES FROM 1973-1974) 

Percent Of Ceses With 

Arrestee 
This Characteristic 

Cherecteristic 
D+ o-

f 2: f 2: 

Race/Sex: 

Black Male 2,940 8f) ll,074 79 
Black Female 466 13 1,477 11 
White Male 138 4 l,n03 7 
White Female 86 2 223 2 
Unknown 52 1 286 2 -- - -- - I 3,682 100~ 14,063 101% a I 

Age At Arrest: 
I 

Below 18 12 <1 93 1 
18-20 615 17 3,264 23 
21-25 1,372 37 4,221 30 
26-30 824 22 2,269 16 
31-45 727 20 2,93E 21 
46 + 101 3 1,152 8 
Unknowr 31 1 126 1 ! -- - -- - , 

3,682 100~ 14,063 100~ I 

a Percent does not total 100 because of rounding. 

The age of the arrestee was related to his or her drug 

status. Compared with the drug negative group, drug positives 

were less likely to be between the ages of 18 and 20, more 

likely to be between the ages of 21 and 3D, and less likely to 

be over age 45. Because these findings have potential 

significance for identifying arrestees at high risk of having 

drug problems, we examined the relationship among drug status 

and the arrestee's age, sex, and race for 1973 and 1974, 

separately. These results are presented in Table V.6. 

Considerable stability of the age distributions of D+ and 

D- arrestees between the two years was found for each of the 
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four groups. · females from cases in With one exception (whIte 

1 '1, 1 to be age 18-20 than D-1973), D+ arrestees were less I~e y 

concentrated in the arrestees. Drug positive arrestees were 

Table V.6. ~GE AT ARREST OF D+ AND D- ARRESTEES 
(N=17,407 CASES FROM 1973-1974 a ) 

Cases Involving: Black Females 

1973 1974 1973 

0+ 0- D+ 0- 0+ 
(229) (B03) (237 ) (674 ) (52) 

% % 01 Age at Arrest 0' % '" 10 

Below 18 b b 0 1 0 
18-20 11 22 15 23 37 
21-25 38 38 40 38 46 
26-30 i068~ 13 51% ?s68:C ?f52% !7 63% 

31-45 19 19 15 19 0 
46 + 1 6 1 5 0 
No Info. b 1 0 b 0 

- - - - -
9%C 99% c .99~c 100~ 100'. 

I Cases Involving:! Black Males 

1973 1974 

D+ 0- D+ 0-
(1380) (5764 ) (1560) (5310) 

01 Age at Arrest % % % /C 

Below 18 b 1 b 1 
18-20 19 23 16 24 

2~ 46% 38 ~ 45% 
36 21-25 
il 57% >60% 

17 22 16 26-30 
31-45 19 22 22 20 
46 + 2 9 4 8 
No Info. 1 1 1 1 

- - - -
101%C 10l'1~c 100~, 1001. 

a Excludes 338 cases in which race of arrestee was unknown. 
b Less than 1 percent. 

c Percents may not total 100 because of round;n~. 

V-IS 

1973 

D+ 
(68) 
't 

0 
7 

41, 59% 
18 
29 
1 
3 

-
99%c 

White Females 

1974 

0- D+ 
(122) (34 ) 

" % I< 

1 0 
31 29 
41 35 
11 52j'i j267~ 

10 3 
5 0 
1 0 

- -
100~; 99~,C 

White Males 

1974 

0- 0+ 
(472) (70) 

't 't 

0 0 
22 10 
28 3~ 46~ >48% 
20 13 
21 31 
10 13 
b 0 

- -
101'%c 100~ 

0-
(101) 

~ 
k 

0 
37 
40 
1252

%1 

4 
7 
1 

-
101%c 

0-
(531) 

% 

0 
18 
28 
>46% 
18 
23 
12 
1 

-
100~. 

I 

! .~. 

21-30 age grouPi approximately two-thirds of the D+ female 
arrestees and 60 percent of D+ male arrestees (with the 
exception of white males in 1974) were in this age range. 

These findings suggest that drug abuse may not become a 

serious problem (leading to addiction and a greater likelihood 

of detection) among arrestees until they are in their twenties 

and, that the problem begins to decline after age 30. To the 

extent that this is true, it may be advisable for treatment 

programs to direct their efforts toward preventing the onset of 

dependence among persons arrested before age 21. Moreover, Our 

results suggest that arrestees may indeed mature out of drug 

addiction as they pass middle age (Winick, 1962). 

2. Criminal Backgrounds of D+ and D- Arrestees 

The PROMIS system in the District of Columbia stores 

information about each arrestee's criminal background. Table 

V.7 shows how the cases of D+ and D- arrestees compared with 

regard to some of these characteristics. 

It is evident that D+ arrestees from D+ cases had more 

extensive criminal backgrounds than D- arrestees. Drug 

positive arrestees had a greater number of prior arrests than 

drug negatives, and conviction impeachment was more probable, 

which indicates that D+ arrestees were more likely to have 

committed prior offenses that could be used in court to 

challenge their credibility. Drug positive arrestees were also 

more ljkely to have used an alias. There was no significant 

difference between t~e two groups in their likelihood that the 

first arrest was for auto theft. 
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Table V.7. CRIMINAL BACKGROUND OF D+ AND D- ARRESTEES 
(N=17,745 CASES FROM 1973-1974) 

Percent Of Cases In Which Arrestee 

Criminal' Had This Characteristic 

D-Background Of D+ J\rres tee 
(N=3,682) (N=14,063) 

-" 

% - % --
Number Of Prior 
Arrests: 

None or unknown 32 49 
1 - 4 25 27 
5 + 43 24 

Conviction 
Impeachment a 
Is possible 36 21 

Has Used An 
Alias 7 4 

First Arrest Was 
For auto theft 3 2 

s convictions for certain offenses (e.g., 
a If ~ defendant with previO~oral turpitude or dishonesty) takes the, 

offenses that demonstr~te convictions can be used to impeach testl­stand, his or her prevlous 
mony in the current case, 

Characteristics of the Current Offense 

1974 the arresting officer's perceptions of During 1973 and 

current offense were recorded in PROMIS. the arrestee and the 

, ff' rs were more likely to Table V.S shows that pollce 0 lce 

and opiate-related health problems indicate drug involvement 

for D+ arrestees than for D- arrestees. The arresting officer, 

a bout the arrestee's urine test of course, had no information 
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Table V.B. ARRESTING OFFICER'S PERCEPTIONS OF THE ARRESTEE'S 
DRUG INVOLVEMENT AND HEALTH (N=17,745 CASES FRm1 1973-1974) 

-----------------.--.-----------------------------~--------------~ 
Percent Of Cases For Whi ch This 

Was Indicated 
Officer' 5 D+ D-Perception (N=3,682) (N=14,063) 

% % 
Drugs Are Involved 

In case 14 9 

Arrestee Has 
Opiate-related 
Health problem 22 4 

Arrestee Has 
Alcohol-related 
Hea lth problem 1 4 

Arrestee Has a 
Physical problem f 2 3 

result at the time of his assessment. The fact that the 

officer's perceptions were indicators of the arrestee's drug 

status perhaps explains why the recidivism study by K. Williams 

(1979) found that the~e drug-related variables (based on the 

officer's perceptions) predicted recidivism. 

Table V.9 presents some characteristics of the offense for 

which the person was arrested. Drug status of the arrestee was 

unrelated to whether the person was charged with a misdemeanor 

or felony offense. Table V.9 also presents a crime serious-

ness score computed by PROMIS. Thi sis based on a sca).e 
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9 CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CURRENT OFFENSE 
Foia;;eA: D D'- ARRESTEES (N=17, 745 CASES FRot-1 1973-1974) 

Characteristic 
Of Current 
Offense 

Type of Offense: 

Misdemeanor 
Felony 

Severity Of a 
Offense: 

o 
1-4 
5 + 

Weapon Involved 

Someone Inj ured 

Percent Of Cases Having 

Characteristic At Left 

0+ 0-

(N=3,682) (N=14,063) 

% --

50 

50 

34 

37 

29 

25 

12 

% --

47 

53 

28 

36 

36 

29 

20 

a A score computed by PROMIS for each case, b~se~ on th~ s:a~e deve~ope~ 
b Sellin and Wolfgang (1964). Lo~ sc~r~s lndlcate, vlctlmless crlmes, 
h{9h scores indicate crimes invollllng lnJury and loss of money and/or 
property. 

(1964) th t assigns points based derived by Sellin and Wolfgan~ a 

on characteristics of the case, including possession of a 

4 n vol ved inJ'ury or death, if a victim weapon, if the case. 

offense Was a nonconsensual sex crime, intimidated, if the 

d or destruction of if the offense involved theft, amagc,. 

was 

and 

property. Victimless crimes tend to have low scores, and t10re 

(dollar va lue) crimes receive high scores. violent and costly 
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We found that cases involving D+ arrestees tended to have 

lower scores on this scale. This is partially because their 

offenses were less likely to involve a weapon or injury. These 

findings are consistent with those reported by Eckerman, et al. 

(1971), who found that drug users were less likely to be 

involved in violent offenses. This finding was reaffirmed when 

we looked at the actual ~harges that were brought against each 

Tables V.IO and V.ll show the maximum charge that was 

brought by the arresting officer or the prosecutor in cases for 

male and female arrestees, respectively. In preparing a case, 

police and prosecutor consider a number of charges that could 

be brought against a defendant. The maximum charge, computed 

by PROMIS, is the charge that would carry the greatest maximum 

statutory sentence if the defendant were found guilty. In 

cases in which ti~s existed between charges, the first charge 

entered on the record is considered the maximum charge. 

Among drug positive male arrestees, the maximum offense 

most frequently charged was a property offense. This was 

caused by a high number of charges for larceny offenses, 

typically the possession of stolen goods. Twenty-one percent 

bf the cases involving male D+ arrestees involved a larceny 

offense, compared with 14 percent for male D- arrestees. 

The next largest percentage of cases involved violent 

crimes as the maximum charge. Drug positive male arrestees 

were less likely to be charged with a violent offense than a 

property offense. This was primarily a reflection of their 

lower involvement with aggravated assault offenses. (We 
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Table V.ID. MAXIMUM OFFENSE CHARGED IN CASES OF D+ AND 
D- MALE ARRESTEES (N=15,437 CASES FROM 1973-1974) 

Maximum Offense 
Chargeda 

.~ 

Property Cri me: 

Larceny 
Burglary 
Fraud/Embezzl ement 
Auto Theft 
Arson/Property Destruction 

Violent Crime: 

Robbery 
Aggravated Assault or 

Assault on Pol ice Officer 
Simple Assault 
Homicide 
Sexual Assault 

Victimless Crime: 

Drugs 
Bail Violations 
Weapons 
Consensual Sex 
Gambl ing 

Other 

TOTAL 

a See text for definition. 
b Less than one percent. 

Percent Of Cases In Which 
This Was The Maximum Offense 

D+ D-
(N=3120) (N=12317) 

% i-

21 14 
14 14 
3 3 
4 4 
1 2 

-- --
43% 37% 

16 14 

8 16 
2 4 
2 2 
2 4 

-- --
30% 40% 

10 8 
7 5 

7 5 
2 2 
b b 

-- --
26% 20% 

1% 2% 

100~ 99% 
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Table V.ll. MAXIMUM OFFENSE CHARGED IN CASES OF D+ 
AND D- FEMALE ARRESTEES (N=2,3DB CASES FROt.l 1973-1974) 

Maximum Offense 
Chargeda 

Victimless Crime: 

Consensual Sex 
Sail Violations 
Drugs 
Weapons 
Gambl ing 

Property Crime: 

Larceny 
Fraud/Embezzlement 
Burglary 
Auto Theft 

Arson/Property Destruction 

Violent Crime: 

Aggravated Assault or 
Assault on Police Officer 

Robbery 
Homicide 
Simple Assault 
Sexual Assault 

Other 

TOTAL 

a See text for definition. 
b 

Less than one percent. 

, Percent Of C/lses In Which 
Thi~ Was The Maximum Offense 

D+ D-
(N=562) (N=1746) 

L L 

28 29 
11 4 
10 5 
4 3 
1 b -- --54% 41% 

15 11 
6 6 
3 5 
2 2 
b 1 -- --26% 25% 

9 21 
8 6 
2 3 
b 2 
0 b -- --

19% 32% 

1 2 

100% 100% 

V-22 



included robbery in the violent offense category, although it 

could just as easily have been included as a property offense.) 

Drug positive male arrestees were a little more likely to 

This was be charged with a victimless crime than D- arrestees. 

caused by small elevations in their being charged with drug 

offenses, bail violations, and weapons offenses, compared with 

D- arrestees. 

Differences between the maximum charges for D+ and D-

'h d' tl'on as that found for female arrestees were In t e same lrec 

males, but they were somewhat more pronounced. The relative 

ordering of the prevalence of each offense category was 

different, however. The most frequent offense category among 

, '1 's Female D+ arrestees female arrestees was vlctlm ess crlme . 

were atout twice as likely as D- arrestees to be charged with a 

drug offense or a bail violation. Surprisingly, D+ arrestees 

were not more likely to be charged with a consensual sex 

crime. It has often been suggested that prostitutes tend to be 

drug abusers. We return to this issue in a latel section. 

" and drug negative female arrestees were about Drug posltlve 

l 'k 1 to be charged with property offenses. equally ley Drug 

. a ll'ttle more likely to be charged with larceny, positlves were 

as were drug positive male arrestees, but this was offset by a 

somewhat lower percentage of charges for burglary. 

t e least likely to be Drug positive female arres ees wer 

, "1 because of their lower charged with a violent crlme, prlmarl y 

likelihood of being charged with aggravated assaults. For D­

female arrestees, however, violent crime was the second most 

likely maximum offense category (32 percent of their cases). 
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Like our findings for male arrestees, D+ female arrestees were 

":':' 
only slightly more likely to be charged with robbery than D-

arrestees. 

Our findings indicate that both male and female arrestees 

who were detected to be drug positive were less likely to be 

charged with violent crimes. Whether this is caused by the 

actions of the drug or the type of person who uses drugs is an 

interesting question for further study. Males were 

predominantly charged with property crimes, and females with 

victimless crimes. Moreover, for both males and females, the 

only property crime (excluding robbery) for which drug 

positives were more likely to be charged than drug negatives 

was larceny. Both groups were about as likely to be charged 

with burglary, fraud/embezzlement, auto theft, and arson or 

property destruction. In addition, we found only a slight 

elevation in the rates of robbery for male and female drug 

positives. The increased likelihood of charges for bail 

violations for female D+ arrestees, and to a lesser extent male 

D+ arrestees, reinforces the probable role of drug use among 

persons who fail to appear in court (Roth and Wice, 1980). 

It is appropriate also to examine whether the type of drug 

that was detected might be related to the type of offense that 

was charged. To facilitate this analysis, we combined the 

maximum offense charged for arrestees into the four crime types 

that appear in Tables V.IO and V.ll. The four categories of. 

drugs we looked at were narcotics, primarily morphine, quinine, 
~r-". 

and illicit methadone; stimulants, primarily phenmetrazine; 

J \' 
stimulants and narcotics, indicative of polydrug use; and legal 
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methadone, which included any specimen that contained methadone 

while the person was receiving it as a part of treatment, 

regardless of any other drugs that might have been detected. 

These results appear in Table V.12. 

We found little variation in the offense charged by type of 

drug detected. The most striking finding involved male 

arrestees \t~ho were posi ti ve for narcotics only. They were no 

more likely than drug negatives to be charged with property 

crimes, and they were the most likely of all categories of drug 

users to be charged with a violent crime, although their rate 

was still below that of D- arrestees. Kozel and DuPont (1977) 

reported that arrestees detected to be using heroin only were 

charged with a significantly higher number of violent crimes. 

Our results support their finding, but only for male arrestees; 

their data base did not permit them to separate arrestees 

according to sex. We found that the greater involvement of 

these arrestees in violent offenses reflects their greater 

number of charges for aggravated assaults. We are unsure of 

tLe implications of this finding, and caution should be used in 

drawing inferences from it. It may be that persons detected to 

be using only narcotics are different in a number of ways from 

other drug users and nonusers. For example, we found that 

positive specimens from both male and female arrestees were 

most likely to contain only narcotics if the arrestee was above 

age 45. Thus, the higher rate of aggravated assaults among 

male arrestees detected to be using only narcotics could be as 

much a function of their increasing age as the type of drugs 
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Table V.l2. IS THE TYPE OF DRUG DETECTED RELATED TO THE TYPE OF OFFENSE 
CHARGED? {N=l7,725 TESTED SPECIMENS FROM ARRESTEES FROM .CASES FOR 1973-l974)a 

Cases In Which Specimen ~!as 

0+ D+ 0+ 0+ 
Maximum Offense Stimulants Na rcoti cs Narcotics & Lega 1 b 

Cha rged 0- Only Only Stimulants Methadone 

Male Arrestees: 

Property Crime 37 45 38 45 50 
Victimless Crime 20 25 27 28 23 
Violent Crime 40 28 34 25 28 

Other 2 c 2 2 c 

99%d 98%d 100%d 
-

101%~ 100% 
(N of Specimens) (12,317} (665) (1,341) (875) (220) 

Female Arrestees: 

Property Crime 25 24 27 25 31 
Victimless Crime 41 58 52 58 45 
Violent Crime 32 20 20 15 24 
Other 2 0 c 2 2 

-
102%d 

- - -d 
100% 100% 100% 102% 

(N of Specimens) (1,746) (65) (272 ) (163) (61 ) 

a Excl udes 20 specimens containin~ only barbiturates. 

b Specimen contained methadone received as part of treatment, regardless of whether other drugs were detfcted. 
c Less than 1 percent. 
d Percents may not total to 100 due to roundinq. 
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used. Future studies should investigate this potentially 

significant finding. 

4. Pretrial Release and Disposition of Cases of D+ and 
D- Arrestees 

The arresting officer typically presents the facts of the 

case to an Assistant U.S. Attorney, hOho decides whether to 

proceed ~lith the case (paper the case) or to dismiss (no-paper) 

the case. If the case is papered, the arrestee appears in 

court, where the judge sets a date for the next court 

appearance and determines conditions for release of the 

arrestee. This decision is based on the investigation made by 

the D.C. Pretrial Services Agency and the recommendation made 

by the ADASA representative present in court. If the case is 

no-papered, the arrestee is then released at the jailor after 

court appearance, provided there are no warrants outstanding 

against the person. 

We found that cases of D+ and D- arrestees had an almost 

equal likelihood of being papered; 81 percent Rnd 77 percent, 

respectively. Table V.13 shows that the conditions of release 

set by the judge did vary according to the arrestee's drug 

status, hOhever. Drug positive arrestees were less likely to 

be released on their personal recognizance. They were more 

often placed in the custody of a third party or required to 

post cash or surety bond. (The PROMIS data do not enable us to 

tell how many actually succeeded in arranging bond.) 

These findings are consistent with those presented earlier 

that indicated that D+ arrestees were more likely to have a 

more ~xtensive criminal background and a greater likelihood of 
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Table V.13. RELEASE STATUS AND CASE DISPOSITION, 
BY ARRESTEE'S DRUG STATUS (N=13,873 PAPERED CASES 

FROM 1973-1974) 

Percent Of Cases With Status At Left 

Release Status And 0+ 
.. 

D-
Case Disposition (N=2981) (N=10892) 

Release Status: 

Personal Recognizance 33 48 
Surety Bond 24 15 
Third-party Custody 17 14 

Cash Bond II 9 

Other 2 3 

Unknown 13 11 

TOTAL 100'70 100:. 

Case Diseosition: 

Guilty 43 36 
Case Dismissed 40 46 

Defendant Acquitted 5 6 

Other 1 1 
Unknowna II II 

TOTAL 100~ 100', 

a Includes cases without a disposition at the time the PRm!IS data files were 
accessed. 
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being charged with bail violations. The court, being aware of 

these facts, presumably takes steps to ensure the arrestee's 

subsequent court appearance. The relative importance of each 

of the background factors and the arrestee's drug status in 

shaping the court's release decision could be estimated using 

multivariate analytic techniques. Unfortunately, such analyses 

were beyond the resources of this study. 

