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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

What types of offenses are drug-using arrestees likely to
be charged with? Can information aktout an arrestee and his 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 ak-
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 sponsured 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 tc 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 ke addressed
using the files.

This summary presents an overview of the project, with
emphasis on the findings and avenues for further research.?*
First, hackgroﬁnd information about the project is presented.
Next, the constructed files are described and their potential
usecs and limitations noted. This is followed by a discussion
and recommenda-

of the analyses conducted, their implications

tions for further research.

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

xi



A. BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

in 1970, the Superior Court of the District of Columbia and
the Narcotics Treatment Administration (subsequently called the
Substance Abuse Administration, and currently called the Alcohol
and Drug Atuse Services Administration, ADASA) undertook a
cooperative effort to develop a system f{or monitecring the drug
use of arrestees. The goal of the program was to oktain infor-
mation akout the drug status of each arrestee that ccula be
used by a judge in determining bail or 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 urinaiysis infor-
mation collected ky 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 1675. Their study docu-
mented the increase in the use of phenmetrazine (Preludin) in

this period and indicated that drug-using arrestees vere less

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

In another study, K. Williams (1879) analyzed recidivism
patterns among arrestees processed in the D.C. Superior Court
during approximately the same period, January 1, 171, to

xii
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August 31, 1975. Williams used information from the Prose-
cutor's Management Information System (PRCOMIS), an automated
case-tracking system that was installed in the Superior Court
Division of the U.S. Atteornev'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. 1In addition, she
fcund that drug use in connection with any type of arrest was a
significant predictor of recidivism.

The 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 akout sul'sequent 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 i1f it were possikle to merge each
person's PROMIS case record with the ADASA record of the
person's urinalysis outcome, the resulting data kase would
contain a wealth of information that could be used to explore
the relationship between drug use and crime among airrestees.
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

xiii
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Obtained information from only 1,88¢ arrestees. The data bases
constructed in this project contain information from over
57,000 cases and constitute the most comprehensive set of
information about arrestee drug use and criminal justice
Processing yet assemkled.

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 1$73 through 1277. 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 urinalyeis
record, the longitudinal file contains information about time
incarcerated during this period and any record of entry intc

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

discussed below.

B. THE CROSS--SECTIONAL DATA 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 1outinely entered into the PROMIS
case-tracking system. The PROMIS data files for 1973-1977

contain 84,917 cases. It was our goal to find the arrestee's

Xiv
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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 tc work with and
information needed to link PROMIS and ADASA records might not
be available or usable. More significant, 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 wheo were detained in the lock-up. Persons not held
ir the lock-up, where ADASA staff process arrestees, would not
have a record of s Lrinalysis test unless the judge had
requested a test at a later time.

Despite these obstacles, a matching urinalysis record was
found for 57,944 cases recorded in PROMIS between 1973 ang
1677, 68 percent of the total, and for <0 bercent of the caces
in which the arrestee was detained in the lockwup. Thus, the
urine record was found for the cverwhelming majority of
arrestt.>s who were eligible for ADASA Processing.

Once the arrestee was placed in the lock~up, there was a
high probakility that an ADASA record would be availaktle
regardless of the offense or the arrectee's demographic
characteristics. Because persons who have criminal histories
or whe are charged with serious crimes are more likely to Le
rlaced in the lock-up, our resulting samples of matched cases
tend to describe the more serious cffenders. Analyses using
the cross-sectional data files therefore apply primarily to
serious offenders detained in the lock-up and rot te persons

Xv
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who are typically released after arrest by the police. The

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

for each year from 1973-77 are summarized in Table 1.

C. THE LONGITUDINAL DATA FILE

The longitudinal file was constructed so that infcrmation
about a perscn'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 13¢ 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 i, 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 akcut 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. LIMITATIONS OF THE DATA FILES
Studies of deviant behavior are prone to a number of meth-
odological difficulties. Perhaps the most serious one is the

xvi
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Table 1.  SEX, RACE, AND AGE OF ARRESTEES IN
CROSS-SECTIONAL CASE FILES, 1973-1977 T
Year of Case
1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
# % # 3 # ) # % # )
Sex:
Male 9,113 87 8,928 es 10,628 86 9,977 83 . 9,796 80
Female 1,386 13 1,205 12 1,705 14 1,986 17 2,473 20
10,499 100% 10,133 100% 12,333 100% 11,963 100% 12,269 100%
Race/Sex:
Black Males 8,245 79 8,091 80 9,629 78 8,845 74 8,828 72
>90% >90% >'89% >88% >89%
Black Females 1,137 11 1,032 10 1.410 11 1,656 14 2,052 17
White Males 665 6 719 7 825 7 951 8 737 6
> 8% > 9% > 9% > 10% > 9%
White Females 204 2 152 2 274 2 286 2 367 3
Race Unknown 248 2 139 1 195 2 225 2 285 2
19,499 100¢ 10,133 100% 12,333 100% 11,963 100% 12,262 100%
Age _at Arrest:
Below 18 143 1 148 1 125 1 106 1 89 1
18-20 2,290 22 2,213 22 2,698 22 2,519 21 2,613 21
21-25 3,307 32 3,144 31 3,810 31 3,572 30 3,715 30
26-30 1,762 17 1,815 18 2,256 18 2,296 19 2,596 21
31-45 2,145 20 2,053 20 2,533 20 2,506 21 2,317 20
46. + 749 7 674 7 780 i 855 7 825 7
No Info. 103 1 86 1 131 1 109 1 114 1
10,499 100% 10,133 100% 12,333 100% 11,963 100% 12,269 10143

¥ Includes all cases in PROMIS matched to an ADASA urine record, provided the test was requgsted wi@hin
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.

3 percents may pnot total to 100 due to rounding.



Table 2

COMPONENTS OF LONGITUDINAL

FILE

PRE-PANEL CASES
(Back Through
1/1/73)

N = 3,865

e 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

e PROMIS Info.

® Urinalysis
Results

» B+ 8 Info.*

e Treatment Info.

*¥Bail and sentencing information:

awaiting trial or after conviction.

time incarcerated while

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

pPresent 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 okjectivity to this project,

limitations should be noted.

a number of potential

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
therefcre made more difficult because the negative group
contains some persons whose drug use went undetected, while the
positive group prokably includes some bersons who did not use
illicit drugs. It should be emphasized that when differences
are found between drug—bositive 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
shoculd not be considered necessarily descriptive of those drug
usere 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 ke limited by the fact that the files
contain arrest records only‘for cases that were processed in
the 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
Oof 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: CROSS-SECTIONAL FILES
Most of the analyses to ke bPresented here utilized cases

from 1972 and 1974. r~hese years were chosen Lecause the PROMIS

xix



A

data files for those years contain information that was not
available for later years. 1In addition, these years had higher
proportions of drug-positive arrestees for study than did later
years.

The urinalysis tests that were conducted were capakle of
detecting nine sukstances (morphine, guinine, methadone, phen-
metrazine, codeine, cocaine, 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 tc be presented, detection of any of these
substances constitutes a drug-positive (D+) urine test result;
a drug-negative (D-) result indicates that the uiinalysis did
not detect any of these substances. In actuality, however,
most of the positive results were caused by the presence of
morphine, quinine, methadone, or phenmetrazine. Phenmetrazine,
or Preludin, is a stimulant that is cften akbused Ly addicts in
Below are some of the.questions

the District of Columbia.

addressed using the cross-sectional files for 1972 and 1¢74.

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 marked decline ke-
ginning in persons over age 30. Persons over age 45 were rela-
tively unlikely to be found to be using drugs. Unfortunately,

XX

PU——

we cannot tell from our data whether this is evidence fcor a

"maturing out" phenomenon.

Table 3 also shows that female arrestees were more likely

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 kehind this finding. One possikility is
that because females are less likely to be arrested, those who
are arrested are more deviant and therefore more likely to ke
using illicit drugs. It is also possikle, however, that females
are mere likely to be using prescribed drugs that are keing de-
tected by the urinalysis test. A recent test of the feasibkbility
of urinalysis screening in jail populations (Richardson, et al.,

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

arrestees.

Tal:le 3
ARRESTEE AGE AND SEX AS PREDICTORS OF A POSITIVE
URINALYSIS RESULT (Tested Specimens from 1973--1¢74)

. Percent of Cases in Which Specimen Was D+:

Male Arrestees Female Arrestees

Age at Arrest (N) 3 (N) 2
18 - 20 (3,372) le (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

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 ke using drugs.
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WHAT CHARGES WERE MOST LIKELY TO INDICATE

Table 4

A POSITIVE TEST RESULT?

(N=17,745 Cases from 1973-1974 with a Urine Test Result)

Maximum Offense

Cases of Males

Percent With This Charge Who Were D+aw

Cases of Females

Charged (N) 2 (N) (%)
Bail Violations (84¢9) 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
Frand/Embezzlement (486) 22 _?I;;; _____ ;g
Consensual Sex —-EE;;;——-ES (656) 24
Burglary (2,160) 20 (103) 15
Auto Theft (602) 18 (a5) 29
Homicide (285) 18 ——?355__—-_1;
Arson/Property

Destruction (314) 14 (23) 4
Gambling (51) 14 {5) b
Simple Assault (584) 13 (32) le
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.

Less than 1 percent.

xx1i

e et

Ly

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
be detected to be using drugs. This 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., 1¢71: Kozel and DuPont, 1977) that in-
dicate that drug-using arrestees are likely to ke charged with
crimes that seek monetary gain, rather than crimes designed to

injure another person.

Do pretrial release conditions and cease dispositions for drug-

positive arrestees differ from those for drug-negative arrestees?

Cases of D+ and D~ arrestees were about equally likely to ke
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 ke released to the cus-
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 urinalysis
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 alout the victim permitted
several analyses to determine whether the arrestee's drug status
was associated with the age of the victim. The findings consis- %
tently indicated that D+ érresteég 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. f

Are drug-positive female arrestees primarily charged with
prcstitution?

There is growing evidence that female addicts are not sole-
ly involved in prostitutior 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

e

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 tc examine questions
regarding each person's pattern of arrests, involvement of drugs
at each arrest, and the possible impact 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 the first
time?

Of the 812 persons (out of 7,087 in the file) processed Ly
the ADASA Intake Unit, 62 percent first éought admission between
thg ages of 21 and 30. This was also the age range that was
aésociated 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 reco;ded.) Not only did drug
status predict the likelihood of any”subsequent arrest, 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<.00l1l).

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 subseguent

XXV



2y

Takle 5
DOES DRUG STATUS AT PANEL ARREST PREDICT REARREST?
Drug Status At Panel Arrect
D+ D-
No. Of Post- (N=670) (N=3,312)
Panel Arrests 2 %
3F 50
None £
1 20 21
2 14 12
3+ 30%* 18%

*p<.001

arrest. Was it likely that these persons were using drugs at
the time of another arrest? (See Table 6.)