Table V.13 also presents the dispositions of papered cases, 

according to the drug status of the arrestee. Ca~es of D+ 

arrestees were more likely to end in a guilty disposition and 

less likely to have been dismissed than cases of D- arrestees. 
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The higher likelihood of guilty dispositions reflected both a 

higher likelihood of guilty pleas (33 percent vs. 29 percent) 

and of guilty verdicts (10 percent vs. 7 percent). As noted 

above, differences between D+ and D- arrestees could be a 

function of differences in the backgrounds of the two groups of 

arrestees as well as differences in their drug status. 

Multivariate analyses of these factors might contribute to our 

understanding of the relative importance of all of these 

factors to the disposition of cases. 

5. ~stee Drug Status and the Victim's Age 

During the course of this project, we received a telephone 

call from a member of a congressional committee investigating 

problems of the elderly. This person was experiencing 

difficulty in obtaining information about the extent to which 

drug users may single out elderly victims for their crimes. 

While a theory supporting such discrimination by drug offenders 

was not apparent to us, this query led us nevertheless to 

examine whether the arrestee's drug status was related to the 

age of the victim. 

Although the PROMIS system in operation in the District of 

,.olumbia in 1973 and 1974 was designed to collect information 

about the age of the victim, we found that this information was 

often not recorded. (In addition, the arresting officer 

probably did not always remember to obtain this information.) 

Some offenses did not have an identifiable victim or were 

victimless crimes. We therefore limited our initial analyses 

to the six offense categories for whidh at least one-third of 

the cases had the victim's age recorded. These offenses were 
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forcible sex crimes, homicide, assaults, robbery, burglary of 

residences, and personal victimizations that did not involve 

violence, including auto theft, larceny, and fraud. Again, we 

used the maximum offense charged, as defined earlier. 

We first examined whether the availability of information 

about the victim's age was related to the drug status of the 

a.rrestee. If the victim's age was less likely to be coded for 

D+ arrestees, then our findings might be suspect. Fortunately, 

for our anBlyses, we found that the arrestee's drug status was 

not related to whether the victim's age was recorded, as shown 

in Table V.14. 

Table V.14. PERCEN7 OF CASES FOR WHICH THE VICTIM'S 
AGE WAS CODED, BY ARRESTEE'S DRUG STATUS AND OFFENSE CHARGED 

(N=11,583 CASES FROM 1973-1974) 

Drug Status Of Arrestee 

Maximum Offense No Specimen Stat. Signif. 
Charged D- D+ Provided of Differencesa , 

I 
(N) % (N) % (N) % 

Forcible Sex (517) 82 (53) 79 (82) 82 P > .10 

Homicide (282) 69 (61) 66 (73) 71 P ;, .10 

Assault (simple 
or aggravated) (2,715) 65 (337) 61 (288) 63 P > .10 

Robbery (1,611) 61 (463) 62 (347) 58 P > .10 

Burgl a ry 
(against 
:oesidences) (1,382) 41 ( 348) 43 (244) 39 P > .10 

Larceny/Auto 
The ft/ F ra ud (1,842 ) 35 (645 ) 38 (293) 36 P > .10 

a By 2x3 chi-square. 

As one might expect, offenses that involved the use of 

violence against persons (forcible sex, homicide, and assault) 

were more likely to have had the victim's age recorded than 
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offenses aimed principally at obtaining money or property. For 

each offense, however, whether the arrestee was D+, D-, or had 

failed to provide a specimen was unrelated to whether the 

victim's age was recorded. Although there was some variation 

among the three groups for each offense, no consistent pattern 

emerged and none of the differences was statistically 

significant. It therefore seemed reasonable to examine the 

relationship between the arrestee's drug status and the 

victim's age. Table V.15 presents these findings for all 

PROMIS cases in 1973 and 1974 for which a victim's age was 

recorded. 

Table V.15. IS THE DRUG STATUS OF THE ARRESTEE 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE AGE OF THE VICTIM? 

(N=5,526 CASES FROM 1973-1974 WITH VICTIM'S AGE) 

- I 
Percent Of Cases In ~hich I 

I 
Maximum Offense Arrestee's Victim's Age Was I 

, 
Charged prug Status (N) <18 18-29 30-39 40-49 50+ ! Total 

I 

(196 ) 20 I 100, I-bmi ci de 0- 6 36 21 17 ! 
0+ (40) 5 47 18 15 15 i 100'. 

I 
Assault (aggravated I 

and simple) 0- (1759) 6 42 21 17 14 100' 

D+ (205) 6 45 25 13 11 100'. 

Forcible Sex I 
Offenses 0- (424 ) 41 42 9 3 5 I 100" 

0+ (42 ) 26 55 14 0 5 I 100' 

Robbery 0- (976) 6 37 15 46 26 I 100' 

(285) 5 40 19 13 23 I 100 D+ 

I Larceny/Auto ThefV I Fraud (excl uding I 
those against 

(643) 43 21 16 17 I 100 businesses) 0- 3 I 

0+ (243) 1 51 21 15 12 I 100 

Burglary (against I 
residences) 0- (562) :-s 39 21 17 20 ! 100 

I 0+ (151) ] 42 2] 17 19 j 100 
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We found little evidence that the age of the victim was 

related to the arrestee's drug status. On the contrary, the 

age distributions for victims of D+ and D- arrestees appear to 

be very similar. (The results for arrestees who did not 

provide a specimen were also similar, although we do not 

present those findings in the table.) With the exception of 

forcible sex offenses (e.g., rape and sodomy), the largest 

percentage of victims were between the ages of 18 and 29 for 

cases involving both D+ and D- arrestees. 

Further, drug positive arrestees were no more likely to be 

charged with offenses against persons 50 or older than were D-

arrestees. In a separate analysis, we looked at whether this 

was true for victims age 60 or more. Again, we found no 

differences between the involvement of D+ and D- arrestees in 

these cases. 

The final issue that we examined was the proportion of 

crimes against each age group that involved a D+ arrestee. To 

do this, we looked at all cases for all offenses in PROMIS for 

1973 and 1974 with a recorded victim's age. Table V.16 

presents these findings. Drug positive arrestees were charged 

with 18 perceLl of the 6,405 crimes for which a victim's age 

was recorded. If D+ arrestees were equally likely to be 

charged with crimes against persons at each age level, then we 

would expect that approximately 18 percent of the cases in each 

of the age categories in Table V.16 would involve a D+ 

arrestee. We found that this was true only for cases involving 

victims age 18 or older; D+ arrestees accounted for between 16 
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Table V.16. PERCENTAGE OF CASES THAT INVOLVED 
A D+ OR D- ARRESTEE, BY AGE OF THE VICTIM (N=6,405 CASES 

FROM 1973-1974 WITH VICTIM'S AGE AND A TEST RESULTa ) 

I Cases In Which Victim Was 

Arrestee's < 18 18-29 30-39 40-49 50+ TOTAL 

Drug Status % % % % % 

Drug Negative 90 81 81 84 83 82 

Drug Posit i ve 10 19 19 16 17 18 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
. 

100% 100% 
(N of Cases) (477) (2,731) (1,254 ) (928) (1,015) (6,405) 

Row Percent 7% 43% 
i 

20% 14% 16% 100'10 
! 

-

a Excludes 995 cases with a victim's age, but with no urine test result. These 
accounted for 12% to 15% of the cases from each age level. 

percent and 19 percent of these cases. They were 

underrepresented in cases involving younger victims, however: 

they accounted for only 10 percent of these cases. 

The fact that we had found earlier that D+ arrestees were 

less likely to be charged with forcible sex crimes and that 

such crimes were those most likely to involve young victims 

suggested a possible reason for the lower involvement of D+ 

arrestees in cases involving young victims. To test this 

hypothesis, we subtracted the forcible sex offense cases from 

the 477 cases involving youths (there were 185 or 39 percent) 

and recomputed the percentage of cases in this category 

attributable to D+ arrestees. The adjusted percentage of cases 

involving D+ arrestees climbed from 10 percent to 13 percent, 

but was still below the percentage found for cases involving 

older victims. We therefore conclude that the lesser 

involvement of D+ arrestees than D- arrestees in crimes with 
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victims below age 18 is only partially explained by their lower 

involvement in forcible sex offenses. 

We tested one additional explanation fer the lower 

invol~ement of D+ arrestees in crim~s involving youths. We 

knew from our earlier findings that D+ arrestees were less 

likely than D- arrestees to be between the ages of 18 and 20. 

If offenses tend to be committed against one's peers, that 

could explain our findings. Table V.17 presents the age at 

arrest and age of the victim for all cases for which the 

information was available. 

Table V.17. IS THE AGE OF THE ARRESTEE RELATED TO 
THE AGE OF THE VICTIM? (N=7,343 CASES FROM 1973-1974 

FOR WHICH BOTH AGES WERE AVAILABLE 

Age Of Arrestee 

Below 
Age Of Victim 18 18-29 30-39 40-49 50+ 

j; .! ~ X- l 
Below 18 20 8 7 7 8 

18-29 35 ffi:m 32 22 19 

30-39 12 .... 7 lTII 20 15 

40-49 13 11 15 ITIl 20 

50 + 20 14 14 20 ill] 

TOTAL 101%3 100% 101% a 100~ 100~ 

(N of Cases) (157) (4,758) (1,387) (535 ) (394 ) 

a Percents may not total to 100 due to rounding. 

Age of the arrestee was associated with the age of the 

victim. with the exception of the small group of arrestees 

below age 18, the highest percentage of victims carne from the 

same age category as the arrestee. This is illustrated by the 

bracketed figures in Table V.17. Arrestees below age 18 wer.e 

more likely than older arrestees to be charged with offenses 
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b 1 18, and they were also somewhat more against persons e ow 

age 18-39 to be involved in offenses likely than arrestees 

against persons 50 or older. Between 7 percent and 8 percent 

h older age categories were involved in of arrestees from t e 

crimes against youths. 

these results, according to the drug Table V.18 presents 

status of the arrestee. (Arrestees below age IS were omitted 

because of the small number 0 cases. f ) We found that for each 

1 I " 1 than D- arrestees age category, D+ arrestees were ess ~Ke y 

to be involved in crimes against youths. In addition, at each 

d D- arrestees were about equally likely to be age level, D+ an 

involved in crimes against persons 50 or older. This was less 

true for arrestees 50 or older, but the difference between D+ 

l'S probably a result of the small number of and D- arrestees 

cases involved. 

that D+ arrestees 

These findings thus offer additional evidence 

are less likely than D- arrestees to be 

charged with offenses involving youths and about equally likely 

to be charged with crimes against older persons. 

Table V.lS. IS THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN AGE OF ARRESTEE 
ILAR FOR D+ AND D- ARRESTEES? AND AGE OF VICTIM SIM a 

(N=6,300 CASES WITH BOTH AGES) 
. -. 

Age Of Arres tee 

. 18-29 30-39 40-49 50+ 

Age Of Vi ct im 0+ 0- 0+ 0- 0+ 0- 0+ 0-

Below 20 5 8 3 8 5 7 3 9 

20-29 51 50 30 33 32 21 17 19 

30-39 19 16 37 31 16 21 2B 14 

40-49 11 12 16 15 28 31 10 22 

50 + 14 14 14 13 19 20 42 36 

TOTAL 100~ 100~ 100~ 100:1, 100~ 100~ 100~ 100~ 

(N of Cases) (829) (3317) (194) (1036) (57) (513) (29) (325) 

a Excludes 56 cases with arrestee belol' age 18. 
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6. 
Predictors of Arrestee Drug Status 

We reported in an earlier section of this chapter that 

female arrestees were more likely, to be detected to be using 

drugs than male arrestees. 
In this section, we expand on this 

finding and extend Our search for additional predictors of drug 

Use among arrestees. Agencies considering the institution of a 

urine surveillance program for arrestees (or in limiting an 

existing one) might find these results Useful in determining 

the cost-effectiveness of testing different groups of arrestees. 

Table V.l9 shows how arrestee sex, race, age, and the 

existence of a drug-related charge were related to the 

likelihood that a tested specimen was Pos~tl've. 
... As reported 

earlier, female arrestees were, on the whole, more likely to be 

detected to be using drugs than M 1 ( 
v,ere ma e arrestees 24 percent 

versus 20 percent). Although black females and white females 

were about equally likely to be found positive for drugs, white 

males were less likely to be drug positive than black males. 

For both sexes and Loth races, th l' h t t 
e ilg es ra es of positive 

specimens came from per£ons between 21 and 45, although the 

rates begin to decline after age 30. 
These relations are 

illustrated for 1973 and 1974 in Figure V.I . 

We also looked at Whether the age or sex of the arrestee 

was related to the type of drug that was detected. We found 

that stimulants were less likely to be detected in arrestees 

after age 45, but their rate of detection was similar across 

younger age groups. 
Fifty percent of the tested specimens from 

arrestees below age 46 were POsl't;ve f t' 1 t 
... or s Imu an s, compared 

with 26 percent of the 100 specimens obtained from arrestees 
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Table V.19, AGE, SEX, RACE, AND PRESENCE OF A DRUG 
CHARGE AS PREDICTORS OF A POSITIVE URINALYSIS RESUL~ 

(N=17,745 CASES FROM 1973-1974 WITH A TEST RESUL~) 

Percent Of Cases In Which A 
Tested Arrestee Was D+ 

Arrestee/Case Male Arrestees Female Arrestees 

Characteristic (N) % (N) % 

Race: 

White (1,141) 12 (309) 28 
Black (14,014) 21 (1,943) 24 

Unknown/Other (282: 15 (56) 18 

~: 
a 

18-20 (3,372) 16 (507) 18 
21-25 (4,707) 24 (886) 25 
26-30 (2,700) 25 (393) 40 
31-45 (3,279) 20 (386 ) 22 
46 + (1,144) 8 (109) 6 

Maximum Offense 
Charged \las a 
Drug Offense: 

Yes (1,249) 26 (142) 41 
No (14,188) 20 (2,166) 23 

Any Offense 
Charge was a 
Druq Offense: 

Yes (1,807 ) 27 (190) 39 
No (13,630) 19 (2,118) 23 

All Cases (15,437) 20% (2,308) 24% 

a Excludes 105 cases of arrestees below age 18, and 157 cases with no 
recorded agE'. 

V-37 

o Figure V.I. AGE, SEX, AND RACE OF 
_ ARRESTEE AS PREDICTORS OF DRUG STATUS 

(N-17,407 CASES FROM 1973-1974 WITH A TEST RESULT) 

1973 1974 

Percent Positive Percent Positive 
0 10 20 30 40 50 0 10 20 30 40 50 + I I I I I J I I . I 

BLACK MALES: 

18-20 16 ;:;::;::::: 15 1-1- 21-25 :::1 24 c(V) 
27 UJ 26-30 24 UJ 0::: 

c..!J 0::: 31-45 17 :':':':;:;:;:; 27 c(c( 
46+ 24 5 m3 3 

WH IrE MAL ES : 

18-20 
1-1- 21-25 18 c(v) 

UJ 26-30 UJ 0::: 
c..!J 0::: 31-45 c(c( 

46+ 

BLACK FHJ.lI.LES: 

18-20 113 118 1-1- 21-25 122 c( V) /27 w 26-30 1 39 UJ 0::: 1 41 c..!J0::: 31-45 c(c( 122 J 22 46+ U6 LJ8 
WH ITE FEMALES: * 

1-1- 18-20 

~41 _~48 
c(v) 

UJ 21-25 UJ 0::: 
!.!'l 0::: 26-30 c(c( 

*Results for White females after age 30 are not plotted 
because too few cases were available to compute 
statistics. 
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obtained from arrestees over age 45. specimens from persons 

over age 45 most likely contained only narcotics, if a drug was 

detected. 

Not surprisingly, we did find that arrestees charged with a 

drug offense were more likely to be detected to be drug 

positive. These results appear in Table V.19 in two forms. 

First, we examined the test results for persons for whom the 

maximum charge brought by the police or the prosecutor was a 

drug offense. However, because some persons are charged with 

multiple offenses, and some of those offenses carry sentences 

that are greater than those for drug offenses, it was possible 

that the maximum offense charged masked the existence of a 

lesser drug-related charge. We therefore computed a variable 

that indicated whether any of the six charges (contained in our 

data file) for a case was a drug-related offense. This 

resulted in our finding 558 additional drug-related cases for 

male arrestees and 48 for females. 

Both of these variables were about equally good in 

predicting a positive test resulti approximately 40 percent of 

female arrestees and 26 percent of male arrestees with a drug 

charge had a positive test result. We thought that the higher 

rate of positives among female arrestees with a drug charge 

might result from their being charged with different types of 

drug offenses. However, we found that most female and male 

arrestees (67 percent and 72 percent, respectively) with a drug 

charge were charged with violation of the Uniform Narcotics Act 

for sale or possession of narcotics. 
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Table V.20 shows how the existence of a drug charge (based 

on any of the six charges in the case record) predicted a 

positive test result for arrestees at different ages. For all 

arrestees except males below age 21~' a drug charge was related 

to an increased likelihood of being found to be drug positive. 

The increase was found for female arrestees at all age levels, 

but primarily for males above age 25. 

Table V.20. PRESENCE OF A DRUG CHARGE AS A PREDICTOR 
OF A POSITIVE TEST RESULT, BY SEX AND AGE OF ARRESTEE 

(N=17,483 CASES FROM 1973-1974 WITH A TEST RESULTa) 

Percent Of Specimens Tilat Were Positive 

No Drug 
Offense 

Age Of Arrestee Charged 

(N) % 

Males: 

18-20 (2,908 ) 16 

21-25 (4,031) 24 

26-30 (2,370) 24 

31-45 (2,994 ) 18 

45 + 0,112) 8 

TOTAL (13,415) 19'); 

Females: 

18-20 (460) 17 

21-25 (804 ) 24 

26-30 (357) 39 

31-45 (363) 20 

45 + (1OB) 6 

TOTAL (2,092) 23':, 

a Excludes 262 cases with unknown age or age below 18, 
b Too few cases, 
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Drug Offense 
Charged 

(N) % 

(464 ) 13 
(67e) 27 

(330) 32 
(285 ) 40 

(32) 31 

(1,787) 27~ 

(47) 28 
(82) 37 
(36) 56 

(23) 48 
(1) b 

(189) 39' 
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Although the likelihood of being found to be drug positive 

approached 40 percent or more for some categories of arrestees 

in Table V.20, the rate of detection was perhaps less than 

might have been expected for persons charged with a 

drug-related offense. Table V.21 shows how a maximum charge 

for a drug-related offense compared with other types of charges 

in predicting a positive test result. 

Among male arrestees, we found six charges that predicted a 

greater likelihood of having a positive test result than would 

be expected from the rate found for all cases involving male 

arrestees. These are the offenses above the dotted line in 

Table V.21. Five of these six offenses were also indicative of 

high risk for female arrestees. These were bail violations, 

larceny, drug offenses, weapons offenses, and robbery. 

However, whereas fraud/embezzlement indic~ted a higher risk of 

detection for male arrestees, it did not for females. Being 

charged with auto theft was the sixth high-risk charge for 

female arrestees. 

Consistent with findings presented earlier, persons charged 

with assault offenses were least likely to be found to be drug 

positive. In addition, with few exceptions, the rate of 

positives for each offense was higher for female arrestees than 

for males. Females charged with consensual sex offenses were 

no more likely to be found to be drug positive than one would 

expect from the base rate for all cases involving female 

arrestees (24 percent). This result was unexpected, in view of 

the belief that prostitutes are likely to abuse drugs. We 
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Table V.2l. WHAm C 

(N=17, 745 Ci~E~~~;~T p; PO~~GIE:E ~ERS~ MR~SS~L~Ii<ELY 
1973-1974 WITH A URINE TEST RESULTa) 

Percent ,With This Charge Who Were D+ 
Maximum Offense 

Charged 

Bail Violations 
larceny 

Drugs 

Weapons Offenses 
Robbery 

Fraud/Embezzlement 

Consensual Se'x 
Burglary 

Auto Theft 

Homicide 

Arson/Property 
Destruction 

Gambling 

Simple Assault 

Aggravated Assault 

Sexual Assault 

Other Offenses 

All Cases 

a 

Cases of Males 
(N) % 

(849) 27 

(2,359) 27 

(1,249) 26 

(849) 24 

(2,209) 22 

(486) 22 
----(363)-------20-----

(2,160) 20 

(602) 18 
(285) 18 

(314) 14 

(51) 14 

(584) 13 

(2,253) 10 

(568) 9 

(256) 18 

(15,437) 201 

Cases of Females 
(N) % 

(139) 45 
(274) 30 

(142) 41 

(71) 30 

(149) 29 
-----'i43)-------24-----

(656) 24 

(103) 15 
:-(4Sr------29-' 
--- --- ---------' 

(58) 19 

(23) 4 

(5) b 

(32) 16 

(424) 12 

(2) b 

(42) 14 

(2,308) 24~· 

Offenses above or within dott d l' 
that was higher than the expe~tedlnetS habd °drate of dru~ positives 

b ra ease on all cases 
less than 1 percent, . 

conducted a number of analyses 
to address this issue. 'l'hese 

are presented in the next section. 

7. Prostitution and Arrestee Drug Status 

We thought that the 
expected relationship between a charge 

of prostitution and the 
arrestee's drug status could have been 

masked by the Use in the prior analysis of the maximum offense 

charged in the case. Because prostitution . carrles a relatively 
light sentence (90 days maximum), a 

Woman charged with more 

than one offense would be likely to 
be classified in an offense 

category other than prostitution. 
We therefore looked at each 
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charge brought against female arrestees and related the 

existence of a charge for prostitution to the person's test 

result. Table V.22 presents these findings zy age of the 

arrestee. 

Persons charged with prostitution were less likely to be 

detected to be drug positive than persons not charged with 

prostitution if the arrestee was below age 26. Only if the 

arrestee charged with prostitution was 26 or older (IS percent 

of all cases with this charge) was there a higher likelihood of 

being found positive for drugs. Having found that a charge of 

prostitution was not associated with an increased likelihood 

that female arrestees below age 26 would be found to be drug 

positive, we were prompted to ask what proportion of all D+ 

female arrestees were charged with prostitution and/or a 

Table V.22. PERCENT OF CASES WITH A CHARGE FOR SOLICITING 
FOR PROSTITUTION WHERE ARRESTEE WAS DETECTED TO BE USING 

DRUGS, BY AGE OF ARRESTEE (N=2,281 CASES OF FEMALE ARRESTEES 
FOR 1973-1974) 

l No Charge For Any Charge Was 
Prostitution For Prostitution 

Age At Arrest (N) % (N) % 

18-20 (299) 19 (208 ) 16 

21-25 (512) 27 (374) 22 

26-30 (316) 37 (77 ) 55 

31-45 (361) 19 (25) 52 

46 + (107) 6 (2 ) a 

aToo few cases to compute a meaningful percentage. 
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drug-related offense. 

Table V.23 presents these findings, 

according to the age of the arrestee. 

As one might expect, the likell'hood th a 1; a D+ f ema 1 e 

arrestee was charged with sOliciting" for 
prostitution declined 

with age. The percentage charged with a d f rug 0 fense, however, 
remained stable across the age ranges l'n th t· 

e able. Thus, the 
proportion of D+ arrestees ch d 'th ' 

arge Wl nelther prostitution 

nor drug-related offenses increased from 49 percent for 

arrestees age 18 to 20, and to 71 percent for those between 31 

and 45. Were there charges f 'f' or Specl lC offenses that were 

Table V.23. PERCENTAGE OF CASES OF D+ FEMALE ARRESTEES THAT 
INVOLVED A DRUG CHARGE OR A CHARGE OF SOLICITING FOR 

PROSTITUTION (N=55l CASES FROM D+ ARRESTEES, 1973-l974)a 

Age At Arrest Of D+ Arrestee-s 

Charge Was Forb 18-20 21-25 26-30 31-45 

% % % % - - -
Prostitution Only 37 36 26 16 
Drugs Only 14 12 12 13 
Both c 1 1 0 
Neither Drugs or 

Prostitution 49 51 61 71 r' 
TOTAL 10m~ 100% 100~ 10m{ 
(N of Cases) (90) (220) (158 ) (83 ) 

a 
Excludes specimens from persons outside these age ranges and 
with unknown ages, 

b Signifies that'at least one of the charges brought by police 
or prosecutor was as indicated in table, 

c 
Less than 1 percent. 
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o increasing over this period? Table V.24 presents the maximum 

offense charged for D+ and D- female arrestees in each age 

group. We found that the offense, with which older arrestees 

were more likely to be charged was that of aggravated assault. 

Only 6 percent of the cases for D+ and D- arrestees between the 

ages of 18 and 20 involved this offense, but 20 percent and 45 

percent of the cases involving D+ and D- arrestees over 30, 

respectively, involved the charge of aggravated assault. These 

results continue the pattGrn of lesser involvement of D+ 

arrestees in violent crimes that we have seen throughout this 

chapter. 
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Table V. 24. MAXIMUM OFFENSE CHARGED FOR FEMALE ARRESTEES IN 1973-1974, 
BY AGE AT ARREST AND DRUG STATUS 

(N=2,172 CASES FROM ARRESTEES WITH A TEST RESULT) 

Age At Arrest 

--- ---

18-20 21-25 26-30 31-45 

0+ 0- 0+ 0- 0+ D- 0+ 

Maximum Offense (N=90) (N=417) (N=220) (N=666) (N=158) (N=235) (N=83) 

Charged % % % % % % % 

Consensua 1 Sex 34 41 34 42 23 14 14 

Drug Offense 1~ 6 11 6 9 5 8 

Larceny 11 13 15 9 17 14 17 

Robbery 8 10 g 6 4 5 10 

Ball Violation "'I 4 1 4 14 6 10 

Aggravated Ass&ult 6 6 2 11 13 28 20 

Fraud/Embezzlement 6 8 8 7 4 7 5 

Other Offense· 15 12 20 15 16 21 16 

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

* Includes: weapons, burglary, homicide, arson-property destruction, simple assault, auto theft, gambling and a 
miscellaneous category. Each of these offenses was charged for less than 8 percent of D+ or 0- cases in any age 
category. 

0-

(N=303) 

,; 

4 

3 

~ 10 

4 

6 

49 

3 

21 

100% 

~-~ 
---~-~ 
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VI. UDINAL DATA FILE CONSTRUCTION OF THE LONGIT 

'b d 'n ~he previous The cross-sectional data files descr~ e 1 

the unit of analysis. A two chapters utilized the case as 

arr ested more than person who was once between 1973 and 1977 

d represented in the had several PROMIS case recor s 
might have for the 

This presented no problems cross-sectional data files. 

1 t hat have been performed ana yses 1 
thus far, because the 

d t address questions dat a files were designe 0 cross-sectional 

P rocessed during about all cases the study period. Those 

files, however, be used to address questions could not easily 

Therefore, we constructed about the same defendant over time. 

that combined all of the 't d;nal defendant-based file a long~ u... , 

for each defendant. This chapter information available 

used to construct the file. A more describes the methods 

of the file and its construction appears technical description 

in Appendix C. 

A. AND A SAMPLE OF DEFENDANTS SELECTION OF A PANEL PERIOD 

file, we first had to choose TO' construct the longitudinal 

basis for selecting , that could be used as a a period of tlme 

b e included in the data file. persons to That period will be 

called the panel period. arrested during this panel Persons 

could then be studied in terms 0 period f their criminal 

11 as after. ' b for'e the panel period as we behavlor e 

Period was guided by three The choice of the panel criteria: 

h that allowed sufficient 
A span of time had to be c ~se~re_panel arrest history; 
time to monitor each person s 
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Enough time had to be allowed after the panel period so 
that information would be available about post-panel 
events and so that estimates of the likelihood of 
recidivism could be made; and 

The data available had to be as complete and accurate as possible. 

Fortunately, data were available for a time period that 

could satisfy all of these criteria. A new Criminal Justice 

Tracking form began to be systematically used by the ADASA on 

August 21, 1974. That form contained information that was 

previously unavailable from existing data sources, for example, 

the person's education, marital status, number of dependents, 

and military experience. We therefore decided to make the 

panel period the 8 months following the introduction of this 

form. In addition, for almost 20 months (from January I, 1973{ 

through August 20, 1974) prior to the panel period, we had 

PROMIS case information that was known to be of- good quality. 

(Certain key elements were of questionable reliability in the 

~arly stages of the PROMIS implementation, before lS73.) 

Finally, we also had PROMIS data through December 31, 1978; 

this would provide a period of 44 months during which we could 

track panel members' subsequent cases. Thus, a record was 

established of each person's arrests in the District of 

Columbia over a 72-month period. 

As noted in Chapter IV, we reviewed and coded ADA SA 

urinalysis records dating from August 21, 1974 (when the new 

tracking forms were introduced), through December 31, 1977. 

This data-collection effort yielded urine test records for 

10,574 persons who "/ere tested by the ADASA during the panel 

period (August 21, 1974, through April 30, 1975). However, 

VI-2 



G 

( 

during this coding effort, we found that the completeness of 

the information on the tracking forms varied widely from day to 

day. Because we needed good data on each person's panel case, 

we adopted procedures to select persons for inclusion in the 

file only from days when the tracking forms were most complete, 

while still maintaining an unbiased sample of persons. 

The procedure adopted was designed to select persons for 

tlle data file who came from those days that had the least 

The amount of information missing from the urine test forms. 

amount of information missing from the tracking forms for six 

variables (D.C. residence, employment, education, marital 

status, narcotics use, and urinalysis tests results) was 

summarized in a missing data index (MDI) computed for each day. 

For each of the days in the eight-month panel period (217 

days), excluding Sundays, the MDI was computed by summing 

missing data on each of the six variables. For example, on 

August 21, 1974, 50 out of 62 tracking forms had information 

coded about the person's time of residence in the District of 

Columbia. The missing data value for that variable for that 

day was therefore 19 (12/62). The percentage of missing data 

for each of the six variables for August 21 was also computed 

and totaled. (For employment, it was 21; for each of tl;e other 

four, it was 18.) By adding these six percentages we get 112 

for August 21, 1974. The reSUlting MDI was then used as an 

indicator of how much information was missing for the day. 

This signified that, on the average, 19 percent (112/600) of 

the information for these six variables was missing. The MDls 
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for each day in th 1 . 
e pane perlod were then rank ordered--lowest 

to highest. 

Tlle MDIs for the 217 days ranged 
from zero to 517 and 

seemed to be associated with the day 
of the week; 25 percent of 

the Mondays, 3? 
~ percent of the Wednesdays, 

ond 31 percent of 
the Saturdays had an MDI greater than 200. 

Tuesdays, 
Thursdays, and Fridays had more . 

mlssing data: MDI values 

greater than 200 were found for 46 percent, 39 percent, and 50 

percent, respectively. We therefore decided to stratify the 

sample by day of week to allow for 
the possibility that 

different types of defendants were 
arrested on different days. 

The sample would then contain b 
a out the same number of Mondays, 

Tuesdays, and so on. 

We wanted to select l' 
enougl aaysso that we would obtain 

approximately 7,000 urine records. 
(We knew that only a 

portion of those records would be 
successfully matched to the 

defendant's PROMIS case record.) 
We tried several ~ecision 

rUles an~ found that if we chose an MDI of 202 as 
the cut-off 

point for including a day in the 
sample, we would obtain the 

desired number of cases. 
In order to maintain equal inclusion 

of each day of t' k . 
ne wee' In the sample, it was necessary to 

include 11 days (four Tuesdays, t.",o 
y ThUrsdays, and five 

Fridays) that had MDI 
s greater than 200 but less than 220. 

Thus, for all days selected 
except those II, approximately 

two-thirds (400/600) of the information for the six variables 

was available. 

Table VI.l 
summarizes the days selected (139). 

percent of all of the eligible days were selected 
, 
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Table VI.l. PERCENTAGE OF ELIGIBLE DAYS SELECTED FOR DEFINING 
PANEL CASES BY MONTH AND DAY OF WEEK 

N Of Days Selected, By Day Of Week 
(N of 

Month In Eligible M T W Th F Sat Total Days 
Pane 1 Per; od Days) (N=36) (N=36) (N=37) (N=36) (N=36) (N=36) Selected 

August, 1974 (10) 1 1 2 2 2 2 10 

September (25) 5 4 4 4 4 3 24 

October (27) 1 4 2 2 1 2 12 

November (26) 4 4 3 3 4 4 22 

December (26) J 1 1 3 1 4 13 

Janua ry, 1975 (27) 3 2 2 3 3 2 15 

February (24) 1 1 3 2 3 2 12 

March (26) 3 3 2 2 3 2 15 

Apri 1 (26) 2 3 4 2 2 3 1.6 

TOTAL (217 ) 23 23 23 23 23 24 139 

Percentage of Eligible Days 
Selected, By Day of Week 64% 64% 62% 64% 64% 64% --

Percentage 
Of Eligible 

Days Selected 
By Month 

10m 

96% 

44% 

8~% 

50% 

56% 

50% 

58% 

62% 

64% 

--
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percentage of eligible days selected varied from month to 

month. Thus, in August 1974, right nfter the introduction of 

the new form, all of the days haq MDIs below 202 and were 

selected for the sample. On the other hand, only 44 percent of 

the 27 eligible days in October 1974 were selected. We believe 

that the absence of information was primarily a function of the 

thoroughness of the recording clerk's methods and had little to 

do with the characteristics of the arrestee. It is not evident 

to us that selecting days on the basis of the MDI biases the 

nature of the resulting sample of defendants. 

Table VI.l indicates that we selected 23 of each of the 6 

days of the week (ADASA does not collect specimens on Sundays), 

except Saturday, of which we used 24. For each day of the 

week, 64 percent of the eligible days were selected, except 

Wednesday (62 percent). 

The final group of 139 selected days were thus the best 23 

days for each day of the week (24 for Saturday), in terms of 

availability of information on the ADASA forms for the six 

variables. These days constituted 64 percent (139 days) of the 

original 217 eligible days in the panel period (78 days were 

excluded) and yielded 6,676 records, or 63 percent of the 

10,574 records available from all 217 days. 

After selecting these days, the next step was to locate all 

of the cases in PROMIS that were papered on one of the 139 

days. (We knew from our construction of the cross-sectional 

data files, described in Chapter IV, that most persons were 

tested on the same day that their case was screened.) There 

were 8,186 cases in PROMIS that were papered on one of the 
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selected days. Excluding multiple cases for some persons, 

7,087 different defendants were actually involved. (We had 

more PROMIS records than ADASA repords because not every 

arrestee is interviewed by ADASA staff. See the discussion in 

Chapter IV.) Thus, our final longitudinal file was based on 

cases for 7,087 persons. The first case each person had on one 

of the 139 days was designated as that person's panel case. 

Having defined the sample, we next describe the types of 

information collected for each of these panel members. 

B. COMPONENTS OF THE LONGITUDINAL FILE 

Four types of information were included in the longitudinal 

file (see Appendix C): 

Data on arrests and subsequent case processing in the 
district of Columbia from 1973 to 1978, obtained from 
PROMIS. 

Urinalysis test results and demographic information 
obtained from ADASA for the same period. 

Bail and sentencing data collected by hand. 

Information on participation in drug treatment in the 
·~istrict of Columbia, obtained from ADASA. 

Each of these data sources will be described below. 

1. PROl'lIS Cases 

All PROMIS cases (and matching urinalysis records) for the 

7,087 panel members were extracted from the cross-sectional 

data files for 1973 through 1977. (See Chapter IV for a 

description of these files.) In addition, PROMIS cases for 

panel members for January and Fekruary 1974 who had been 

excluded from the cross-sectional files because of the absence 

of ADASA records fOl this period were i~cluded in the 

VI-7 



longitudinal file. PROMIS cases for panel members for 1978 

(1,353 cases), a year for which we had not constructed a 

cross-sectional file, were also e~tracted and retained. 

Selection of panel members' cases was done by finding all 

cases having the same PDID number as a panel member, using a 

"match-merge" computer program developed at INSLAY-l. (The PDID 

number is a unique fingerprint-based police department 

identification number assigned to each arrestee at the time of 

first arrest and maintained in all subsequent cases involving 

the person.) These procedures resulted in the accumulation of 

all of the cases for each panel member entered in PROMIS as 

being papered between January 1, 1973, and December 31, 1978. 

Thus, a record was available of each panel member's arrests for 

( 
serious misdemeanor and felony cases processed in the D.C. 

Superior Court during this six-year period. 

2. ADASA Urinalysis Records 

Panel members' PROMIS cases that were extracted from the 

cross-sectional files for 1973-1977 were already linked to a 

matching ADASA urinalysis record, if the latter had been 

found. In addition, those cases already contained the 

urinalysis test result summary variabJe, described in Chapter 

IV. However, since cross-sectional data files were constructed 

only for cases papered through December 31, 1977, we had no 

similar files from which to extract merged PROMIS and 

urinalysis information for panel members' cases for 1978. 

INSLAW data collectors therefore located and abstracted 

( information from the ADASA Criminal Justice Tracking forms for 

the 1,353 panel members' cases papered durir.g 1978. 
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For each of the 1,353 cases for panel members, the data 

collectors h~d a PROMIS-generated list of arrest and papering 

dates, the original and current Qourt case numbers, the 

arrestee's name, and his or her PDID number to aid in locating 

the correct tracking form for each defendant. In addition, 

each coding sheet contained a sequence number that was 

generated for each case. This identifier facilitated the 

merging of the newly coded information with each arrestee's 

original.PROMIS case record. 

Tracking forms were located for 1,037 (77 percent) 01 the 

panel member's cases for 1978. This "match rate" was somewhat 

higher than the 72 percent match rate achieved for all PROMIS 

cases for 1977. This is probably because the 1978 records had 

been more recently completed and were less likely to have been 

misplaced, and because, in contrast to 1977 (and the 

data-collection process for the prior years), we were looking 

for ADASA records for a small number of well-defined cases and 

were t11erefore coding a small percentage of all available 

records. The findings presented in Chapter IV about factors 

related to successful matching of PROMIS and ADASA records also 

applied to these cases. We matched 90 percent of the PROt-US 

cases for 1978 in which the arrestee had been detained in the 

lock-up. 

3. Merging of PROMIS and ADASA Urinalysis Records for 1978 

Our match-and-merge program was used to link the coded 

information for each ADASA record to its respective PROt-US 

record using the sequence number that had been generated for 

this purpose. After the merging of the records, the drug 
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summary variable was created for 1,037 matched records. The 

final distribution on the summary variable for these cuses 

appears in Table VI.2. 

Table VI.2. DISTRIBUTION OF CASES FROM 1978 
ON THE DRUG SUMMARY VARIABLE 

Drug Variable f % 

Tested, Negative: 631 61 

Tes-ced, PositivE: for: .. _-
Stimulants only 62 6 

Methadone only 5 a 

Narcotics only 45 4 

Narcotics and stimulants 75 7 

No Result Available: 

Refused/unable 120 12 

No information 99 10 

TO'I'AL 1,037 100% 

a Less than 1 percent. 

Caution should be used in comparing the drug results for 

the 1978 cases with those presented in Chapter IV for all 

matched cases from the years 1973 through 1977. In contrast to 

the prior years, ADASA records were sought only for cases of 

panel members screened in 1978. By definition such cases were 

rearrests, and if drug use is associated with recidivism, then 

we would expect a higher proportion of drug positives to be 

found in this subsample of all 1978 cases. (This did turn out 

to be- ·true. Twenty-three percent of specimens wi th a test 
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result in 1978 were drug positive, compared with 12 percent of 

the tested specimens from 1977.) Phenmetrazine, quinine, and 

morphine, in that order, were the t f mos requently detected 

substances in the specimens of arrestees from the matched cases 

for 1978. 

The procedure followed provided a set of matched PROMIS and 

ADASA records for the year 1978 that were 1 ana ogous to panel 

members' cases that were extracted f rom the cross-sectional 

files for 1973 through 1977. Th' ~ f 
1S se_ 0 records was UG~d in 

the final longitudinal file. 