Persons who were drug positive at their panel arrest had
about a 50 percent likelihood of being found positive at the
time of an immediately prior arrest or at theilr next arrest.
Between 15 percent and 21 percent of the persons who were drug
negative at the time of their panel arrest were fiound to be
using drugs at another arrest. Thus, persons who are D+ at
arrest are more likely to have additicnal arrests and tc Le

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

Takle €
ED TO
IS DRUG STATUS AT PANEL ARREST RELAT
DRUG STATUS AT PRIOR ARFEEST OR REARREST?

Drug Status At Panel Arrest
D+ D- .
Found Positive (N) % (N) %
*
At preceding arrest (220) 51%* (732) i;*
At next arrest (273) 409% (1,078)

*p<.001
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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 who were rearrested were most:likely to be charged
with the same types of offenses with which they were charged at
the panel arrest. However, persons who were drug positive at
their panel arrest were most likely to be chafgéd 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 arrectees.

G. RECOMMENDATIONS
Within the limitations of method and scope indicated akove,

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 bail 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.
Y PP

A uriralysis monitoring system can also be valuakle in
showing trends in the use of specific drugs in the community.
Our data confirmed the rising trend in the use of pl.enmetrazine
in the District. a feasibility study of the implementation of
urine-~screening bPrograms 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

xxvii



wo

monitoring systems. Identifying drug-use patterns in the
community can assist law enforcement agencies in targeting the

production and distribution of the drugs abused.

Female arrestees were more likely to be detected to be
using drugs than were male arrestees. In addition, drug-using
females were charged with the same types of offenses as were
drug-using males. Prostitution and drug use accounted for only
a portion of the offenses charged for drug-using female
arrestees (50 percent or less, depending on the arrestee's
age). The reasons for the greater apparent prevalence of drug
use among female arrestees are unknown. Since females are less
likely to be arrested, it may be that those who are arrested
are more deviant and, hence, more likely to ke using drugs. It
is also possible, however, that the urine test is picking up an
increased use of legally prescrited, opiate-containing drugs by
females. These findings suggest that urinalysis screening
programs should not omit females from testing. Moreover,
additional studies of drug use among female arrestees should be

undertaken to uncover the reasons kehind our findings.

Drug-using arrestees do not appear to be more likely to
be charged with crimes against the elderly. Programs designed
to prevent crimes. against the elderly should not focus

primarily on drug users.

. Drug users are recidivistic and tend to be using drugs at
the time of their rearrest. Althcugh no findings can prove

that drug use causes crime, the {indings suggest that it is
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reasonakle for crime prevention and rehabilitation programs to

concentrate on persons known to be using hard drugs.

Drug-usiny arrestees were primarily between the ages of
21 and 30. This was also the age‘range in which persons were
most likely to seek treatment for the first time. Drug akuse
prevention programs might therefore focus on persons arrested
prior to age 21, and rehabilitation efforts might better focus
on arrestees 21 to 30. Drug use was less likely to be found
among older arrestees. A sample of older arrestees should
probably be interviewed in order to ascertain whether these
persons once used drugs and, if so, the reasons tehind their

apparent abstinence.

H. FURTHER RESEARCH

The analyses presented in this report were mainly descrip-
tive. Multivariate analyses could provide a more precise test
of the relationships uncovered, but such analyses were beyond
the resources of this exploratory project. In addition to per-
forming multivariate analyses, future research could profitakly
address how these relations would tend to differ according to
the specific drug or drug comkinations detected in urine
specimens. In addition, building on the files that have been
constructed, a number of interesting and potentially valuakle
analyses could be conducted. Some of these are noted below:

By coding information in the files akout the addresses ot

the arrestee and the location of the offense, it would be
possible to learn where D+ and D- arrestees live and where they

travel to commit variocus 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 tc 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 whc 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 Qsers. 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, 1973; Bonnie and Whitebread, 1374). The national
survey conducted for the Second National Commission on
Marijuana and Drug Abuse (1273) 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 attributakle 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 rcle 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
arrestee’'s 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

T

users to per

of crime cau

mit the complex analyses required to addr

sation and treatment impact.

ess

issuec

Th
teé puipose of the Study reported here was to construct a

la
rge data base that could be used to examine the relationship

between arrestee drug use and crime

offenses charged,

case processing and disposition,

Information about the

and prior

subsequen
g t offenses for a large number of bersons arrested

i . . .
n the District of Columbia was merged with information about

eac
h person's drug use at arrest and with

prior and subsequent drug treatment.

constructed,

analyses were conducted th

After the files were

information akout

at defined the content

of the data bases and illustrated the variety of issues that

they can ke useg to address.

The next section des

ent study.

used to protect the confidentiality of th

tained in the

files. we conclude with

the Crcanization of the report.

A. BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

The heroin epidemic in the 19¢

cribes the events that led to the pres-

This is followed by a discussion of the procedures

e information con-

a brief description of

Os and the extensive media

c
overage of the drug use of returning Vietnam veterans inten-

sified the national debate about the relationship of drug use

and crime and the efficacy of treatment.

capital,

efforts to cope with

February 1¢70,

As the nation's

the District of Columbia was in the vanguard cf

the kburgeoning drug abuse problem.

the government of the District of Columbiia

In
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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 Administration, 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
effcrt to develop a system for monitoring the drug use of
arrestees. The goal of the program was to obtain information
about the drug status of each arrestee that could be used by
the judge to make a determination of bail or other conditions

of release (D.C. NTA Criminal Justice Guidelines, 1¢73). 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 those procedures is voluntary.

After computerizing the urinalysis data from the D.C.

Superior Court, Kozel and DuPont (1977) compared arrest

1. ©Noct all persons arrested in the District are de?ained in
the Superiocr Court lock-up. Persons arrested for minor
offenses (e.g., traffic, disturking the pgace? are often
released at the precinct station with a citation or on bond.
Some of these persons may be tested, however, if_tbe 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 lock-up 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 1, 1971, to
August 31, 1¢75. 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 ot Columtia in 1971. Williams found that, other

factors being equal, persons arrested for a drug offernise 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. Recidivism was defined in three ways--rearrest,

cuticn, and reconviction--and was adjusted for the t
the defendant was not on the street.

rearrest and reprosecution.

reprose-
ime that
These findings apply to
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study. The information assembled ty Kozel and DuPont, and
additional ADASA records coded as part of the present study,
provide an objective measure of the drugs used by a person near
the time of his or her arrest, and the PROMIS data files
contain detailed information akout the person's arrest charges,
case processing, case disposition, and arrest history. 1In
addition, ADASA provided INSLAW with records of all persons who
sought treatment at one of their clinics from the inception of
the agency in 1¢71 to early 1980. Thus, we were aktle 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-secticnal files for the years 1972 through 1¢77. The
second file is a longitudinal file that contains the arrest
records for 7,087 persons over a six-year period from 1¢73
through 1978. 1In addition to the case information from PROMIE,
the longitudinal file contains infoimaticn akout time
incarcerated during this period, the urinalysis test results

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

ADASA facility.

B. CONFIDENTIALITY OF DATA
INSLAW's activities have centered arourd the installation
of PROMiI3 in criminal justice agencies and the conduct of cri-

minal Jjustice research. The latter is frequently tased on

o

PROMIS case files, when access is granted by the agency that
implemented the system. We are, therefore, acutely aware of
the need to protect the confidentﬁality 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 vioclation of this promise would lead to

dismissal. Completed data files were reviewed for identifying

in i i
formation, which was subsequently removed. The disposition

of the final files was in conformance with federal guidelines.

C. ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

The feasibkility of merging information trom several scurces
to create the intended data files was uncertain at the
beginring of this project. We knew from our 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 enable the reader to understand the strengths and limita-
tions of the files ang accompanying analyses, and will also

allow other researchers to Lenetit from our experience. We are



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 chapters 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 tkrief 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 Columkia

from arrest until court appearance and the conditions under

which urinalysis and treatment information is obtained. 1In

Chapter IV, we describe Low we constructed the 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 guestions abcut arrestees who were detected tc Le
using drugs. The procedures used to construct the longitudinal
data file are discussed in Chapter VI, which is followed Lty a

description of the file's contents and analyses of the

relationship between drug use and rearrest (Chapter VII). 1In

Chapter VIII, we summarize the major findings and their policy

implications and conclude with suggesticns for future research.

apnins
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media, however.

levels of governmerit:

widespread,

varied political,

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 and

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

McBride and McCoy, forthcoming; McGlothlin, 1279; Research

Triangle Institute, 1976; Robins, 1979; Tinklenberg, 1973;

Weissman, 1978). This chapter discusses informatidn from these

reviews that relates to issues that can be addressed using the

data filec constructed in this project. We will alcso

supplement the above works with a number of more recent

studies. The interested reader is encouraged to consult the

reports cited akove for ah 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. Americans have Leen repeatedly presented with the

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

to obkt: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 ic not limited to the

As others have noted, it occurs at the highest

"Politicians find them [drugs and crimel

almost irresistible themes because they capture fundamental,

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

economic, and secular determinants of our

II-1
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present drug laws and national response are descriked 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 cof war on drug atuse,
federal funding of research into drug abuse and drug abuse
treatmert 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 Ly reseaxchers
and the methodology utilized have become more reiined 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. HEFOIN AND CRIME: CHICKEN OR EGG?

Hundreds of studies have indicated that heroin addicts are
involved in criminal activities and that criminals are likely
to use drugs. These include studies of addicts in treatment
(among the more prominent are Lukocff, 1974; McGlothlin, et
al., 1977; Stephens and Ellis, 1975); studies of arrested or

I11-2
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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, 1269;

Waldorf, 1973).

The existence of a statistical association ketween heroin
use and crime is not sufficient, however, for indicating a
causal connection between 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 associaticn,

but also that the presumed cause occurred before its

efifect, and that the relatiocnship 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) invclvement in crime leads to drug

use; and (3) both crime and drug use are the results

cf some other factor(s).
A sukstantial amount ©f the drug abuse literature has bLeen
devoted to studying each of these three possibilities. 1In a
comprehensive review of the literature trom 1920 to 1972,
Greenberg and Adler (1974) showed that the typical addict
studied before 1950 did not have a prioi 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 addiction in the later teenage years (DuPont and Kozel,

1976). Since then, the weight of the evidence appears to

II-3
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support the conclusion 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 uce.