C. BAIL AND SENTE~CING INFOR~~TION 

In order to calculate indices of recidivism, it is 

necessary to have information about the time during which a 

person is at risk of committing subsequent offenses. It would 

be inappropriate, for example, to compare the likelihood of 

rearrest of a person who was incarcerated for most of a 

followup period with that of another person who received a 

suspended sentence and was thus free to commit additional 

offenses during the followup period. An adjustment for the 

different risk periods must be made, based on estimates of 

incarceration time for each panel member. 

As noted above, 7 087 pers 1 1 d ' ons W10 la one c; more cases 

initiated on one of the 139 selected days ;n the 
-L panel period 

(August 21, 1974, to April 30, 1975) composed the panel 

sample. The first case that a person had on one of the 139 

days was designated the panel case. All cases for a defendant 

that occurred prior to his or her panel case were labeled 
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1 pre-panel cases; all that occurred subsequent to the panel case 

were labeled post-panel cases. 

Si nce we wanted to exami ne the 'I ikel i hood of recidi vi sm 

after each person's panel case, we had to determine the 

incarceration time served for each person's panel case and any 

subsequent cases in the followup period. This informdtion was 

collected manually from the D. C. Superior Court case jackets 

for all cases of panel members that occurred during the entire 

panel period through the last day of the followup period, 

December 31, 1978. A code sheet was generated for each panel 

memcer's case or cases, papered between August 21, 1974, and 

December 31, 1978, that met the following criteria: 

The PROMIS record indicated that the case was papered 
and the defendant was not released on his or her own 
recognizance or third-party custody after the initial 
court appearance; or 

The PROMIS record in~icated that the case ended in a 
conviction. 

':'hus, information was sought for each case for which it was 

probaLle thgt the defendant had spent time incarcerated prior 

to trial or after a conviction. Approximately S,300 cases met 

one or both of these criteria. 

For each of the eligible cases, the computer-generated code 

sheet contained the following PROMIS information to be used to 

locate the court case jacket: the arrest and arrest papering 

dates, the original and current court case numbers, the person's 

name and PDID number, the date of the xinal disposition, the 

disposition, and whether the person was released after his or 

her initial court appearance. The code sheet also specified the 

information to be obtained from the case jacket. Additional 
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Ic) information was collected for each person's panel case, so that 

it could be Used to predict later events. 

The most important informatio~ that was collected for each 

case wac the number of days that the person was incarcerated 

prior to trial, called "bail days in," and the number of days 

served after a conviction, called "sentencing days in." In 

computing each of these indices, the number of days was limited 

to the length of the followup period. 
Thus, the total 

"sentencing days in" for a case could never be greater than the 

total number of days between the date of sentencing and the end 

of the followup period, December 31, 1978. 
(A more detailed 

descriFtion of these procedures appears in Appendix D.) 

After the information was transferred to machine-readable 

tape, a number of procedures were undertaken to check the 

quality of the data and to correct coder errors. 
It was 

crucial that the coders' computations of the "sentencing days 

in" and "bail days in" be accurate. Although these procedures 

were r~utinely supervised during the coding operation, a numLer 

of analyses were conducted to verify the accuracy of the 

figures. 
These included the printing out and checking of all 

values for these variables that appeared extreme. 
In some 

instances, the coding supervisor returned to the court and 

checked court case jackets for values that appeared to be 

wrong. 
These checks indicated that the coders sometimes forgot 

to limit the total "sentencing days in" to the followup 

period. Additional checks were made on a variable that 

indicated whether the court case jacket was located, and on the 

"sentencing days in" variable when it was found to be greater 
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than the minimum sentence specified. (Defendants were assumed [) 
to serve the minimum sentence.) 

After cleaning the data, the match-and-merge program was 

used to combine the bail and sentencing record for each case 

with the defendant's PROMIS case record. Matching was done by 

using the PDID and current case numbers that appeared on both 

records. In conducting the merges, we were unable to match 265 

of the bail and sentencing records with a PROMIS case. All of 

these cases were manually checked. The most common reason for 

failure to match was that a transcribing error had been made in 

the PDID or current court case number. After correcting each 

record, we found that only 74 of the bail and sentencing 

records could not be matched to a PROMIS case. Thus, almost 

all of the approximately 9,300 PROMIS cases for which we had 

sought information were merged with a respective bail and 

sentencing ~ecQrd. 

D. ADASA TREATMENT .A.DMISSIONS 

One of the goals of thie ~tudy wa~ to construct a data base 

that would permit an analysis of questions about the impact of 

drug abuse treatment on arrestees' behavior. To accomplish 

this, arrangements were made with ADASA at the beginning of 

this project to obtain a copy of the Administration's computer 

tape that lists all persons treated at one of the ADASA 

clinics. The tape contains information on all treatment 

admissions, transfers, readmissions, and terminations since the 

inception of the ADASA in 1971. Information about each person 

referred from the Criminal Justice Division to ADASA for 
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treatment or voluntarily requesting t 
reatment is recorded on 

this tape. Th d 
e recor for each person is Updated, as 

appropriat~, to reflect the above 
treatment events. (A 

description of this record system' 
appeared in Chapter III.) 

In February 1980, ADASA turned over to 
INSLAW a copy of its 

treatment tape, which ' 
contaIned information on 8,807 persons. 

Following receipt of this tape, 
procedures were employed to 

extract treatment records b 1 
e onging to any of the 7,087 panel 

members who a d ppeare on the tape. (We had no way of knowing in 
adVance the t' 

propor Ion of tte 7,087 panel persons who entered 

drug abuse treatment at an ADASA clinic and should be 

registered on the tape.) mh 
~ ese procedures are described next. 

Listed below i th . f s e In ormation that was available for 

determining if a t t 
rea ment record belonged to a panel member. 

The treatment record contained th e person's name, date of 

birth, and a unique NTA client ID number assigned to each 

person processed by the ADASA C entral Intake Division. This 

information was compared wI'th . Information contained in the 

panel member's PROMIS / case and or the matching urinalysis 
record. 

Information Contained 
Information Contained 

In ADASA Treatment 
in PROMIS or Merged 

Record Urinalysis Record (Source) 
Name 

Name (PROMIS and urine 
record s) 

Date of Birth Date of Birth (PROMIS 
and urine records) 

NTA ID number NTA ID number (urine records 
for 1975) 
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Using several criteria to define a match, we were able to 

locate treatment records for 862 panel members. Most of these 

matches were effected by comparing, by machine, the last four 

letters of the last name and the date of birth from the PROMIS 

case record with the analogous information found on the 

treatment tape. Because this criterion left open thG 

possibility that some persons could be mismatched, we conducted 

an additional check of the 862 matched records. The computer 

compared the first 12 spaces in the name field in PROMIS with 

the first 12 spaces in the name field on the matching treatment 

record. If any of the characters in these spaces disagreed, 

the entire name field from both sources was flashed on to a 

screen, along with all other matching information available. A 

researcher then decided whether the match was correct. Using 

these procedures, we discarded 50 of the matched treatment 

records. Thus, the final number of persons for ''''hom we located 

a treatment record was 812, or 11 percent of all panel members. 

E. Iv1ERGING OF ALL COMPONENTS TO PRODUCE THE FINAL FILE 

The final step in the formation of the longitudinal file 

was to merge all of the components into a standardized format. 

Table VI.3 presents a summary of the four types of records that 

were merged for each panel member. Each is described below. 

1. Pre-panel Cases(s) 

All cases that occurred prior to the person's panel case 

back through January I, 1973, were ordered chronologically by 

date of case screening._We found that of the 2,173 panel 

members with pre-panel cases, fewer than 20 had more than 7 
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Type Of 

Record 

Pre-Panel Case 

Panel Case 

Post-Panel Case 

ADASA Crug 
Abuse Trea tment 
History 

* 

Table VI.3. SUMMARY OF THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN 
THE LONGITUDINAL FILE FOR EACH OF 7087 PANEL MEMBERS 

Number 
Of These Tes t 

Definition Records Per 
Of Record Panel Member Contents Of Record 

Cases prior to Maximum Limited PROMIS case information; 
panel case of 7 Urinalysis test results (if 
through 1/1/73 located); Bail and sentencing 

i nforma t ion (if app1icable)* 

The first case 1 Extensive PROMIS case information; 
papered on one Urinalysis test results (if 
of 139 selected located); Bail and sentencing 
days during i nforma ti on (if app1 icable) 
panel period 
(8/21/74-4/30/75) 

Cases after Maximum Limited PROMIS case information; 
panel case of 10 Urinalysis test results (if 
through located); Bail and sentencing 
12/31/78 information (if applicable) 

Ali treatment ! 1 Clinics assigned to; dates of 
at ADASA (exists admission, transfer, termination 
c1 inics from for 11 't. and re-admission. (Maximum of 20 
its inception of of above transactions retained). 
throuqh fj/79 sample) 

** 
Available only for pre-panel cases that occurred within the panel period. 
After removing duplicate cac;es and those beyond the milximums permitt('d. 

Total Number 
Of These 
Records in 
Final File** 

3,865 

7,087 ' I 

8,325 

8H 



cases prior to their panel case. To save storage costs and 

processing time, we therefore decided to retain in the final 

1 for each panel member. file a maximum of seven pre-pane. ca~es 

The seven chosen were those closest in time to the person's 

panel case. The procedure resulted in the deletion of 47 

pre-panel cases. 

Depending on data availability, each pre-panel case record 

consisted of case information that had been extracted from the 

original PRQIllIS case record, the urinalysis test results, and 

bail and sentencing information. 

2. Panel Case 

Again, depending on data availability, for each of the 

7,087 panel cases the case record contained extensive case 

information from PROMIS, urinalysis test results, and bail and 

sentencing information. 

3. Post-panel Cases(s) 

All cases that occurred after the person's panel case were 

also ordered chronologic :.lly by date of screening. Of the 

members who had at least one post-panel case, fewer 3,324 panel 

than 40 had more than 10. (One person had 28 post-panel caseSi 

the next highest was 19.) We decided to limit the number of 

to be retained in the final file to the first post-panel cases 

10 cases that a person had subsequent to his or her panel case. 

This procedure resulted in the deletion of 124 post-panel cases 

from the final file. 

Each post-panel case record contained a limited amount of 

case information that had been extracted from the PROMIS data 

files, urinalysis test results, and bail ana sentencing information. 
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4. Treatment Record 

The final component added to the longitudinal file was the ADASA 

treatment record, which was available for 812 members of the panel 

file. The tr.eatment record contained information about the 

clinic(s) the person was assigned to and the dates of all transfers, 

readmissions, and terminations (f treatment, stored in chronological 

order. Of the 812 persons, 13 had more than 20 of the above types 

of transactions recorded. In the interest of redUcing storage and 

processing costs, only the first 20 of these transactions were 

retained. 

5. The Final File 

The merging of these four types of records into one logical 

record for each panel member was accomplished by a computer program 

that performed a number of additional functions. These included the 

recoding of certain variables and the construction of index 

variables that describ~d the number of pre-panel and post-panel 

cases for each panel member and his or her number of treatment 

transactions. 

Most important, the computer program determined Whether any of 

the PROMIS cases for a given person were duplicates of each other. 

If a duplicate was found, the computer followed specific rules that 

designated which of the duplicate cases was to be excluded from the 

final data file. These procedures resulted in the e}~clusion of 266 

cases from the final file, or 1.3 percent of all eligible 

cases--19,543. 
The final file thus contained the 19,277 cases 

categorized on the following page. 
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Panel cases 7,087 

Pre-panel cases 3,865 

post-panel cases 8,325 

19,277 

. of the contents and format of the final A descriptlon 

longitudinal file appears in Appendix C. The next chapter 

describes the panel members and some initial analyses using the 

file. 
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VII. ANALYSES OF THE LONGITUDINAL DATA FILE 

This chapter presents analyses conducted uring the longitu-

dinal data file described in Chapter VI. We first summarize 

the structure of the file and discuss some of the potential 

limitations of the findings to be presented. Next, we present 

demographic characteristics of the panel members and describe 

their criminal histories and characteristics of their panel 

offense. Special attention is given to their drug involvement 

and admission to drug abuse treatment. The chapter concludes 

with a comparison of rearrest patterns by drug status of 

arrestees at the time of the panel case. 

A. OVERVIEW OF THE LONGITUDINAL FILE 

The longitudinal data file contains information about 7,087 

persons whose cases were screened on one of the 139 days 

selected from the eight-month panel period (August 21, 1974, 

through April 30, 1975). The first arrest during those 139 

days was designated that person's panel case. For each Ferson, 

a maximum of 7 cases that occurred prior to his or her panel 

case (called pre-panel cases) back through January 1, 1973, and 

a maximum of 10 post-panel cases through December 31, 1978, 

were added to the file. The final longitudinal file contains 

19,277 cases entered into the PROMIS system in the District of 

Columbia over a six-year period. 

Information in the file about each arrestee and his or her 

cases was obtained from several sources. Information about the 

offense, case processing, and case disposition was extracted 
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from the PROMIS data files. Information about the amount of 

time the arrestee spent in jail while waiting for trial or 

sentencing was coded from court case jackets. In addition, the 

results of the urinalysis of a specimen obtained from the 

person shortly after arrest were obtained from ADASA records. 

Finally, a record of admission to one of ADASA's drug abuse 

treatment clinics for 812 panel members was obtained from the 

treatment tape provided by ADASA. The complete file contained 

information about each panel member's arrests, concomitant drug 

use, and drug aLuse treatment in the District of Columbia 

during a six-year period from 1973 through 1978. (Information 

about treatment admissions actually went through early 1980.) 

B. POTENTIAL LIMITATIONS OF THE LONGITUDINAL ANALYSIS 

In Chapter V we noted several limitations of the findings 

presented from the analysis of the cross-sectional files. They 

included technical deficiencies in urinalysis procedures, 

problems using official records, and the need for caution in 

generalizing the results to other populations. Because the 

longitudinal file contains information from the cross-sectional 

files, those caveats also apply to the findings to be presented 

in this chapter. 

There is another potential limitation of the data from the 

longitudinal files that should be noted. The PROMIS Gystem 

tracks cases for persons arrested for serious misdemeanors and 

felonies that are adjudicated in the D.C. Superior Court. 
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j Persons arrested for violating federal offenses and adjudicated 

in the U.S. District Court, and persons arrested in 

jurisdictions other than the District of Columbia, do not 

appear in PRor-ns. Similarly, the ADASA treatment tape contains 

information only about persons who enter treatment at one of 

ADASA's clinics in the District of Columbia. Persons who seek 

treatment from a private physician or a government facility 

(e.g., the Veteran's Administration) do not appear in the ADASA 

records. Both of these li~itations signify that we will likely 

underestimate rates of recidivism and drug abuse treatment for 

panel members. 

C. THE PANEL MEMBERS 

1. Personal Characteristics 

Table VII.l presents the sex, race, and age of the panel 

members. Approximately three-fourths of the panel members were 

black males. Black females were the next largest group 

represented (11 percent), followed by white males (9 percent). 

Two percent of the panel members were white females. 

About one-half of the panel members were between the ages 

of 18 and 25 at the time of their panel arrest. A fe~ were 

juveniles being processed as adults, and 8 percent were above 

age 45. Figure VII.l presents the age distribution of the 

panel members grouped into fairly equivalent age intervals. 

The modal age category for panel persons was 20 to 24. A 

d l'n tl1e percentage of perdons at each gradual decrease occurre 

successive age level. 
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Table VII.I. SEX, RACE, AND AGE OF 
ARRESTEES AT PANEL CASE 

Percentage Of Panel Arrestees 
Arrestee 

Characteristics 

Race/Sex: 

Black Male 
Black Female 
White ~1a 1 e 
White Female 
Unknown 

TOTAL 

~ge At Arrest: 

Below 18 

18 - 20 

21 - 25 

26 - 30 

31 - 45 

46 + 

Unknown 

TOTAL 

f 

5,345 

809 

629 

163 

141 

7,087 

71 

1,481 

2,175 

1,207 

1,489 

582 

82 

7,087 

% 

76 

11 

9 

2 

2 
-

100% 

1 

21 

31 

17 

21 

8 

1 
-

100% 

The age distribution of the panel members was very similar 

to that of the persons studied by K. Williams (1979). Her 

panel sample consisted of 4,703 persons arrested in the Dis-

trict of Columbia in a four-month period from November I, 1972 

to February 28, 1973. The differences in the percentage of 

arrestees in ~ach interval in the two samples wa.s never greater 

than two percentage points. 
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Age 
15-17 years 
(71 ) 

18-19 yea rs 
(999) 

20-24 yea rs 
( 2257) 

25-29 yea rs 
(1425) 

30-34 years 
(799) 

35-39 yea rs 
(516 ) 

(~6~} years 

45-49 yea rs 
(227) 

50- 54) yea rs 
(193. 

5(5-59 yea rs 
96) 

Fig u re V I 1. 1 

AGE OF ARRESTEES AT TIME OF PANEL CASE 

1.0% 

14.3% 

32.2% 

20.3% 

11.4% 

7. 4~~ 

4. 4~6 

3.2% 

2.8% 

1.4% 

60 _ye~ rs 
ana older 1.6% 

( 115) 

o 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 

Percentage of All Arrestees in Panel 

N = 7,005 (82 unknowns excluded) 
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2. Pre-panel Arrests and Criminal Backgrounds 

~able VII.2 presents information about each panel member's 

prior arrests. According to the iriformation contained in 

PRmlIS, at least 43 percent of the panel mem0ers had a prior 

arrest. (The remaining 52 percent of the panel members were 

coded as "no" or "unknown.") However, our data file ccntained 

one or more pre-panel arrests for 31 percent of the panel 

Table VII.2. PRIOR ARF.ESTS OF PANEL HEMBERS 
(N=7,087 PERSONS) 

Percent With Characteristic 
At Left 

Arrest History f % 

Any Prior Arre.itsa : -
Yes 3,062 43 

No/Unknown 4,025 57 

TOTAL 7,087 10m~ 

Number of Pre-panel 
Arrests In File: 

0 4,914 69 

1 1,262 18-

2 503 7 

3 210 3 31% 

4 108 2 

5 + 90 1-

TOTAL 7.087 100~b 

aAccording to PROMIS. 
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members. The more extensive criminal backgrounds indicated by 

the PROMIS variable reflect the fact that this variable covers 

the persoL's total arrest history, but the longitudinal file 

contains pre-panel cases only for arrests that occurred in the 

District of Columbia during the pre-panel period. 

Eighty-two per sent of the panel members were residents of 

the District of Columbia, principally the Northwest quadrant, 

and 83 percent of those about whom we had information (3,463 

persons) regarding length of residency had lived in the 

District more than two years. We knew the employment status of 

62 percent of the sample. Fifty-two percent of those persons 

were employed at the time of their panel arrest. 

Additional background information was available from PROMIS 

for each person whose panel case was papered in 1974. This was 

because the PROMIS system in operation in 1973 and 1974 

collected detailed information about the arrestee, information 

that is no longer collected. Although it would be 

inappropriate to describe the entire sample in terms of this 

information, the available information Hill be used in analyses 

of a sample of persons whose panel arrest occurred in 1974 

(there were 4,383 such persons). 

3. Characteristics of the Panel Arrest 

The panel sample consisted of a stratified random sample of 

all persons who were arrested on one of the 139 days during the 

panel period. ~he reader should therefore be cautioned about 

comparing characteristics of the panel members with those of 

persons in the cross-sectional files, presented in Chapter V, 
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because the cross-sectional files of matched cases came 

predominantly from persons who had been held in the lock-up. 

As we noted in Chapter IV, such arrestees had more extensive 

criminal backgrounds and were charged with more serious 

offenses than those released on citation or stationhouse bond. 

Only 55 percent of the panel persons had been detained in 

the lock-up. Seventeen percent had been released by the police 

with a citation, and an additional 3 percent had been released 

on stationhouse bond. (Most of the remaining 25 percent were 

coded in the "other" court appearance type category.) Thus, we 

would expect that the longitudinal file would be composed of 

serious offenders as well as less serious arrestees not 

represented in the cross-sectional files. 