Heroin has a bad reputation in American scciety. 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 proklem in assessing the causal role of drug use
in the genesis of criminal behavior. After considering this

issue, Rokins (1979) concluded:

Thus, while it is true that the kinds of people who
ucse heroin are also likely to commit crimes, and that

committing crimes makes them especially likely to

come to puklic 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 directly increase the frgquency of

theft and other crimes designed to provide money for

drugs.
B. HEROIN USE AND TYPE OF CKRIME

As DuPont and Kozel (1976) have noted, heroin itself is
not criminogenic; that is, pharmacologically, the use of heroin
does not encourage preexisting criminal 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 lesc

likely to be invclved in crimes against persons than are

11-4

. oL NS
5 e T
A

nonusers. Heroin addicts do appear to be more likely to be
involved in income~generating offenses. Narcotic addicts'
self-repcerts 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 ter property crimes and a lower proporticn of crimes
against persons (Eckerman, et al., 1971; McBride, 1976:; Kozel
and DuPont, 1©77; Barton, 127€). McGlothlin (19279), however,

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 abksolute frequency of

crimes by the two groups. Addicts exliibit 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 akbove results.
He goes on to say that addicts have been found to engage in
crimes that have a potential for violence, such as roktkery. At
least two studies (Stephens and Ellis, 1975; Weissman and File,
1876) have indicated that crimes against persons are committed

;s addicts. 1In addition, a recent survey of inmates in five

California prisons (Peterson and Braiker, 1280) found that
inmates who reported hard drug use also reported greater
activity for both property crimes and violent crimes than dia

nonusers. The issues of the types of crimes committed by

heroin addicts is still very much alive.
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cC. 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 (Selis, 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 mearely
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 symptoms. 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 who remained in treatment;

the short, biased, pretreatment period used as a baseline for

criminal activity; and the types of persons selected for the

bprograms. Some studies have shown reduced criminality for

clients during treatment (Demaree and Neman, 1976; Nash, 1973)

and others have reported negative findings (Kleinman and

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

30 had a decline in criminality due to a drop in forgery

prostitution, and drug offenses. However, arrests for

burglary, robbery, and other crimes increased, which suggested

to one observer that methadone freed young addicts to commit

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

crimes committed by persons who have received drug treatment 1is

an important issue in the evaluation of treatment impact.

D. THE FEMALE ADDICT--IS SHE DIFFERENT?

James (1976) has listed the following reasons for the

dearth of research on the female addict and/or prostitute:
(i) the preponderance of male addicts,

(2) the negative attitude of
{ : researchers towar j
involving sexuality, G supjects

(3) the low number of female researchers,

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

(5) the general lack of intere i
st in th
populations. € study of female

Regardless of the reason, the literature contains few studies

of female addicts (James, et al., 1976, 1979; James, 1976;

File, et al., 1974; Weissman and File, 1975; 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 anq 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 oOf
narcotics) were prostitutes, compared with 14 percent of women
not involved with narcotics. They also found that prostitutes
engaged in a wide range of personal and property crimes. In a
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. 1Inciardi (1980) reported similar results in an

interview study of 14¢ heroin-using women:

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 that 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.

E. 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 iﬁ
approach to the study we report on here. Eckerman's research
was based on interviews and urinqusis results ovbtained 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 Columkia over several years. This permits a more
complete description of all types of arrestees and analyses of
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
tor 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, kecause the files
were constructed using all cases available, all of the akove
analyses can Le conducted separately for female arrestees, ana

the results can be contrasted with those for male arrestees.

II-9°



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 étudy 6f a sample of the general
populction. A recent panel convened to study the topic of
drugs and crime (5. 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.

Al though such an approach would provide estimates of the
prevalence of drug use and criminal behavior in the general
population, we believe that there 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 observaed 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 awvailable 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 numbar 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 systemétically 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 probleam for society. If the
person has not come to society's attention, then we 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
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arrest record.

heroin addict fails to come to police attention”

In her words,

"+his would suggest that no

the original).
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(emphasis in

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 ARRESTEES

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 locsl violation. This study includes only cases of persons
arrested for a violation of the D.C. Criminal Code and adijudi-
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 III.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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Figure III.l.
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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. 1In 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 MondayAthrough 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-
sary, 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, ATl .»A 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 responsikble for the screening for possikle
substance use of all adults and juveniles who are brought to
the daily lock-up. These two sections 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 prokation 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 couart, the ADASA staff mark urine specimen
bottles with identifying inforration for each arrestec. When
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
Celltlock 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 memker also
asks a series of questions from an interview form concerning

personal identifying information and the arrestee's drug
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USage.l The arrestee is given the Opportunity to admit or
deny using drugs. If the person admits druvg usage, he or she
is asked to specify the drug or drugs last used and when.
Arrestees are also asked about any prior or current drug treat-
ment. 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
repcrt to the Client Tracking and Urine Surveillance Branch.

If the defendant refuses either to be interviewed or to
provide a urine sprcimen, the ADASA Social Service Assistant
signs the interview form and gives the defendant the opportuni-
ty to confer with counsel. The ascistant 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 interview sheet as "visual obser-

vation." it i i i
A positive interview, l1.e., an arrestee admits use,

1. A "Criminal Justice Tracking" sheet was used during the

period of this study (Appendix B) Sinc
] . e earl
Cellklock Interview Form" has been used. ¥ 1980, a new
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is also recorded on the form.2 In court the ADASA

representative will bring to the judge's attention throse
arrestees who have shown signs of drug use, who have admitted
to usine drugs, or who are active in treatment; this usually
results in a judicial request for urine testing.

The final part of the tracking sheet contains the record of

the urinalysis test results. The ADASA representative checks

the appropriate box from among those shown kelow:

[[] 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 specimen

E] No Answer—--if the defendant does not respond when his
name is called in lock-up (not on tiacking forms used

in this study)
[] Late--if the defendant is late he is transported di-
rectly to the cellblock behind the courtrocm and may

be required to give urine later (not on tracking forms
used in this study).

Any boex checked other than "Taken" may lead to a request by the
judge la£er in court that a urine test be done. The defendant
will then be returned to the cellblock or taken to the Adult
Arraignment section directly to provide a specimen; the tests
are run, and the results are sent to the courtrocom if the judge

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

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

2. Persons in lock-up having withdrawal symptoms may be treated
differently at any part of the processing. If the arrestee is
too ill to be transported from the Central Cellblock to the lock-
up in the morning, he might be hospitalized or held there until
he is better. When sick persons are encountered, the urinalysis
is expedited and results are sent to the court immediately.
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and dates the form. Ideally, every tracking form is eventually
completed for every person held in lock-up. This tracking form
was the primary source of urinalysis test results for arrectees
in the study.

2. Analysis of Urine Specimens

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

1 1 m
of urine specimens are delivered to the urinalysis lab. The

lat contract in effect for most of the study period (1275-79)
required testing urine samples for 12 different sukstances. 5
Takle III.1 is a schedule of those substances and each testing
methodology. For this study, barkiturates, 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 approximately 24 hours atter
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 ke-
cause of the dilution. Drug users frequently escape detection
by waiting as long as possikle before submitting a urine sample
and by drinking as much as possible" (p. 3). Thus, the shorter
the amount of time between ingestion and ccllection 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 qgality

test results. All positive urine samples are iretested in the

PR
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TABLE III.1. TESTS USED TO DETECT DRUGS IN SPECIMENS*

1975-1979

Substance Test Used
1. morphine EMIT (fluorescent detection)
2. methadone Gas Chromatography (high temperature)
3. cocaine Gas Chromatography (high temperature)
4. codeine Gas Chromatography (high temperature)
5. qguinine Ultraviolet detection
6. amphetamine Gas Chromatography (low temperature)
7. methamphetamine Gas Chromatography (low temperature)
8. phenmetrazine Gas Chromatography (low temperature)
©. amckarbital Gas Chromatography (acid extraction

at low temperatures)

10. pentobkarkital Gas Chromatography (acid extraction

Barbi- at low temperatures)
turates

11. secotarbital Gas Chromatography (acid extraction

at low temperatures)
12. phenocbarbital Gas Chromatography (acid extraction
at low temperatures)

*A new lab contract, signed in August 1279, includes a reduced
schedule of tests. The substances (and testing methodologies)
are morphine (fluorometry), other cpiates (EMIT--fluorescent
detectionr), phenmetrazine (gas chromatography), and pCP {gas

chromatography).

oOn-site laboratory to reduce the rate of "false positives" (tests
that show up positive when the urine actually contains no drug).
Another quality control check is the inclusion 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 1lab periodically to test the accuracy of the
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testing procedures. Approximately five spikes are tested each
week.

As each urinalysis is completed, the chemist records on a
lab form for that arrestee a positive (+) or negative (-) test
result for each drug type he tested for. The chemist signs the
list of results and turns over a copy to the Adult Arraignment
section. The transfer of lab results to the ADASA tracking form
now begins.

Using the lak form as his primary source document, the ADASA
staff member records the urine test results on the tracking form
fcr each arrestee. This 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. The
representative has the daily lock-up list and the completed
tracking forms for each arrestee scheduled to appear. As the
court clerk calls otff each name on the lock-up list, the pri-
sori:r rises and stands in front of the judge. The Jjudge may
consult with the ADASA staff member tc determine the drug
status of the defendant or a recommendation can be made after

the judge has set bond.3 If the arrestee's urine test

-

3. Once in the courtroom, only the judge can request or make
reference to the urinalysis results of arrestees. Prior to
court appearance, access to the results is granted to the
defense attorney on request within three days of testing.

After that period, counsel must present written consent Ly the
defendant (good for 60 days) to gain access tc this information.
Prosecutors and judges must submit a court order tc gain access
to the test results. ADASA will obey the court order for
urinalysis results. 2All these actions are taken to (continued)
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results a i
re negative for drugs and there is no other evidence

of s
ubstance use, the ADASA representative reserves conference

until the next arrestee is o= | T
€ 1s called. 1If an arrestee's urinalysis

is positi ' i
positive or there is other evidence of substance use and
I

the judge chooses to release that person prior to trial

several things might happen. The ADASA representative might

make a verkal Tecommendation to the judge that "conditions" 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

a i .
ppearance, and the defendant is then escorted to the pretrial

Sérvices division. Another option the judge might exercise if

he chooses to release the defendant is to order a "one-test,6 "
1’

1f the defendant has not voided a specimen that morning Thisg
or .
rder requires the defendant to provide a urine specimen to the

ADASA representative before leaving the court building If the

a < . oo
I'restee ig not eligikle for any type cf release, he or she is

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

awai i i i
ait 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.)

- !

" -
ositive" i
P e" defendant on some king of release status can be re-

ferred to the ADASA Client Tracking and Urine Surveillance

eénsure confidentiality of t

he test result 3 - i i
the arrestee's civil rights v 7€ protection of
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Branch tc be placed in the urine surveillance program there or
to be referred to Central Intake Division for medical

attention, treatment, or counseling for drug abuse.

C. CENTRAL INTAKE DIVISION

The Central Intake 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 for 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 ol

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 a CID so-

cial worker, who assessa2g the client's personal situation. The
client is then assighed to an appropriate treatment clinie.
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 se:vice to the D.C. Jok 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 III.2.

Clients may be assigned to any one of the clinics that pro-
vides the recommended treatment modality and that has space

available. These treatment facilities are located throughout
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TABLE III.2.

CHARACTERISTLICS OF CURRENT ADASA CLINICS*

™

No. of Modality

Persons
Clinic Currently Age Out- Detox- Methadone
Name Served Sex Range In-patient patient ification Maintenance Abetinence
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
vomen' s

Services| 135** F 18+ X X X X
Trust 258 M/F 18+ X X X X
Shack 263 M/F 18+ X X X X
Senab 160 M/F 18+ X X X X
Emerge

House 8 M/F 18+ X X
'Youth 18 or

Abst. 53 M/F under X X
Adul t

Abst. 87 M/F 18+ X X

*Data obtained in telephone survey of treatment facilities.