( Table VII.3 presents characteristics of the panel case for 

each panel member. Sixty percent of the cases involved a 

misdemeanor offense. One-fourth had a score of 5 or more on 

the Sellin-Wolfgang crime-severity scale computed by PROMISe 

Weapons were involved in about one-fourth of the cases, and a 

person was injured in 13 percent of the cases. 

The maximum offense charged in the par.el case is shown in 

Table VII.4. Charges for property offenses were the most 

frequent; this reflected a high number of charges for larceny 

and burglary. The next most frequently occuring category was 

victimless crimes--14 percent of the panel cases involved a 

drug-related offense. Twenty-seven percent of the charges 

involved a violent crime. Robbery and aggravated assault were 

( the most frequently charged offenses in this category. Only 2 

j\ ... ";! 

.. 
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Table VII.3. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PANEL OFFENSE 

r-----------------.------~--.------------------------------------__ 

Characteristics Of 

Current Offense 

Type Of Offense: 

Misdemeanor 
Felony 
Unknown 

Severity Of Offense: a 

o 
1 - 4 

5 + 

Weapon Involved 

Someone Injured 

Perc~ntage Of Panel Cases Having 
Characteristic At Left 

f 

4,234 
2,850 

3 

2,793 

2,378 

1,916 

1,658 

915 

0/ 
10 

60 

40 

b 

39 

34 

27 

23 

13 

a A score computed by PROMIS for each case, based on the scale 
developed by Sellin and Wolfgang (1964). Low scores indicate 
victimless crimes; high scores indicate crimes involving injury 
or loss of money and/or property. 

b Too few cases to compute a meaningful percentage. 

percent of the panel members were charged with homicide, and 2 

percent with sexual assault. 

Eighty-two percent of the panel cases were accepted for 

prosecution by the Assistant U.S. Attorney who screened the 

case. Table VII.5 shows the conditions of release that were 

set by the judge for the defendants involved in the cases 

accepted for prosecution. Approximately one-half of those 

persons (54 percent) were released on their own recognizance, 

and an additional 9 percent were released to the custody of a 
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Table VII.4. MAXIMUM OFFENSE CHARGED 
FOR PANEL CASES 

Maximum Offense 
Chargeda 

Property Crime: 38% 

Larceny 
Burglary 
Fraud/Embezzlement 
Auto Theft 
Arson/Property 
Destruction 

Victimless Crime: 33% 

Drugs 
Weapons 
Consensual Sex 
Bail Violations 
Gambling 

Violent Crime: 27% 

Robbery 
Aggravated Assault 

Or Assault On 
Police Officer 

Simple Assault 
Homicide 
Sexual Assault 

Other: 2% 

TOTAL: 100% 

a See text for definition. 

Percen~age Of Panel Cases In Which 
This Was The Maximum Offense 

f 

1,254 

800 

275 

178 

143 

1,001 
485 

466 

251 

148 

731 

655 

286 

123 
120 

171 

7,087 

VII-IO 

% 

18 

11 

4 

3 

2 

14 
7 

7 

3 

2 

10 

9 

4 

2 

2 

2 

1 

. 

Table VII.S. PRETRIAL RELEASE STATUS AND 
CASE DISPOSITION FOR PANEL CASE 

(N=5,822 PAPERED CASESa) 

Percentage Of Panel Cases With 

Release Status And 
Status/Disposition At Left 

Case Disposition f % 

Release Status: 

Persona 1 
Recognizance 3,115 54 

Surety Bond 989 17 
Third-party 
Custody 548 9 

Cash Bond 241 4 
Other 105 2 
Unknown 824 14 

-
TOTAL 5,822 10mb 

Case Disposition: 

Guilty 2,338 40 
Case Dismissed 2,641 46 
Defendant 
Acquitted 293 5 

Other 64 1 
Unknown a 

486 8 
-

TOTAL 5,822 100% 

a 
Includ~s cases without a disposition at the time the PROMIS 
data flles were accessed. 
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third party. The judge required a surety or cash bond for 21 

percent of the defendants. 

We found that 1,148 persons (20 percent of those w'bose 

cases were accepted) had spent o~e or more days incarcerated 

( "bed 1 days in") pr ior to tr ial . Of these, 60 percent spent 60 

days or less in jail and 29 percent were retained for from 61 

to 180 days. 

Table VII.5 also shows the dispositions of each of the 

, Forty-s 4 x percent were eventually dismissed and 
paperea cases. "-

another 5 percent were acquitted. Forty percent of the 

defendants pled guilty or were found guilty at trial. 
We found 

that 577 persons spent time in jail after conviction for their 

panel case. Forty-five percent of these served six months or 

less. Thirty-eight percent were estimated to have served 

sentences of one year or more. 

4. Drug Status at the Panel Arrest 

Unlike the cross-sectional files, the longitudinal file 

contained a minority of cases of persons whose matching ADASA 

urinalysis record had not been located--ADASA records were 

found for two-thirds of the panel members' panel cases. 
(This 

was reasonable, in view of the fact that we had matched 68 

percent and 66 percent of all PROMIS records from 1974 and 

1975, respectively.) Table VII.6 shows the distribution of the 

panel members on the drug summary variable. Of those persons 

with a urinalysis record, 83 percent had a test result 

available. Of these, 670 persons, or 17 percent, were positive 

for one or more drugs. Ta~le VII.7 shows the actual substances 

detected. Quinine and phenmetrazine were most frequently 
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Table VII.6. DRUG STATUS OF PANEL MEMBERS AT 
THm OF THE PANEL CASE 

(N=7,087) 

Percentage With Result At Left 
Urinalysis Result 

At Panel Case f % 

Tested, Negative 3,312 47 

Tested, Positive For: 

Stimulants Only 140 2 
Methadone 60 1 
Narcotics Only 230 3 
Narcotics And 
Stimulants 240 3 

No Result Available: 

Refused/Unable 625 9 

No Informati on 168 2 

No AOASA Record 2,312 33 

TOTAL 7,087 100~; I 

detect~1. Morphine was next, followed closely by methadone. 

The remaining drugs were rarely detected, and barbiturates were 

never found in these specimens. 

5. Panel Members' First Admission to an ~DASA Clinic 

We noted in Chapter VI that we found an ADASA treatment 

record for 812, or 11 percent, of the panel members. Table 

VII.S presents some demographic characteristics of these 

persons. The sex and race of persons admitted to treatment are 

representative of the entire sample. Eighty-three percent of 

the persons admitted to treatment were black males. In Chapter 

V, we noted that arrestee~ between the _ ages of 21 and 30 were 
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Table VII.7. DRUGS DETECTED IN POSITIVE SPECIMENS 
OBTAINED AT TI~£ OF THE PANEL CASE 

(N=670 POSITIVE SPECIMENS) 

Percentage Of Specimens That 
a 

Contained Drug At Left 

Drug Detected f % 

Quinine 442 66 

Phenmetrazine 390 58 

Morphine 181 27 

Methadone 169 26 

Codeine 19 3 

Amphetamines 4 1 

Methamphetamines 2 b 

2 b 
Cocaine 

0 --
Barbiturates 

a Percents total more than 100 because some specimens 
contained multiple drugs, 

b Less than 1 percent, 

to be detected to be using drugs. most likely 
It is not 

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

surprising, to fl.'nd that persons were most likely to 
therefore, 

when they were in this same range. 
have first sought treatment 

t of the persons were first fdmitted to 
sixty-two percen 

between the ages of 21 and 30. 
treatment when they were 

occur at any stage in 
For each person, the panel case could 

his or her crimi~al career. Thus, for some panel members the 

and for others it was one of 
panel case was their first arrest, 

many arrests and possibly their last. 
For this reason, one 
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would expebt to find that a person was about as likely to have 

first entered treatment before his or her panel arrest as after 

it. As Table VII.S indicates, we found this to be true. 

Approximately one-half of the panel members first sought 

treatment before their panel case (49 percent) and one-half 

subsequently (51 percent). 

We also investigated the relationship between time of entry 

into treatment and the arrestee's drug status at the time of 

the panel case. If a person had been admitted to drug 

treatment prior to the panel case, would he or she be as likely 

to be detected to be drug positive at the time of the panel 

case as a person who had not yet been admitted to treatment? 

We had a urinalysis result for 69 percent of the persons who 

were admitted to treatment before their panel case and for 66 

percent of those who entered sometime after their panel case. 

We found that persons with a history of seeking treatment were 

more likely to be detected to be drug positive at the time of 

their panel case than were persons who qought treatment after 

their panel case (51 percent vs. 31 percent, p<.OOl). 

This finding might seem somewhat surprising. However, it 

should be remembered that persons who had already sought 

treatment probably had a more serious drug problem and that 

their panel arrest after treatment constituted, in one sense, 

an indicator of their continuing deviance. Both of these 

factors would tend to increase the likelihood that such persons 

would be using a drug at the time of arrest. 
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VII 8 CHARACTERISTICS OF PANEL MEMBERS 
TableADMITTED TO DRUG ABUSE TREATMENT 

Percentage With Characteristic 
At Left 

Arrestee 
Characteristic f % 

Sex: 

Mal e 698 86 

Female 114 14 
- -

TOTAL 812 100% 

Race: 

Black 776 96 
White 26 3 
Unknown/Other 10 1 

- -
TOTAL 812 100% 

Are At First 
-reatment Admission: 

< 21 151 19 
21 - 25 313 39 

26 - 30 ~, 190 23 

31 - 35 82 10 

36 - 40 37 5 
41 + 35 4 
Unknown 4 a 

- -
TOTAL 812 100~ 

First Admission 
Occurred: 

Prior To Panel 
Case 395 49 

After Panel Case 415 51 

Unknown 2 a 
- -

TOTAL 812 100% 

a Less than 1 percent. 

VII-16 

D. PATTERNS OF REARREST 

In this section, WA examine three questions concerning the 

relationship between an individual's drug status and pre- and 

post-panel arrests. First, is the drug status of the arrestee 

at the time of the panel case related to his or her number of 

pre-panel and post-panel arrests? Second, if a person was 

rearrested after the panel arrest, was his or her drug status 

at the time of the panel case predictive of drug status at the 

time of rearrest? And third, if a person was arrested after 

his or her panel case, was the type cf offense charged likely 

to be the same, and did this vary according to his or her drug 

status at the panel case? 

Table VII.9 shows how the person's drug status at the time 

of the panel case was related to the number of pre-panel or 

post-panel arrests. We found that persons who Were drug 

positive at the time of their panel case were most likely to 

have had one or more pre-panel or post-panel arrests. Persons 

without a matching ADASA urinalysis record were least likely to 

have had additional arrests. This is consistent with our 

discussion in Chapter IV, which indicated that unmatched cases 

involved less serious offenders. Persons who had an ADASA 

record but no test result were as likely to have had an 

additional arrest as Were persons who Were tested and found to 

be drug negative. This is additional evidence that the absence 

of a test reSUlt was not necessarily an indication that the 

arrestee was avoiding detection of drug Use. 

Having found that drug users tended to have more arrests, 

we investigated next whether they would tend to be found drug 
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Table VII.9. IS DRUG STATUS AT THE PANEL CASE 
RELATED TO THE NUMBER OF PRE-PANEL AND POST-PANEL ARRESTS? 

Percentage With Number Of Arrests 
At Left If Drug Status Was 

Unmatched: 
No ADASA Refused/ 

No. of Arrests Record D+ D- Unknown 

Pre-panel: 

0 82 49 67 62 
1 

'D,s: 2~ 2~, :~" 2 ~2 2% 
3 + 

TOTAL 100% 101%a 101%a 100% 

Post-panel: 

0 64 35 50 50 
1 

)" '* :~m :}, 2 14 4% 
3 + 3 * 

TOTAL 100% 99%a 101%a 101%a 

(N of Persons) (2,312) (670) (3,312) (793) 

a Percents do not total 100 because of rounding. 

* P <: .001 

positive at the time of rearrest. Table VII.IO indicates that 

the person's drug status at the time of the panel case was 

related to his or her drug status at the time of the arrest 

immediately preceding or following the panel arrest. One-third 

of the persons who were drug positive at their panel case were 

also drug positive at the time of their pre-panel case, com-

pared with 14 percent of those who were drug negative at their 

panel case. (If we look only at tested specimens, the respec-

tive rates of positives were 51 percent and 21 percent.) Drug 
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Table VII.IO. IS DRUG STATUS AT THE PANEL CASE 
RELATED TO DRUG STATUS AT THE FIRST 

PRE-PANEL OR POST-PANEL ARREST? 

Percentage With Status At Left If Drug 
Status At Panel Case Was 

Unmatched: 
Drug Status No ADASA 

Refused/ At The Time Of Record D+ D- Unknown 
f % f % f % f 01 - ~ 

First Pre-panel 
Arrest: 

Unmatched 166 39 93 27 269 24 81 27 D- 164 39 108 31 580 53 124 41 D+ 64 15 112 @]* 152 @J* 48 16 Refused/ Unknown 31 7 32 9 100 9 49 16 
TOTAL 425 100% 345 100% 1,101 100% 302 100~ 

First Post-panel 
Arrest: 

Unmatched 281 34 107 24 325 20 110 28 D- 354 43 139 32 915 55 166 42 D+ 84 10 134 QI]* 163 ~* 49 12 Refused/Unknown 107 13 55 13 261 15 74 18 
TOTAL 826 100% 435 100~ 1,664 100% 399 100~ 

* P <: .001 

status at the panel case was an equally good predictor of the 

arrestee's drug status at the first subsequent arrest; drug­

positive arrestees were three times as likely to be detected to 

be drug positive at that time than D- arrestees. (Again, 

looking at only tested specimens, the respective rates of 

positives are 49 percent and 15 percent.) 
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So far, we have found that the drug status of the arrestee 

at the time of the panel case was related to both the 

likelihood that the person had an. additional arrest before or 

after the panel case, as well as to his or her drug status at 

the time of the other case. 
The final question is whether drug 

status is also related to a tendency for the person to 

specialize in a particular type of crime. 

We noted in Chapter V that drug positive arrestees tended 

to have a greater likelihood of being charged with property 

offenses, especially larceny. We wondered if this would mean 

that D+ arrestees would be more likely than D- arrestees to be 

charged with a property crime if they were rearrested. In 

order to sudy this issue, we grouped the maximum offense 

( charged for each person who had a post-panel arrest into one of 

six offense categories: violent crimes, robbery, property 

crimes, victimless crimes, drug offenses, and all other 

offenses. Robbery was kept as a distinct category because 

there is considerable controversy about whether it should be 

classified as a violent crime or a property crime. Drug 

offenses were also retained as a separate category. 

Table VII.ll shows how the type of offense charged at the 

panel case predicts the charge at the first rearrest, for 

persons who were detected to be drug positive or drug negative 

at the time of their panel case. For both D+ and D- arrestees, 

property crimes were the most likely charges at the time 0:( the 

panel case. We found, however, that for D- arrestees, the type 

of offense charged at the panel arrest tended to be the most 

likely charge at rearrest. This is indicated by the numbers in 
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Maxim~ Charge For 
Post-panel Arrest 

Violent 

Robbery 

Property 

Victimless 

Drug 

Other 

TOTAL 

(N of Persons) 

Table VII. 11. DOES DRUG STATUS Arm MAXIMUM OFFENSE CHARGED AT PANEL 
CASE PREDICT TYPE OF OFFENSE CHARGED AT FIRST RE-ARREST? 

Maximum Offense Charged For Panel Arrest 

Violent Robbery Property Victimless Drug 

D+ D- D+ D- D+ D- D+ D- D+ D-

29 ~ 10 13 8 12 9 15 8 12 

8 10 20 IT!] 8 10 11 10 6 9 

@] 28 @] 29 §] EJ ~ 28 ~ r3l 
8 20 18 13 12 15 34 ~ 22 17 

17 5 12 12 14 9 11 6 25 28 

0 2 2 3 2 1 0 2 2 1 
- - - - - - - - - -

lOot lOOt lOOt 100% lOOt lOOt 100% lOOt 100% 100% 

(381 ) (297 ) (49) (262) (209) (697) (79) (240) (51) (135) 

Other 

D+ D-

11 12 

0 9 

44 27 

. 22 24 

11 12 

11 6 
- -

100% 100% 

(9) (33) 
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the boxes. The only exception was for D- arrestees who were 

charged with a drug offense at their panel case. For them, the 

most likely charge at rearrest was for a property offense, 

followed by drug offenses. 

We found that the offense charged at the panel case did not 

t f D+ persons Regardless of predict the charge at rearres _ or . 

the type of offense charged at the panel case, a D+ arrestee 

was most likely to be charged with a property offense at the 

The only except ion was for persons charged time of rearrest. 

with a victimless crime, who were equally likely to be charged 

with a victimless crime or a property crime at rearrest. 

findings confirm those reported in Chapter V regarding the 

greater affinity of D+ persons for property crimes. 
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VIII. SUM~~RY AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

The purpose of this study was (1) to construct data bases 

that could be used to examine the relationship between arrestee 

drug use and crime, and (2) to conduct initial analyses that 

would demonstrate the variety of issues that the completed 

files could be used to address. In this chapter, we briefly 

summarize the data bases constructed and review the principal 

findings that have been presented. We conclude with a 

discussion of work to be done in the future. 

A. CONSTRUCTION OF THE TWO DATA BASES 

The primary objective of this research was to merge 

information contained in the PROMIS case-tracking system for 

each person arrested in the District of Columbia over a period 

of years with information obtained from ADASA about each 

arrestee's urine test results and admission to drug abuse 

treatment. At the onset of this project, we were unsure of the 

feasibility of this undertaking. We knew that agency records 

are often difficult to work with and that the information 

needed to link the records might not be usable or available. 

As we have documented in this report, we found that it was 

possible to construct the desired data bases. We created a 

cross-sectional data file consisting of 57,944 PROMIS cases and 

matching urinalysis test results for the years 1973 through 

1977. Each of these merged records contained detailed PROMIS 

information about the arrest charges, case processing, and case 

disposition and the ADASA record of the urinalysis of a 

specimen obtained from the arrestee near the time of arrest. 
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The matched cases represented 68 percent of all PROMIS cases 

for those years. 

After constructing the cross-sectional files, we conducted 

a number of analyses to determine factors that influenced our 

ability to match the two types of records. TheRe analyses were 

crucial for defining the characteristics of the arrestees 

contained in the files and for understanding the 

generalizability of findings obtained using them. 

The analyses indicated that whether the arrestee was 

detained in the D.C. Superior Court lock-up facility prior to 

appearing in court was the most important determinant of our 

ability to locate a matching urinalysis record; except for 

cases from 1973, we matched approximately 90 percent of the 

cases for persons who had been detained in the lock-up. 

Persons detained in the lock-up had a high likelihood of being 

interviewed by ADASA staff and, consequently, of having a 

urinalysis record. Because persons placed in the lock-up had 

more deviant backgrounds and were charged with more serious 

offenses, findings obtained using our files of matched cases 

therefore apply mainly to serious offenders and not to persons 

who are typically released by the police after arrest. 

The second type of data bose that we constructed was a 

longitudinal file designed to summarize the arrests of persons 

during a six-year periOd from January I, 1973, through 

December 31, 1978. The final file contained information about 

7,087 persons in the District of Columbia whose cases were 

screened on one of 139 days selected from an eight-month panel 

period (August 21, 1974, through April 30, 1975). The first 
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case that one of these persons had on one of the selected days 

was designated that person's "panel" case. The longitudinal 

file included a maximum of seven pre-panel cases and ten 

post-panel cases that occurred for each panel member during the 

six-year period. The final file contained 19,277 cases. 

In addition to the PROMIS information about each arrest, 

the longitudinal file contained the arrestee's matching ADASA 

urinalysis record and hand-collected information about the 

amount of time each person spent in jail (pretrial or after 

conviction) after the panel arrest. A record of admission to 

drug abuse treatment at one of ADASA's clinics in the District 

of Columbia was located for 812 panel persons and added to the 

file. (For more details about the construction of the 

longitudinal file, see Appendix C.) 

B. DRUGS DE'l'ECTED IN URH~E SPECIMENS 

After we had completed the merging of PROMIS and urinalysis 

records for cases from 1973 through 1977, we conducted a number 

of ana:yses to determine the types of drugs det8cted. We found 

that the percentage of tested specimens (those for which a 

specimen was obtained and a result recorded) that contained one 

or more of the drugs tested for (morphine, quinine, methadone, 

phenmetrazine, amphetamines, methamphetamines, codeine, 

cocaine, barbiturates) variec from 13 percent to 24 percent. 

Quinine (an indicator of heroin use), morphine, and methadone 

were the most frequently detected narcotics. The other 

frequently detected drug was phenmetrazine, a stimulant that is 

oiten used by heroin addicts in the District of Columbia (Kozel 
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and DuPont, 1977). The other drugs were rarely detected. 

percent or more of the positive specimens each year, 40 

contained two or more of the nine substances listed above. 

C. ANALYSES OF THE CROSS-SECTIONAL FILES 

To ensure that the urinalysis results applied to the 

For 

. of arrest and that they had arrestee's drug use near the tlme 

1 l'n the J'Udl'cl'al proceedings, we condGcte0 been available ear y 

subset of cases in which the urine analyses only of the 

specimen was obtained within seven days of arrest or of the day 

on which the Assistant U.S. Attorney decided whether to proceed 

with the case. (This resulted in the exclusion of less than 2 

percent of the cases in the cross-sectional files.) In 

addition, we limited analyses to cases from the years 1973 and 

1974. We present below some 0 f the Principal findings. 

1. Demographic Characteristics of Arrestees 

h sex, and race of arrestees found to be We compared t e age, 

positive for the use of any drug. Relative to D- arrestees, D+ 

arrestees were concentrated in the 21 to 30 age range; almost 

f 1 arrestees and 60 percent of the D+ 
two-thirds of the D+ ema e 

male arrestees came from this age range. D~ug positive 

arrestees were less likely to be under age 20; this suggests 

t ' programs might well seek out young that drug abuse preven lon 

arrestees before they are into their twenties, when drug 

dependence appears more likely. Drug positive,arrestees were 

age 45, which suggests that drug also less likely to be over 

, ' comm1'tted by older use may play less of a role 1n crlmes 

persons. We do not know, however, if these persons formerly 
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used drugs and "matured out" of their dependence or if some 

other factor is behind this finding. 

2. I)ffenses Charged for D+ and D- Arrestees 

In view of the conflicting findings in the literature about 

the types of offenses that drug users are likely to commit, we 

looked closely at the offenses charged for D+ and D-

arrestees. We did find that both male and female D+ arrestees 

were less likely than D- arrestees to be charged with violent 

offenses. Moreover, the only property crime with which D+ 

arrestees were more likely to be charged than D- arrestecs was 

larceny. Both D+ and D- arrestees were about equally likely to 

be charged with burglary, fraud/embezzlement, auto theft, and 

arson or propercy destruction. There was only a slight 

elevation in the rates of robbery for male and female D+ 

arrestees. Bail violations were twice as common among D+ 

female arrestees as among D- female arrestees. Consensual sex 

violations, contrary to what has been believed about female 

arrestees, were not more likely to be found among D+ female 

arrestees. 

3. Pretrial Release and Case Disposition for D+ and D­
Arrestees 

Cases of D+ and D- arrestees were about equally likely to 

be accepted for prosecution. However, once accepted, we found 

that the typical D+ arrestee was less likely to be released on 

personal recognizance and more likely to be released to the 

custody of a third party or to be'required to post a cash or 

surety bond. These findings suggest that the court is using 

ele urinalysis results to determine whether a defendant is at 
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high risk of failure to appear in court. As was noted in 

Chapter III, the primary rationale for implementing the drug 

monitoring system was to aid in the determination of release 

conditions, and the findings indicate that the test results 

probably are affecting these decisions. 

Cases of D+ arrestees were less likely to be dismissed and 

more likely to end in a guilty verdict or plea. It should be 

noted, 11owever, that any of these findings could ~e caused by 

the more deviant backgrounds found for D+ arrestees rather than 

by their drug status itself. 

4. Arrestee Drug Status and the Age of the Victim 

Information contained in PROMIS about the age of the victim 

allowed us to conduct several analyses to determine whether D+ 

( 
arrestees select victims of different ages than do D-

arrestees. The findings were consistent in showing that D+ 

arrestees were about as likely to be charged with crimes 

against the elderly as were D- arrestees, and they were less 

likely to be charged with crimes involving victims below age 18. 

5. Predictors of Arrestee Drug Status 

We looked at a number of variables that might Le used to 

predict whether an arrestee was detected to be using drugs. 

Perhaps the most significant finding was that female arrestees 

were more likely to be found to be using drugs than were male 

arrestees. This was true of both black females and white 

females. A recent feasibility study of the utility of 

establishing an ongoing drug urinalysis screening program in 

jail facilities in four sites (Richardson, et al., 1978) also 

found a higher rate of D+ results for female arrestees. This 
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suggests that our findings may also apply to females arrested 

outside the District of Columbia. For both sexes and races, 

the highest rates of detection w~re found in the 2i to 45 age 

range, although a noticeable decline began at about age 30. 

Our findings sugge.t that jurisdictions wishing to set up 

urinalysis testing programs (or to limit existing testing) 

should concentrate on obtaining specimens from male and female 

arrestees between the ages of 21 and 30. 

We found that persons charged with drug offenses were 

likely to be found to be using drugs. Forty-one percent of 

female arrestees and 26 percent of male arrestees charged with 

a drug offense were found to be positive for drugs. We were 

surprised, however, to find that several other offenses were as 

good or better predictors of arrestee drug status. We found 

that both male and female arrestees charged with a bail 

violation were most likely to be detected to be using drugs. 

Since persons known to be using drugs are at high risk of 

failure to appear in court, judges would appear justified in 

setting more stringent pretrial release conditions for 

identified drug users. Other crimes that predicted drug use 

were larceny, weapons offenses, and robbery. Very few of the 

arrestees charged with crimes against persons were found to be 

using drugs. 

\). Pros~itution and Arrestee Drug Status 

We noted in Chapter II that there is a growing belief that 

feID~le addicts are not solely involved in prostitution and that 

they, in fact, are becoming involved in all types of crim~s. A 

number of our findings suggest that this may be true. We found 
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that a charge for prostitution was related to an increased 

likelihood of being found to be using drugs, but only in the 

small minority of cases involving, persons age 26 or older. 

Moreover, we found that no more than one-half of the charges 

involving D+ female arrestees were for prostitution or a 

drug-related offense. Instead, we found that with advancing 

age, D- female arrestees, and D+ female arrestees to a lesser 

extent, were more likely to be charged with aggravated assault. 

Our findings thus support the idea that female arrestees are 

committing a variety of crimes. In addition, the fact that many 

of the differences between D+ and D- arrestees found throughout 

the report are more pronounced among female arrestees suggests 

that drug use may play an especially important role in the 

criminal behavior of females. 

D. ANALYSES OF THE LONGITUDINAL FILE 

We conducted a number of analyses designed to descriee the 

characteristics of the panel members and their cases. Perhaps 

llJ. the most important finding concerned the age at which persons 

entered drug abuse treatment. We found that of the 812 persons 

who entered treatment, 62 percent were first admitted between 

the ages of 21 and 30. 'I'hi s '.Jas also the age range that we 

found to be associated with the highest likelihood of being 

detected as a drug user. One-half of the panel persons first 

~ntered treatment before their panel arrest and one-half 

sometime later. 

The longitudinal file provided an opportunity to look at 

how the drug status of the arrestee at the time of the panel 
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case was related both to the number of hl'S or 
her pre-panel and 

post-panel cases 
and to the types of offenses charged at the 

subsequent arrest. 

We found that persons who Were D+ 
at their panel arrest 

were more likely to have had prior arrests and to have 

subsequent arrests. Moreover, drug st t a us not only predicted a 
later arrest, but it predicted 

a greater number of subsequent 
arrests. 

We found that 30 percent of the panel 
persons who 

were positive for any drug at the time of thel'r 
panel arrest 

had three or more b 
su sequent arrests during the follow-up 

period, compared with 18 
percent of D- arrestee c • I dd' ~ n a Ition, 

D+ arrestees not only h d 
a more pre-panel and post-panel 

arrests, th 1 ey a so were more likely to be f ound to be using 

drugs at the time of both their prior and 
Subsequent arrests. 

Thus, our preliminary findings (conducted ' 
wIthout adjusting for 

tim"" in ' 'I) 
- Jal offer strong support for the role of drug use in 

predicting recidivism, as reported by K. Williams (1979). 

A final analysis addressed the 
question of whethe~ drug 

users tend to specialize in particular types f o crimes. \ve 
found that 

persons who were drug negative at the time of their 

panel arrest and who were rearrested were 
most likely to be 

charged vJi th the 
same types of offenses that they were charged 

with at the panel arrest. 
However, persons who were drug 

positive at the panel a t 
rres were most likely to be charged 

with a property crime at rearrest, regardless of 
the type of 

offense charged at the panel arrest. 
This suggests a greater 

degree of specialization in property , 
crImes among drug users. 
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E. FUTURE RESEARCH 

This project has constructed cross-sectional and 

longitudinal data files that contain a wealth of information 

about drug-using arrestees. The analyses conducted have been 

designed to demonstrate the nature of the files and to provide 

an indication of the internal consistency of the data. Much 

remains to be done. 

There is a need to reexamine each of the findings presented 

in terms of the types of drugs that were detected in the urine 

specimens. In addition, multivariate techniques should Le 

applied to begin separating the impact of an arrestee's drug 

status from that of other, related factors. For example, the 

lower likelihood that a D+ arrestee was released on.personal 

recognizance may be a function of the arrestee's drug status or 

the fact that D+ persons also tend to have more deviant 

backgrounds that would in themselves cause the judge to set 

more severe release conditions, or both. 

The impact of treatment on later criminal behavior is an 

especially important area for analysis. The longitudinal file 

can be used to determine if the extent and nature of the 

offenses charged change after treatment. As noted in Chapter 

II, some research has indicated that treatment may reduce 

income-generating crimes but that these crimes are replaced by 

other types of crimes. 

One of the toughest methodological problems in the 

evaluation of treatment is the choice of a comparison group of 

persons who did not obtain treatment. Using the longitudinal 

file, it would be possible to first isolate factors that 
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predict later arrest. One could then match each of the 812 

persons who entered treatment to one of the 6,275 untreated 

persons in the file with regard to these factors. Arrest 

patterns of all matched pairs could then be compared. 

The cross-sectional data files contain information about 

drugs detected over a five-year period. The trends in drugs 

Used by arrestees over this period need to be examined. 

Richardson, et al. (1978) have shown that law enforcement 

personnel can use this type of information to detect changes in 

the availability of drugs in a community. 
It would also be 

possible to look at how these trends vary within particular 

types of arrestees. For example, have the drugs used by black 

female arrestees remained the same over this period? 

We also need to analyze more carefully the characteristics 

of female arrestees. Researchers are just beginning to realize 

that female addicts are committing diverse types of offenses. 

The reasons for the greater prevalence of drug US& among female 

arrestees must be examined. Why are older persons charged with 

prostitution more likely to be using drugs? 

Finally, mUltivariate analyses need to be conducted to look 

at a host of questions. What are the best predictors of 

recidivism? Of entry into treatment? Of being detected to be 

drug positive? 

Although we have mentioned instances in which our findings 

agree with those from other stUdies, it would be appropriate to 

replicate the general line of inquiry reported here in other 

jurisdictions. We know that the types of drugs that are abused 

tend to vary over time and by region of the country. 
It "'ould 
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understanding of the relationship of drug use be helpful to our 

the extent to which the findings uncovered in 
and crime to kno~ 

this study of arrestees in the D~strict of Columbia apply to 

arrestees in other jurisdictions. 
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Appendix A 

CELLBLOCK INTERVIEW SHEET 

1 ""Y 

t 
I 
I 
j 

Lock-Up :# . ___ _ 
in use 

since 1979 

GOVERNMENT OF TIlE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES Docket:# ______ _ 

Charge __________ _ 
Disposition _______ __ 

DEFENDANT RIGHTS STATEMENT 
(CELLBLOCK, INTERVIEW SHEET) 

Court Date ________ _ 
SAA Recommendation; 
One Test ____ CJD __ _ 
SAA Condition: 
One Test ___ CJD ____ _ 

My name is ____ _ and I represent the Substance Abuse 
Administration. I wish to ask you some questions about your background regarding any possible drug usage 
and to obtain a urine specimen. This information will be available only to your attorney of record or his 
representative, the preGiding Judge, tbe Prosecutor, or an authorized representaUve of the Narcotics Pre­
Trial Diversion Project. You must understand however, what your rights are before I ask any questions. 
You ha'\"e the rigbt to remain silent and you are not required to say anything to me, or answer any questions, 
or submit a urine specimen. You also have ·the rigbt to talk to a }pwyer for advice before I question you and 
to have him with you while I question you. You may answer any questions now without a lawyer being 
present, or you have the right to stop answering questions at anytime, or refuse to submit a urine specimen 
until you talk with a lawyer. If you wish to speak to me now, I ask you to sign this paper which indicates 
that I ba'\"e read the above statement to you, that you understand all of your rights, and that you wish to con­
duct this intemew in the absence of legal counsel. 

NOTE: ThiB consent to release information is subject to revocation at anytime, and unless an earlier date is 
specified. thi~ consent expires 3 days after the date signed. 

am 
/ / pm 

.!De!endant Date Time 
am 

/ / pm 
./Witness Date Time 

DEFEND.-lliT REFUSED TO SIGN. AFTER BEING ADVISED 
am 

/ / pm 
./Witness Date Time 

DEFEl'.'DANT INITIALLY DECUNED INTERVIEW, BUT LATER CONSENTS 

I understand the ad'l"ice given to me above and on the ad'lice of legal counsel by 

___ --., I wish at this time to be interviewed 
Attorney-ai-Law 

am. 
---------------./ /------

--_______ / ___ I ____ p.m 
&/Witness Date Time I/Defendanl Date Time 

I have ad'l"ised my client of his rights and ad'l"ised him to cooperate with the Substance Abuse Administration. 
am. _________________ 1 / pm 

alAttorney Date Time 

Date; ______ _ 

Name; AKA DOB ___ _ 
Address ________________________________ Telephone Number ______ _ 

SSN Sex: __ Male, Female, Race: (_ Black, ( __ White, (_Other 

DRUG HISTORY 
Drug Use: ---Admits, -Denies, __ Visual Observation 
Drugs Last Used: (--Heroin, (-Dilaudid, ( __ Codeine, (---Barbiturate 

(--.Preludin, (_Cocaine, (_Cocaine, (--Amphetamines, 
" ( __ Marijuana, (_PCP, (_Other ) Date last used ______ _ 

SAA Status: (--Active, (_Current/Last Center , (--.-Never. 
Verification of Treatment: DOflage: , ID # ________ _ 

Last Reported; .., Verified With: , By ______ _ 
Other Drug Treatment: (--Active, (--Inactive, (-.Never. 
Program Name , Address _________________ _ 
Current Pre8cription , Date Last Taken __________________ _ 

URINALYSIS 
Submi8sion Status: (_Taken, (_Unable, (--Refu8ed, (-.No AnEwer, (---Late, 
Test Results: (-.Negative, (_Quinine, (-Morphine, (-Methadone, {_Codeine, (--Preludin, 

(_Cocaine, (Amph., (---.l{/Amph., (--PCP, (_Other. 

Interviewer 
DBa·1II1 (J1Tt) 

______________________________________ Date _______ ------



,------- -. 

Appendix B 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE TRACKING FORM 

( 

LOCK UP # _______ _ 

DOCKET # 1 1 

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE TRACKING 

REFERRAL OJ 
SOURCE: ___ ~~~~~ 

CATEGO~Y: ________ _ 

I. DATE OF CONTACT: 1 1 1 1 1 1 
agIO 11 12 13 

2. CLIENT'S NAME. 

(LlSt Nome) 114 1151161)18119120121'22'2312.'25 '2612; '2:;J 
IFiru [I I , I I Iii ii' IJ :~~~;. 0 
N.nel 29 30 31 32 33 J4 3'; 3637 38 39 4041 42 

3. MOTHER'S NAME. 

4. 

5. 

5. 

7. 

B 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

lu., Name) r I , I I I I I I I I I I III 
43 44 4~ 46 4748 49 50 51 ~2 53 54 S5 56 57 

IMoiden Nome) I I I I I I I I I I 1 I I I 
~,a 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 6768 69 70 

NAME AS KNOWN TO COURT: 

ALIASES 

CLlENT'S AOORESS. _________________ _ 

TIME IN O.C. AREA, _____ TELEPHONE; _____ _ 

OATE OF BIRTH Month Day Vear m CD OJ 
AGE ____ 74 75 76 77 78 79 

PLACE OF BIRTH' __________________ _ 

________ Cord Code 10/1 _________ _ 

lCa,d 21 1.0 = 13· 71 

SOCIAL SECURITY NO.: ITO OJ II " I 
CLIENT'S SEX 

CLIENT'S RACE 

8 9 

17) Male 0 
(1) 

lBI Blac~ 0 
Cl) 

EMERGENCY CONTACTS 

Name 

Addreu 

Phone No 

Relaltong,lp 

EMPLOYER S NAME 

Addr .... 
l'hoo<No.: __ 

10 1112 1314151& 

Female 0 
(2) 

White 0 Other 0 
(2) (3) 

14, WHAT IS HIGHEST GRADE COMPLETED IN SCHOOL? 

CH.S. Groo ;,2; CoIIejje Grad' 161 

CD 
1920 

15. WHAT IS YOUR MARITAL STATUS: (Choc:lo...l (211 

OIl) 

Merriird 0 
lincludi"ll COInmon-bwl (2) 

s.>eral8d Of drvorad 0 C 3) 

WidInwd 0 C4, 

~ned 0(5 ) 

16. HUMBER OF DEPENOENTS: _____ _ 

17. 

DATE NAME OF REVIEWER AND 1.0. NO. 

DHA·987 (2n41 

COURT TESTING UNIT/CRIMINAL JUSTICE OIVISION/DETERMINATION 

OF DRUG ABUSE 

lB. NARCOTICS USE, :22) Admits 0 (1) Deni •• 0 (2) OVl$u81 131 
Observation 

19. rfPE OF NARCOTIC' _____ _ Amount ______ _ 

20. DAT.E, LAST USED. ____________________ _ 

21. CLIENT CLASSIFICATION (Chock Onel: (231 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

76. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

C4!rrmtlv Acti.e 0 II) Currentlv lnacti.e 0 121 

Currenl or last center OJ (26. 27) 
Date last repor red to center I I 
VERIFICATION OF TREATMENT. ____________ _ 

OTHER DRUG TREATMENT/DESCRIBE ________ _ 

CLIENT N.T.A. I.D. NUMBER. 

URINALYSIS: 1331 

Taken 0 (1) Refused 0(2) 

1 1 I 1 I 1 
28 29 30 31 32 

Unable 0 13) 

Oth., 0 (4) 
ISpeclfy ______________ _ 

EMERGENCY METHADONE (,IVEN 1341 

Amount ""g •• 1 ITTI 
YesOII) NoOl2f 

35 36 37 

Ad,nlllistered Bv __________________ _ 

TEST RESULTS 

All Tesu Negative 01381 Amphetamine 0(431 

Ournln~ 0139) Meth. Amphetamine 0(441 

Morphtn..;" 0140) Penlobarb. 0(451 

Melhaaone 0(411 Amobarb, Q (46) 

Cocaine 01421 Other lSoeclfyl !J 147) 

Cooerne 0 

VETERAN 0 YES 0 NO 

Type of Discharge 0 Honorable 0 General 0 Dishonorable OOthe, 

CHARGE 

JUDGE ____ ~~~~;=~-----------------

'6) 165169
1'olrrV ________ Clrd Code 10/2 _________ _ 

DO DC = 

(Ca,d 3) I.D." 13·7) 

SOCIAL FILE ~ 

I " I " I 8 9 10 II 12 13 14 l~ 
QMV PERMIT" 

1'"111111 111111 
16171819202122232425 2b 27 2829303132 

HEXTCOURTDATE _________________ _ 

31. NAME OF REFERRING COUNSELOR _________ _ 

PAROLEJPROBATION OFFICER ____________ _ 

~HONE _______ _ 

ATTORNEY ___________________________ ___ 

-PHONE _______ _ 

OTHER ___________________________________ _ 

32 
_ _______ Cord Cod' 10/l ___________ _ 

Loe. REFERReD TO DATE 

J-4979 
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APPENDIX C 

CONSTRUCTION OF THE DEFENDANT FILE 

This appendix explains in detail t}-·~ procedures used to 

create the defendant file. The first section describes the 

data bases used; the second section outlines the development of 

the case files from these data bases; and the third section 

describes how the case files were used in the construction of 

the defendant file itself. 

I. DATA BASES USED TO CONSTP.UCT THE DEFENDANT FILE 

Five data bases were used in this process: 

(1) urinalysis data collected by the Alcohol and Drug 
Abuse Services Administration (ADASA) on an old 
version of their tracking formi 

(2) urinalysis data taken from the newer version of the 
ADASA tracking form; 

(3) court-processing information taken from PROMIS Master 
Fi Ie s; 

(4) bail and sentencing data obtained from D.C. Superior 
Court files; and 

(5) drug treatment data taken from ADASA records of 
individual$ processed by that agency. 

Urinalysis data based on the old tracking form was 

available on tape for 1971 through 1975 from ADASA (formerly 

knovm as the Suhstance Abuse Administration, SAA). The 

original urinalysis data file was broken down into a separate 

file for each year. 

Only those urinalysis data files for 1973, 1974, and 1975 

were subsequently used. Several changes were made to the data 

in these files. (1) Both dates in the file--date of birth and 

date of urinalysis test--were in the form MMDDYY (e.g., 
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01/03/52). These dates were changed to the form YYMMDD (e.g., 

520103) to correspond with dates as they were recorded in the 

PRot-as data. (2) Unnecessary data fields were deleted from 

the original files for these three years. DUplications of 

defendants' names were deleted, and alphanumeric codes were 

deleted from eight data elements which also had numeric codes. 

The final urinalysis data files for 1973 through 1975 contained 

14 data element s, whi ch are 1 i sted in Table 1. 

Urinalysis data based on ADASA's new tracking form were 

collected for all available cases from August 21, 1974, through 

December 31, 1977, and through December 31, 1978, for panel 

memLers only. (Urinalysis results were available from the old 

tracking form, on tape, and from the new tracking form for the 

period in 1974 and 1975 when ADASA maintained both types of 

records. We decided to use the information from the old form 

in the construction of the case file for 1974, and to use the 

new tracking form in constructing the 1975 case file. When the 

defendant file was created, however, information was taken from 

both tracking forms for that period.) The new form provided 

additional information, totalling 30 data elemenis for each 

defendant. (See Table 2 for a description of the data 

elements.) The data were coded and transferred to tape, and a 

separate data file was created for each year from 1974 through 

1978. 

Data concerning each defendant's court proceedings were 

obtained from PROMIS data files. A number of data elements 

were selected from those available in PROMIS for use in this 

study. (They are listed in Table 3.) 

C-2 

Table 1. 

Table 2. 

DATA ELEMENTS FOR URINALYSIS DATA FILES 
FOR 1973-1975 (OLD TRACKING FORM) 

Name 
Date of Birth 
Age 
Urinalysis Code 
Released Status 
Active/Inactive 
Referred Status 
Drug Code #1 
Drug Code #2 
Drug Code #3 
Drug Code #4 
Drug Code #5 
Number of Drugs Used 
Testing Date 

DATA ELEMEN~S FOR URINALYSIS DATA FILES 
FOR 1974-1977 (NEW ~P~CKING FORM) 

PDID 
Docket Number 
D~te of Contact (Testing Date) 
F~rst Four Letters of Last Name 
FIrst Letter of Firct Name 
Alias ~ 

Time in Washington, D.C. 
Date of Birth 
Age 
Place of Birth 
Employment Status 
EdUcation 
Marital Status 
Number of Dependents 
Narcotics Use 
Narcotics Type 
Date Last Used 
Client Classification 
Last Center 
Date Reported 
Client NTA ID Number 
Urinalysis Code 

Urine Test Results _ 
Urine Test Results 
Urine ~est Results 
Urine Test Results 
Urine ~est Results 
Veteran Status 
Probation/Parole 
Referral Status 

Drug 
- Drug 
- Drug 
- Drug 
- Drug 
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Type 
Type 
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Table 3. DATA ELEMENTS EXTRACTED 
FROM PROMIS DATA BASE 

PDID 
Name (Last, First, Micdle) 
Sex 
Race 
Date of Birth 
State of Birth 
House Number 
State 
Street Code 
Quadrant: I-NV~, 2-NE, 3-SE, 4-S'W 
original Case Number 
Current Case Number 
Misdemeanor-Felony 
Crime Score 
Offense House Number 
Offense Street Code 
Offense Quadrant 
Offense Date 
Offense Time 
Arrest House Number 
Arrest Street Code 
Arrest Quadrant 

Arrest State 
Arrest Date 
Arrest Time 
Court Appearance Type 
Property/Evidence Recovered 
Number of Codefendants 
Papering Date 
Specially Assigned Type 
Defense Attorney Type 
Number of Witnesses 
Release Type 
Final Action Reason for Case 
Final Action Date 
Final Disposition 
Weapon 
Injury 
Residence (local) l-Yes, 2-No, 3-Unknown 
Length of Residence 
Employment Status 
Type of Employment 
Victim/Defendant Relationship 
Defendant Arrest Record: l-Yes, 2-No, 3-Unknown 
Defendant Arrested Pa3t Five Years 
Alias: l-Yes, 2-No, 3-Unknown 
Number of Previous Arrests 
Number of Previous Arrests/Crimes against Persons 
Any Convictions: l-Yes, 2-No, 3-Unknown 
Any Convictions Past Five Years 
Defendant on Conditional Release 
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Table 3. DATA EL!MENTS EXTRACTED 
FRQ!.1 PROMIS DATA BASE (continued) 

Release Type 
Court Charge Charge #1 
Final Action Reason #1 
Special Program Type #1 
Court Charge Code #2 
Final Action Reason #2 
Special Program Type #2 
C?urt Charge Code #3 
Flnal Action Reason #3 
Special Program Type #3 
Court Charge Code #4 
Final Action Reason #4 
Special Program Type #4 
Court Charge Code #5 
Final Action Reason #5 

Special Program ~ype #5 
Court Charge Code #6 
Final Action Reason #6 
Special Program Type #6 

Maximum Charge 
Maximum Sentence 
SMALLG 
Number of Law Witnesses 
Narcotics Inv. 
First Arrest Auto 
Defendant Heroin or Opiate 
Defendant Alcohol 
Job Less than 6 Months 
Defendant Employed 
Defendant Special Circumstances 
Defendant Physical Disability 
Defendant Conditional Release Arrest 
Convicted Imp POssession 
Victim-Defendant Relationship 
Victim Arrest Record 
Victim Heroin or Opiate 
Victim Alcohol 
Victim Sex 
Victim Age 
Victim Employed 
Victim Time in D.C. 

Separate data files, including data for all defendants, 

created for each year from 1973 through 1978. 
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Bail and sentencing data for each panel member were 

collected from District of Columbia Superior Court files for 

August 21, 1974, through December 31, 1978. These data were 

then coded and transferred to tape, and a separate data file 

was created for each year.* 

Bail and sentencing information was collecteO in two 

different formats. The more detailed information was collected 

for each panel mem~er for the panel period (August 21, 1974, 

through April 30, 1975), with a total of 27 data elements for 

each panel member as 1 i sted in Table 4. For trle per iod Hay 1, 

1975, through December 31, 1978, only 8 data elements were 

collected for each defendant (see Table 5). 

Drug treatment information concerning individuals 

processed by the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Services Administration 

was obtained via tape and included demographic data, names of 

clinics to which individuals were referred, and any transfers 

between clinics. For a list of the data elements available in 

the drug treatment data base, see Table 6. 

Table 4. DATA ELE~lliNTS FOR BAIL AND 
SENTENCING DATA--PANEL PERIOD 

Found Case Jacket 
Initial Bond 
Amount of Bond 
Conditions of Release 
Failure to Appear 
NumLer of Times no Bench Warrant 
Number of Times Bench Warrant 
Number of Times BRA 
Number of Rearrests 

*For more detailed information about the collection of bail and 
sentencing data, see Appendix D. 
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Table 4. DATA ELEMENTS FOR' BAIL AND SENTENCING 
DATA--PANEL PERIOD (continued) 

Number of Changes in Release Conditions 
Bail Days In 

N;y Ch~n~es in Dollar Amount of Bond 
D1Sposltlon , 
Most Serious 
Minimum Time 
Maximum Time 
Probation 
Suspended 
Fine 

Convicted Charge 
(in c1.ays) 
(in days) 

Is fine alternative to incarceration? 

Federal Youth Corrections Act 
NARA 
Other Sentencing Conditions 
Sentencing Days In (through 12/31/78) 
New Case Number 

Table 5. DATA ELEMENTS FOR BAIL AND 
SENTENCING DATA--NON-PANEL PERIOD 

CUrrent Case Number 
PDID 
Found Case Jacket 
Bail Days In 
Most Serious Convicted Charge 
Sentence 
Sentencing Days In 
Other Sentencing Conditions 

Ta 1:,le 6. DATA ELEMENTS F'OP. DRUG TREATMENT DATA 

Unit or Clinic 
NTA Identification Number 
Master Date 
Last Name 
First Name 
Race 
Sex 
D{'lte of Birth 
Status 
Master Unit 
Code Transfer Unit 
Date 
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II. FORMATION OF CASE FILES 

For this study, a case file is a file for a given year 

containing uri:lalysis and court-processing information for each 

defendant. Case files for the years 1973 through 1977 were 

constructed by merging three data bases: urinalysis data from 

the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Services Administration, from the 

nld and new tracking forms, and PROMIS court-processing data. 

As described in the previous section, separate data files 

for urinalysis data and PROMIS data were available for each 

year from 1973 through 1977. PROt-ns data files included all 

cases screened during a given year. The ADASA data base 

consisted of urinalysis results for arrestees as well as for 

others who had not been arrested but had volunteered or been 

referred for testing. 

To create the case files, we attempted to find the 

urinalysis information for each arrestee in PROMIS. Because 

not all arrestees are sent to the lock-up where urinalysis 

specimens are obtained, the number of arrestees in the PRO~1IS 

files exceeded the number of individuals with urinalysis data. 

Clearly, therefore, for a number of arrestees in PROMIS no 

corresponding ':inalysis data would be available. 

The first step was to combine PROMIS and urinalysis data 

for a given individual. In order to make sure that information 

from both data bases referred to the same person, a number of 

match-and-merge sequences were undertaken. 

Unfortunately, however, only three data elements were 

available for this procedure for 1973 and 1974, because these 

were years for which urinalysis data were taken from ADASA's 
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old tracking form, which included less information than the 

more recent form. Matching and merging PROMIS and urinalysis 

data for these two years proved to be a long and arduous task 

due to this limitation. 

Two criteria used to match and merge PROMIS and urinalysis 

data were name and date of birth. A third criterion was also 

used: the match between papering date (from PROMIS) and date 

of urine testing (from the urinalysis data base). The third 

criterion was considered the most important. An arrestee's 

urine is usually tested within a day of the time his case is 

papered, and within any given year an individual may have been 

arrested more than once. Therefore, for each match-and-merge 

sequence, the correspondence between a defendant's papering 

date and his date of urinalysis was an essential criterion. 

papering and urinalysis testing dates which differed ty more 

than one week were considered unacceptable. 

To explain separately each match-and-merge sequence used 

would be cu~bersome. A detailed descriptio~ of 0ne match-and­

merge procedure is provide~ below. The following criteria (key 

fields) Were used for the first match-and-merge sequence: 

From urinalysis data: 
urine testing date 
date of birth 
first two letters of last name 

From PROMIS: 
papering date 
date of birth 
first two letters of last name 

The individual's name proved to be the most problematic 

criterion. Names were often misspelled; first and last names 

were often switched. First and last names were separated by a 
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comma in the PROMIS data and by a space in the urinalysis 

data. This made the match-and-merge sequences more difficult. 

Software developed at INSLAV: wa.s used in the 

match-and-merge process. Tlle file containing the urinalysis 

. th PRONIS data were sorted on the data and the file containl.ng e 1 < 

three key fields previously mentioned, and a FORTRAN program 

was used to match records. 

attempted using different combinations of the Matching was 

criteria (e.g., different parts of the defendant's name). 

'I all com~l.'nations of the available process continued untl. ~ 

trl.'ed or until further match-and-merge criteria had been 

only a few matches between urinalysis sequences produced 

PROMIS data. 

Because later match-and-merge sequences used less 

The 

and 

, , th output file of matched urinalysis and stringent crl.terl.a, e 

PRONTS data was checked visually to ensure that the data were 

t h d Incorrect matches which were indeed properly ma c e . 

deleted from the file and added to t~e files discovered were 

containing unmatched PROMIS ~nd unmatched urinalysis data, and 

were thus accessible for use in SUbsequent match-and-merge 

sequences. 

For 1975 through 1977, urinalysis data were based on 

. form (see Table 2) and were used to ADASA's new trackl.ng 

formulate case files for those years. The new tracking form 

provided additional criteria which were used as the key fields 
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to match-and-merge urinalysis and PROMIS data. These criteria 

included: 

PDID (police department ID number) 
docket number 
urinalysis testing date 
name 
date of birth. 

Criteria taken from PRONIS data included: 

PDID 
Current case numLer 

(identical to docket number) 
papering date 
name 
date of birth. 

The same FORTRAN program used to create the case files for 

1973 and 1974 was used in the formulation of case files for 

1975 through 1977. Several match-and-merge sequences were 

checked visually to ensure that the data were correctly matched. 

rlhen the match-and-merge process was complete, some 

unmatched PROMIS and some unmatched urinalysis data remained 

for 1973-77. The case files were intended to be based on the 

number of arrestees for that year. The remaining "unmatched" 

urinalysis data may have contained some arrestees for a given 

year, a'long wi th indi viduals who were not processed by the 

court but Who came to the ADAFZ\ voluntarily. The unmatched 

urinalysis data were therefore not included in the case files. 

Unmatched PROMIS nata, however, were a necessary component for 

the case files because we wished to maintain the original 

number of defendants found in the PROHIS data for the yeals iT'! 

question. The unmatched PROMIS data were padded with blanks 

for the missing urinalysis data and were then merged with the 

file containing matched urinalysis and PRONIS data. This 

procedure was followed with the case files for each year. 
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The matched urinalysis and court-processing data for all 

defendants for a given year thus cecame the case file for that 

year. A number of changes were then made in the files. 

Several new variables Were created and added. One of these 

was the "matched/unmatched" variable. For each record in a case 

file having no urinalysis data (unmatched PROl'lIS data, with 

blanks for the missing urinalysis data), the "matched/ 

unmatched" variable was given a value of O. All records containing 

PROMIS data matched with urinalysis data were given a value of 1. 

The following list of drug variables was also devised, based 

on the test results taken from the urinalysis data, and attached 

to each case file: 

Morphine 
Quinine 
Methadone 
Legal Methadone 
Phenmetrazine 
Amphetamines 
Methamphetamines 

Codeine 
Cocaine 
Barbiturates 
Any Narcotics (Mo/Qui/Meth/Cod) 
Any Stimulants (Pre/Amph/Metha/Coc) 
Summary of drug results variable 

For example, if a defendant's urine test was positive for 

morphine, the newly created variable "morphine" was assigned a 

value of 2. If the test proved negative for the drug, a value 

of 1 was assigned. If there was no information available for 

that particular drug, a value of 0 was assigned. 

For the 1973-77 case files, Julia.l dates were created and 

attached to the files.* Julian dates were formulated for the 

following variables: 

From urinalysis data: 
date of birth 
urine test date 

*Julian dates are based on a system in which days are numbered 
consecutively from an arbitrarily selected point (e.g., June I, 
1970, is day I, July 4, 1970, is day 3~, etc.). 
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From PROMIS data: 
date of birth 
offense date 
arrest date 
papering date 
final disposition date. 

For the 1975-77 case files, two more Julian dates were 

produced based on the additional variables available from the 

new urinalysis tracking form. Julian dates were formulated for 

the following variables: 

From urinalysis data: 
date last used drugs 
date reported. 

Case files for 1973-77 contained all arrestees appearing 

in PROMIS for those years. Urinalysis information for 1978, 

however, was available only for panel members. This 

information was matched and merged with PROMIS data to create 

the file for 1978, through a process to be detailed in the 

section, "Record Type TVlO," below. 

III. FOP-MATION OF THE DEFENDANT FIL,E 

Each case file consisted of a merged PROMIS and urinalysis 

record (if found) for all defendants' cases in PROMIS in a 

given year. To create the defendant file, we selected only 

records for the 7,087 panel members. 

In this section we will describe: 

(A) the types of information included in the defendant 
file; 

(B) the formation of types of iniormation knOVlD as record 
types; 

(c) tIle data processing involved in creating the defendant 
file; and 

(D) the final defendant file. 
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A. Types Of Information In The Defendant File 

First, we will define the types of information which the 

defendant file was intended to contain, and to which the 

subsequent sections of this appendix will refer. 

The first category of information, called record type one, 

is the panel member's initial (panel) case--that is, the panel 

member's earliest case occurring on one of the 139 days during 

the panel period (August 21, 1974, to April 30, 1975). There 

is one panel case for each panel member; the defendant file 

therefore consists of 7,087 panel cases or type one records. 

The second type of information, record type two, consists 

of all cases for each panel member subsequent to his panel 

case, through December 31, 1978. 

Record type three includes all cases for each panel memcer 

( prior to his panel case, back to January 1, 1973. 

Record type four contains drug treatment information for 

each panel member who sought treatment at an ADASA clinic 

through early 1980. Drug treatment information was located for 

812 of the 7,087 panel members. 

B. Formation Of Record ?ypes 

Record Type One--panel Case 

Record type one, panel members' initial cases occurring 

between August 21, 1974, and April 30, 1975, could, by 

definition, be derived only from the case files for 1974 and 

1975. The procedures by VJhich the type one records were 

derived from these two case files were similar. 
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The first step in this process for 1974 was to extract 

data for all panel members from the 1974 case file. ( Recall 

that the case files contained data on all arrestees for a given 

year.) ?he resulting file of panel members' cases was then 

divided into two separate files: (1) all panel members' cases 

occurring between January 1, 1974, and August 20, 1974 

(nonpanel period), and (2) all panel members' cases occurring 

between August 21, 1974, and December 31, 1974 (panel period). 

The file containing panel members' cases prior to August 

21, 1974, was set aside for use in creating type three records 

(information on panel me~Lers' cases occurring prior to the 

panel case). 

The second file contained all panel members' cases 

occurring during the panel period (August 21, 1974, through 

December 31, 1974). 

At this point, the bail and sentencing data collected for 

the period of August 21, 1974, through December 31, 1974, were 

added to this second file. (More detailed bail and sentencing 

data, as described earlier, had been gathered for the panel 

pe~iod than for the nonpanel period. Again, see Table 4.) 

After concatenating the bail and sentencing data to the 

file, we selected out only those cases which had occurred on 

one of the selected 139 days. 

The resulting file contained information on panel members' 

cases occurring on any of the 139 sample days which were in 

1974. The next step was to make sure the file contained one 

case for each panel member, or the earliest case for those with 

several cases during this time. Subsequent~ases for persons 
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arrested more than once between August 21, 1974, and December 

31, 1974, were saved in a separate file for use in creating 

type two records (cases following the panel case). 

The result of this entire procedure was a file containing 

1974 panel cases (type one records for 1974). At this point, 

the file consisted of urinalysis data based on the old tracking 

form, PROMIS data, the newly constructed drug variables and 

Julian dates, and bail and sentencing data for each panel case 

in 1974. Urinalysis data based on the new tracking form (see 

Table 2) was available for 1974. In order to have the most 

comprehensive data available for each panel case, the 

urinalysis data based on the new tracking form was then 

concatenated to this file. 

After creating the file for 1974, a file of type one 

( records for 1975 was created. 

First, information on all panel memcers was extracted from 

the 1975 case file and divided into: (1) a file containing all 

panel members' cases occurring between January I, 1975, and 

April 30, 1975 (panel period), apd (2) a file containing all 

members' cases occurring between May I, 1975, and DecemLer 31, 

1975 (nonpanFl periOd). 

The second file created here thus contained panel memcers' 

cases subsequent to the panel case and was set aside for use in 

creating a file of type two records. 

File 1 above, containing all panel members' cases for the 

1975 portion of the panel perioo, was used to create the recoTd 

type one file for that year. 
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The next step was the addition to this file of bail and 

sentencing data for January I, 1975, through April 30, 1975. 

(Bail and sentencing data were described in Table 3.) 

Next, cases which occurred on any of the 139 selected days 

were extracted from this file. (Cases which did not occur on 

one at the 139 days were maintained in a separate file. How 

these cases were processed will be described later.) 

The output file from this procedure consisted of panel 

members' cases occurring on one of the 139 days within the 

panel period. Of the 7,087 selected panel members, 4,383 had 

their panel case in 1974. It was possible that these panel 

members also had cases appearing on one of the 139 selected 

days within the 1975 file. To ensure that there was only one 

panel case per panel mE::lnber, it was necessary to determine if 

anyone of the 4,383 panel members contained in the record type 

ones for 1974 also had a case in the 1975 file. Four hundred 

and nine such cases were found and deleted from the file of 

panel members' cases for 1975 (type one records). These 409 

cases ~~re stored in a separate file for use in creating type 

two records (cases occurring after the panel case). 

At this point, the file of cases for 1975 included more 

than one case for some panel members. For these panel members, 

the earliest or panel case was identified, and subsequent cases 

were set aside for use in creating a file of type two records 

for 1975 panel members (cases occurring after the panel case). 

The file of panel cases for 1975 included at this stage: 

urinalysis data from the new tracking form, PROMIS data, the 

newly constructed drug variables, Julian dates, and bail and 
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sentencing data. Urinalysis data based on the old tracking 

form was available for 1975. In order to have the most 

comprehensive urinalysis data, we merged data from the old 

tracking form with the file of 1995 cases. 

The files containing type one records for 1974 and fOl 

1975 were then merged. The final record type one file for 1975 

contained 2,704 cases; adding these to the 4,383 panel cases 

for 1974, the resulting file contained 7,087 cases. 

Record Type 'I'wo'--post-panel Cases 

Type two records for the defendant file consisted of all 

cases for each panel member subsequent to his or her panel case. 

All panel members' cases occurring after April 30, 1975, 

through December 31, 1978, were type two cases. Separate files 

of these cases were created for each year, 1976 through 1978. 

It was possible for type two cases to have occurred during 

the panel period in 1974 and 1975. So for these two years the 

process of extracting type two cases \!Jas more complicated. 

During the ~rocess of creating 1974 type one records from 

the case file, two files remained containing cases which were 

not panel cases. One file contained panel members' cases from 

any of the selected 139 days but after the first or panel 

case. These were labeled type two records for 1974. 

The second file contained panel members' cases from the 

panel period but not from one of the 139 days. Some of these 

cases occurred after the panel case and some occurred before 

the panel case. The latter were deleted from this file and 

-t'1t-
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sLored separately for use in constructing a file of type three 

records. 

It this point, the two separate files containing type two 

records for 1974 were merged, resulting in one file containing 

all type two records (panel members' cases occurring after the 

panel case) for the year. 

Four files remained after creation of the file of panel 

cases for 1975: 

(1) panel members' cases occurring between May I, 1975, 
and December 31, 1975 (nonpanel period); 

(2) cases occurring within the panel period and on one of 
the 139 days, but for defendants whose panel cases had 
taken place in 1974; 

(3) panel members' cases occurring within the panel period 
and on one of the 139 days, but for defendants whose panel 
cases took place on another day in 1975; and 

(4) panel members' cases occurring within the panel period 
but not on one of the 139 days. 

Files 1 through 3 contained only cases which took place 

atter the panel case (type two records). File 4 contained some 

type two and some type three records (cases occurring before 

the panel case). All type three cases were deleted from this 

file and stored in another file for use in creation of a type 

three record for 1975. 

Bail and sentencing data were availacle for the second 

half of 1975, the nonpanel period, although in less detail than 

that incorporated into the type one record file. These data 

were merged with File I, panel members' cases for the nonpanel 

period. 

Files 2, 3, and 4 already contained ~ail and sentencing 

information, which had been added during the creation of the 
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record type one file for 1975 (see Table 4). These data, 

however, were more detailed than the bail and sentencing 

information in File 1. These three files were merged; bail and 

sentencing data were then condensed to coincide with the bail 

and sentencing information available in File Ii and after 

merging and condensing, this file \Jas then merged with File 1. 

Thus, 0ne file was created containing all 1975 cases subsequent 

to the panel case, or type two records. 

A file was created for 1976 and 1977 containing data 

extracted from panel members' case files. Bail and sentencing 

data (see Table 5) were then added and unnecessary data 

deleted. (See Table 7 for a description of data included in 

record type two cases.) 

All record type two files for 1974 (starting August 21, 

1974) through 1977 had thus been created. 

As mentioned earlier, a case file was not created for 

1978. To create a record type two file for 1978, a file was 

used which contained PROMIS data f~r panel members only. 

Urinalysis data had been collected for 1978 for panel members 

(see Table 2). These data were matched and merged with the 

PROMIS data for 1978, and drug variables and Julian dates were 

then added to this file. Bail and sentencing data were also 

available for 1978. 

Prior to collection of the bail and sentencing data for 

1978, a sequence number was added to the file containing PROMIS 

data fer panel members in 1978. The same sequence number was 

noted on the form used to collect bail and sentencing data. A 
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simple match-and-merge procedure was then performed to add the 

bail and sentencing data to the file. 

At this point, there were five record type two files, one 

for each year from 1975 through 1978, and one for August 21 

through December 31 of 1974. These five files were then merged 

into one file containing all type two records for panel members. 

Table 7: DATA INCLUDED IN TYPE THO RECORDS 

Employment Status 
Marital Status 
Narcotics Use 
Narcotics Type 
Client Classification 
Last Center 
Client NTA ID Number 
Urinalysis Code 
Veteran Status 
Probation/parole 
Referral Status 
PDID 
Sex 
Race 
Date of Birth 
Quadrant: I-NW, 2-NE, 3-SE, 4-SW 
Original Case Number 
Current Case Number 
Misdemeanor-Felony 
Crime Score 
Offense Quadrant 
Offense Date 
Arrest Quadrant 
Arrest Date 
Court Appearance Type 
Papering Date 
Release Type 
Final Action Reason for Case 
Final Action Date 
Final Disposition 
Residence (local) l-Yes, 2-NO, 3-unknown 
Length of Residence 
Employment Status 
Victim/Defendant Relationship 
Alias: I-Yes, 2-No, 3-Unknown 
Defendant on Conditional Release 
Release Type 
Court Charge Code #1 
Final Action Reason #1 
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Table 7: DATA INCLUDED IN TYPE nw RECORDS (cont' d . ) 

Special Program Type #1 
Court Charge Code #2 
Final Action Reasor #2 
Special Program Type #2 
Maximum Charge 
Maximum Sentence 
SMALLG 
Number of Lay Witnesses 
Matched/Unmatched 
Morphine 
Quinine 
Methadone 
Legal Methadone 
preludin 
Amphetamines 
Methamphetamines 
Codeine 
Cocaine 
Barbiturates 
Narcotics (Mo/Qui/Meth/Cod) 
Stimulants (Pre/Amph/Metha/Coc) 
Summary of Drug Results 
Age at Arrest (uses PROMIS date of birth) 
Found Case Jacket 
Bail Days In 
Most Serious Convicted Charge 
Sentence 
Sentencing Days In 
Other Sentencing Conditions 

Record ~ype Three--Pre-panel Cases 

Data on each panel member's cases taking place before his 

or her panel case were termed type three records. 

Cases occurring prior to the panel case would be found 

only in 1973, 1974, and from January 1 through April 29 in 1975. 

All panel members' cases in 1973 were, by definition, type 

three cases. Therefore, the process of creating a record type 

three file for 1973 was simply a matter of extracting all panel 

members' cases from the last file for 1973. After this was 

done, data were rearranged to correspond to record type three 

format. (Data included in type three records were 
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substantially the same as data included in type two recordsi 

see Table 7.) 

The process of creating a record type three file for 1974 

was more complex and involved two' files which were already in 

existence: 

(1) a file containing cases occurring prior to the panel 
period (which began August 21, 1974)i this was a byproduct 
of the creation of the file of panel cases (record type 
one): and 

(2) a file of cases occurring during the panel period, not 
on one of the selected 139 days, and before the panel 
case; this was a byproduct of the creation of the record 
type two file (cases occurring after the panel case). 

These two files were merged, the format was rearranged to 

conform to record type three format, and the result was a 

record type three file for 1974. 

For 1975 we used another file generated during the record 

type two process--that is, one containing cases occurring 

during the panel period but not on one of the 139 days, but 

before the panel case. After we rearrangeo the data to fit the 

record type three format, we merged this file with type three 

recordf. for 1973 and 1974, resulting in one fi:'e for all panel 

members' cases occurring before the panel case. 

Record Type Four--Treatment Information 

Record type four consisted of drug treatment information 

for panel members processed by the Alcohol and Drug Abuse 

Services Administration. This data included demographic data, 

the names of clinics to which individuals were referred, and 

any transfers between clinics. (See Table 6 for a list of all 

data elements in the drug treatment data base.) 
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The drug treatment data contained one record per 

individual. Each record contained 1,200 bytes (characters), 

including some blank fields. Software was develop~d to delete 

all unnecessary fields, or blank spaces, from the file. 

To incorporate the drug treatment data into the defendant 

file, it was necessary to extract only data for panel members. 

The procedure is described below. 

A new file was created by extracting data from the record 

type one file, including defendant's nam~, date of birth, 

client N':::'A identification number, PDID, and arrest and papering 

dates. (See Table 8 for a description of this file.) This 

extracted file was matched and merged with the ADASA drug 

treatment data, using name, date of birth, and the NTA 

identification number as criteria. (For a list of the 

match-merge sequences used, see Table 9.) 

Ta ble 8. DATA ELEMENTS EXTRACTED FRm~ RECORD TYPE ONE 
AND MERGED WITH DRUG TREATMENT DATA 

ELEt-1ENT SOURCE 

Name Urinalysis Data 
(old tracking form) 

Date of Birth urinalysis Data 
(old tracking form) 

Name Urinalysis Data 
(new tracking form) 

Date of Birth Urinalysis Data 
(new tracking form) 

NTA Identification # Urinalysis Data 
(new tracking form) 

Name PROMIS Data 

Date of Birth PROMIS Data 
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Table 9. 

SEQUENCE 
# 

1 

2 

3 

4 

j 

I 

I 

MATCH-MERGE SEQUENCES USED ':'0 MERGE DRUG TREATMEN':::' 
DATA vliTH EXTRACT FILE FROM TYPE ONE RECORDS 

DATA ELEMENTS FROM 
RECORD TYPE ONE 

PROMIS Data - First 
Two Letters of the 
Last Name 

PROMIS Data - Date of 
Birth 

NTA Identification # 

PROMIS Data - First 
Four Letters of the 
Last Name 

PROMIS - Date of Birth 

Urinalysis Data (new 
tracking form) -
First Four Letters 
of the Last Name 

Urinalysis Data - First 
Letter of First Name 
(new tracking form) 

PROMIS Data - Date of 
Birth 

Urinalysis Data (old 
tracking form) -
First Four Letters 
of Last Name 

PROMIS Data - Date of 
Birth 

DATA ELEMENTS FROM 
DRUG TREATMENT DATA 

First Two Letters of the 
Last Name 

Date of Birth 

NTA Identification # 

First Four Letters of 
the Last Name 

Date of Birth 

First Four Letters 
of the Last Name 

First Letter of 
First Name 

Date of Birth 

First Four Letters of 
Last Name 

Date of Birth 

From this procedure we obtained treatment records for 862 

panel members. Each record included information extracted from 

the record type one file for that particular panel member and 

the panel member's drug treatment data. 
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A computer-assisted visual check of the matched records 

was conducted to ensure that each panel member was 

appropriately matciled to his or her drug treatment data. The 

final file contained 812 matched records. 
(See Table 10 for a 

description of the final file for record type four.) 

Table 10. DATA INCLUDED IN ~YPE FOUR RECORDS 

Unit or Clinic 
NTA ID Number 
Master Date 
Race 
Sex 
Date of Birth 
Treatment Status 
Number of Histories 

(admissions, discharges, transfers) 
History Records 1-20 
Unit Codes 1-20 
Dates of Contact 1-20 

C. Data ProcesEing 

Developing the software employed in the creation of the 

defendant file was a complex task. The input data consisted of 

a separate file for each of the tour record types, and the data 

configurations differed for each file. 

The defendant file consists of logical records and 

physical records. All data pertaining to anyone defendant are 

included in one logical record, which, in turn, may include a 

varying number of physical records. A physical record is one 

continuous line of data followed by a line feed. 

Each input file was first sorted by PDID, record type and 

papering date so that the final defendant file would contain 

one logical record per panel member. Within each logical 

record, there would be a numcer of physical records: 
the panel 

C-26 

I'f 

I 
I 

I 
{ 

I 
:1 

:I 
,1 

i/ 
" 

I 
,I 

'/ 
'f 

/

:1 

I 
1 
1 , 
, , 

I 

case (record type one); 0-10 subsequent cases (record type 

two); 0-7 prior cases (record type three); and one drug 

treatment record (record type four), where available. 

The number of physical records within each logical record 

varied because defendants varied in the number of times they 

had been arrested before and after their panel cases. Although 

space was left for a maximum of 10 subsequent and 7 prior 

cases, some records were left blank for defendants who had hot 

had the maximum number of cases. 

The program to create the defendant file calculated a 

number of statistics and created some new variables. The 

number of type two records and the number of type three records 

per panel member were calculated and added to the panel case 

record. 

Two other variables--whether a drug treatment record was 

found for a given panel member, and number of clinic 

admissions, transfers, and discharges--were produced and added 

to each drug treatment file (record type four). 

Another variable, whether bail and sentencing data were 

collected for a particular defendant, was produced and added to 

the type one, type two, and type three records for each 

defendant. 

The software used to create the defendant file also 

recoded some of the variables found in the drug treatment 

data. Data elements containing alpha values were recoded so as 

to contain numeric values only. This was done to facilitate 

further analysis. 
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The drug treatment record contained the date on which 

treatment entry, transfer, or discharge occurred. The software 

calculated Julian dates for each date and concatenated these 

new dates to the end of each record type four. 

The software that produced the defendant file carried out 

one other important procedure. As this was a longitudinal 

file, we wished to ensure that no duplicate cases appeared in 

the defendant file. Under current court procedures it is 

possible for an individual to be arrested for a crime, have his 

case dismissed, and then have the same case resubmitted, 

usually on lesser charges for the same offense. Under these 

circumstances two records would appear in PROMIS for the same 

offense. To ensure proper data for measuring recidivism, it 

was necessary to delete any such duplicate records. Therefore, 

( each record type one was compared with all type two and all 

type three r."ecords. Each record type two was compared vd th all 

other type two records and all type three records, and each 

record type three was compared with all other type three 

records. 

All type one records (panel cases) were, of necessity, 

retained in the final defendant file. However, any type two or 

type three record was eliminated if its arrest date, papering 

date, or offense date was identical to that of a record type 

one. Similarly, any record type two matching another recprd 

type two or record type three was eliminated. The same process 

was performed on any record type three whose arrest date or 

papering date or offense date matched another record type three. 
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D. Final output: The Defendant File 

The record for each defendant consl'st~ f - 0- seven types of 

physical records. (See Table 11.) The first three physical 

records for each defendant contaih all inform~tion pertaining 

to the panel case (record type one). Three physical records 

were required because the statistical package used to analyze 

the data would only allow physical records of 250 bytes 

(characters) per record. 

The fourth physical record type contains data for as many 

as 10 post-panel cases (type two records). 

The fifth physical record type includes information on as 

many as 7 pre-panel cases (record type 3). 

The sixth and seventh physical record types contain record 

type four information, data concerning drug treatment. If drug 

treatment data were available, one record type four would 

exist, divided into two physical records. 

. 

'rable 11. DISTRIBUTION OF LOGICAL RECORDS 
AND PHYSICAL RECORDS 

Maximum No. 
No. of of Record 
Physical Types for 

Record Type Records Each Defendant Total 

1 3 1 3 

2 1 10 10 

3 1 7 7 

4 2 1 2 
22 
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All physical records in the defendant file were sorted by 

PDID and papering date. Next, all physical records pertaining 

to a panel member were stored in the file within one logical 

record. To maintain the privacy and security of the defendant 

file, all personal data, such as names, were deleted from the 

final defendant file. 

{ 
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Appendix D 

BAIL AND SENTENCING DATA COLLECTION 

Bail and sentencing data were collected manually from the 

District of Columbia Superior Court case jackets in two phases: 

detailed information was collected about the panel case of each 

defendant (coded on a "long form"), and less detailed 

information was collected about all subsequent cases for each 

( d d "h t form"). defendant during the follow-up period co e on a s or 

A team of trained and supervised coders worked from a 

computer-generated code sheet that listed information 

identifying each case brought before court, as well as the data 

elements to be searc e an recor e . h d d d d The pr intouts contained 

5,088 panel and 4,301 subsequent cases. Coders went through 

each case jacket corresponding to each defendant's cases and 

recorded the requested information on the appropriate form. 

1 on the computer printout for notes and ~here was amp e space 

, d d "Jere encouraged to write enough about the questlons, an co erB , 

case and its events so that it would not be necessary to return 

to the case jacket if any problem arose later. This extra 

information proved valuable in editing and cleaning the data 

prior to analysis. 

After the information was recorded on the printout, it was 

transferred to a keypunch entry sheet. In this process, notes 

dd d before the narrative information and problems were a resse 

was translated into numbers ready for data entry. This 

procedure was followed for each phase of the data collection. 
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Prior to data entry, a series of checks was made on the coded 

data. 

Two separate validi ty ('hec},s \tJere made on the data during 

data collection. Following the trai'ning sessions and initial 

coding, the supervisor randomly chose to recode several cases 

which had been coded by each person. This produced two sets of 

code sheets for each case. The two data sheets were then 

compared and data elements that were coded differently were 

flagged. The supervisor went over each of these items, 

discussed it with the coder, and referred to the case jacket to 

make sure of the correct answer. When these individual 

conferences were over, everyone participated in a group 

discussion of problems that had been encountered and solutions 

to those problems. No major problems were discovered in the 

validity check, but coder instructions given in the training 

sessions were revised to contain some new information and to 

clarify old rules. Coders returned to the data sheets to 

correct the mistakes brought to light in the qGality chec}~. 

Coders were advised there would be another check later in the 

collection process to assure consistent quality coding. The 

second check was performed three weeks after the first check 

using the same method as before. Again, no substantive 

problems were uncovered; errors found in the second check 

resulted from carelessness and were easily corrected. 

Assured of the quality of the coded data, we then edited 

and cleaned each record. Editing the data consisted of a 

manual check of each record (65 characters on the long form, 2~ 

on the short form) to be sure that identifying ~nformation, 
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such as case number and PDID, vias copied correctly; questions 

in the margin were addressed and codes applied; transcription 

errors were found and corrected. ~nd digit readability was 

checked before keypunching. 

D-3 

-';.;.>;." .•.... ~ :"; ".':~."''' > " 

'\ 
i\ 

} 
I 
I 
! 
[ 

I 
1 
i 
f 

: \ 
! 
: I 
: ( 
. \ 

1 
~ 

I 
I 

. I 

I 
Iii 

J 



r r 

f 