**Tncludes all pregnant women in treatment in Washington, D.C.
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the Distrint 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 home.

* * *

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 kase 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.

IT1I-15

2 it
TR

IV. CONSTRUCTION OF CROSS-SECTIONAL ANALYSIS
FILES FOR ARRESTEES: 1973-1977
This chapter has three purposes. First, it describes the

procedures that were employed to.match and merge each PROMIS

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 generalizakility of findings oktained using

the resulting cross-sectional data files. Third, the chapter
describes several modifications made to tlhie 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 PROMIS AND ADASA RECORDS

This section summarizes the methods used to construct
merged cross-secticnal data files for the years 1973 through
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

Appendix C.

1. Components To Be Merged

a. PROMIS Case Information. Cases for adultes arrested

tor serious misdemeanors and for all felonies brought to the
Ofifice of the U.S. Attorney for the District of Columbtia are
routinely entered into the PROMIS case tracking system. Cases

Iv-1
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for juveniles (persons below age 18) who have been arrested for

serious offenses that warrant their being treated as adults are

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

contain information for 84,917 cases that had a pPapering
datel between January 1, 1973, and December 31, 1973, or :
between March 1, 1974, and December 31, 1977. (Cases from %
January and Fekruary 1974 were excluded because matching ADASA
data were not available for those months.)

E. ADASA Urinalysis Recordes. The ADASA computer tape

made available to INSLAW contained 25,155 urinalysis test |
reccrds processed Ly the Superior Court testing laloratory :
between January 1, 1973, and December 31, 1973, and between
March 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 vrluatle j
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 for 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. Papering date is the day on which the case is screened Ty
an Assistant U.S. Attorney for possible prosecution: papering
typically occurs a few hours after arrest.

. et e
i
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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, kut it was incorporated into the
longitudinal file (to be discussed in Chapter VI). The data
ccllectors coded 42,403 records for the years 1274 through
1977. Thus, 67,558 urinalysis records were available for
matching to the 84,917 PROMIS records from 1972-1€77. There
are more cases in PROMIS than there are urine test results
kecause PROMIS contains records for persons who never appear in
lock-up, where most urine specimens are oktained.  This is
explained in detail in Section B, which discusses factors that

influenced the success of matching.

2. Matching of PROMIS and Urinelysis Recocrds

We used a computerized matching program tc search thiough
all of the urinalysis records to find the one that kelonged to
the defendant invelved in the case stored in PROMIS. Matches
were made by comparing arrestee information stored in PROMIS
with analogous information contained in the urinalysis record.
Matching was done separately for cases from each of the years
between 1273 and 1¢77. Table IV.1l shows the information that
was used for matching PROMIS and ADASA reccrds.

The matching of recordes for 1¢72 and 1974 was done on the
basis of name, date of birth, and the date of urine testing.
Urine testing usually occurs on the same day that the prose-
cutor decides whether to proceed with the case. Thus, it was

possiktle to match cases Ly comparing the date cf urine testing

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

Information Contained
In ADASA Record

Information Contained
In PROMIS Case Retord

Name

Date of Birth
Date of Urine Testing

PDID (Police Department
Identifiicaticn) number,
Available for records,
For 197E-1¢77 only.*

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

Name
Date of Birth
Date of Papering

PDID Numker

Court Case Number

*Also available for records coded from August 21, 1974,

through December 31, 1974,
of longitudinal file only.

which were used in construction
See text for details.

found, however, that the records available were not always com-

plete. Thus, matching was done in stages, during which we

relaxed and modified the criteria used to locate a match.

Ccnsequently, for some matches,

we required that several

letter- of the last name, the birth date, and the papering date

in the PROMIS cacse record had tc match the aralogous

information contained in the urinalysis record. For other

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

we permitted the papering date and the date of testing to be

off by several days. After all matches were made using

relatively stringent criteria, the computer printed out other

potential matches, and the records were then inspected to

verify that the urine record did belong to the defendant

designated.

Matching of ADasa records and PROMIS records for 1975
through 1977 was facilitateq by the existence in the ADASA
record of both the current court case number and the PDID nun-
ber for the person being tested.‘ Because this information is
@lso stored on the PROMIS case record, a number of matches
could be made using these numkers in conjunction with the other
information available for matching. Documentation of the cri-
teria used to produce matches appears in Appendix C. Table

1V.2 shows the proportion of the cases in PROMIS, by year, for

which the matching urinalysis record was found.

Table IV.2. SUCCESS OF MATCHING
PROMIS AND ADASA RECORDS

Year NQ. of Cases No. of Cases Percent
of Case i1n PROMIS Matched Matched
19873 15,460 10,691 69
1974 15,0758 10,237 68
1975 18,877 12,514 66
1976 18,276 12.119 66
1277 17,22¢ 12,383 72
TOTAL 84,917 57,244 68%

ar 3
Excludes 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
throcugh 1977. This percentage underestimates actual matching
success, howeygr, 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 bkeen

approached by ADASA staff for urine testing. 1In addition, the
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results in the table seem inconsistent with the fact that more
information with which to match records was availakle for the
years 1975 through 1977. The additional information available
should have resulted in higher métch rates for those years.
This was true only for records from 1977, 72 percent of which
were matched. In the next section, it will e seen that if we
look only at persons who were detained in the lock-up, the
match rates for cases from 1975 through 1977 deo, in fact,

surpass those from the earlier years.

B. FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH SUCCESS OF MATCHING

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 lock-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 records. This enabled us to isolate persons who came to
court from lock-up so that we could determine how many 0f these
cases were matched to a urine record.

Table IV.3 shows how the likelihocd 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.

1V-6
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Table 1V.3.

SUCCESS OF MATCHING PROMIS AND ADASA
RECORDS BY ARRESTEE'S COURT APPEARANCE TYPE

Percentage Of Cases Matched To A Urinalysis Record: 1973-1977
Court Appearance 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Type (NY % (N) % (N) % (N) % (N) %

Lock-up (8,816) 76 (7,970) 89 | (10,909) 92 | (12,290) 92 | (11,025) 94
Warrant (1,453) 82 (170) 79 (279) 81 (202) 82 (221) 90
Other? (3,506) 71 (3,863) 71 (2,822) 67 (378) 41 (503) 70
Bond (187) 5 (395) 8 (429) 3 (540) 4 (445) 3
Citation (1,007) 6 (2,249) 4 (3,610) 2 (3,923) 3 (2,828) 3
Information, Jail,

Summons, Grand

Jury Original (245) 72 (62) 77 (128) 67 (162) 43 (95) 43
Unknown (246) 30 (366) 20 (700) 31 (780) 39 (2,112) 63
TOTAL (15,460) 69% |[(15,075) 68% | (18,877) 66%| (18,275) 66%1 (17,229) 72

2 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 addi-
tion, match rates for persons detained in the lock-up between
1875 and 1277, for which we had more matching information
available, were higher. One of t£e likely reasons that the
overall match rates for reccrds from 19275 and 1976 were not
higher than those for 1973 and 1974 is that proportionately
more arrestees in 1975 and 1676 had been released by the police
with a citation or on boné; records for such persons were
seldom matched.

Records of persons who were arrested by means of a warrant
were‘almost as 1likely to have been matched as records of
persons detained in lock-up. In 1273, they were actually a
little more likely to be matched. These findings reflect the
fact that persons who were arrested on a warrant were almost
always placed in the lock-up, even though the PROMIS system
codes these perscns separately.

The "other" category in Takle IV.32 is a catchall category
used Ly the colers at the court when the arrestee's referral
source was not known. The fact that we matched a majority of
such cases in each year except 1¢76 indicates that many of
these arrestees probably had been detained in the lock-up.
Persons may alsc 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. Perscons from these
sources were relatively unlikely to be matched, especially
after 1¢75. Finally, there was a group of caces in PROMIS for
which no court appearance type was recorded. . Except for cases

from 1¢77, only a minority of those cases were matched. This

Iv-8

PR T

NSO

is probably because they lacked other identifying information
needed to match records.

The fact that we were most likely to fing a urinalysis
record if the arrestee had been detained in the lock-up prior
to appearing in court had important implications for the nature
of the resulting sample of matched cases and the generaligza-
bility of findings. Persons who are known to be 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 overrepresentative of serious offenders, rela-
tive to all arrestees.

It was therefore 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 urderrepresented in the resulting files of matched
cases. To address this issue, we conducted a number of
analyses to disccver the range of factors related to matching
success.

Further, because we knew that detention in the lock-up was
a strong predictor of the likelihood of matching records, we
dié not want to make the mistake of attrikbuting a decreased
likelihood of matching to a variable that was actually predict-
ing lack of detention in the lock-up. We therefore examired
each potential predictor in two ways. First, we looked at

whether the factor predicted matching 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 1IV.44d
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.4k), or a
victimless crime (Table IV.4c) were also less likely to bLe
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 prokability that his or her case
record would e matched to a urine record, regardless of the
characteristics of the case or the arrestee.

We were curicus as to why the results for cases from 1973
were t¢- different from those from other years. Table IV.44
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 pricr 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 in the lock-up i

is consistent with the possibility that procedures were in

SRS
- e
o e
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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
Arrestee 1973 1974 1975 1976 3
Characteristics (N) p (N) % (N) % (N) A (N) ]
Sex:
Male All cases 12,293 72 12,947 70 15,979 68 14,982 67 13,555 73
(Lock-up cases) (7,289) (78) (6,938)  (90) (9,355) (92) | (10,221) (92) (8,752) (94)
Female A1l cases 2,537 - 56 2,128 57 2,898 60 3,294 61 3,674 68
{Lock-up cases) (1,527) (65) (1,032) (85) (1,554) (92) (2,069) (91) (2,273) (94)
Race:
White A1l cases 1,598 55 1,683 52 1,959 57 2,289 55 1,890 59
{Lock-up cases) (958) (64) (731) (87) £1,002) (90) (1,271) (92) (1,027) (92)
Black A1l cases 13,417 71 13,128 70 16,481 68 15,562 68 14,836 74
(Lock-up cases) (7,579) (78) (7,113) (90) (9,737) (92) (10,789) (92) (9,743) (94)
Other/ '
Unknown A1l cases 445 56 264 53 437 47 425 54 503 58
(Lock-up cases) (279) {60) (126) (82) (170) (91) (230) (91) (255) (91)
Age at Arrest: .
Under 18 A1l cases 198 74 196 77 167 75 135 80 123 74
(Lock-up cases) (81) (78) (114) (78) (118) (84) (118) (86) (92) (82)
18-20 A1l cases 3,472 67 3,305 68 4,174 66 3,810 67 3,636 73
(Lock-up cases) {1,939) (74) {1,653) (91) (2,347) (93) (2,553) (93) (2,334) {96)
21-25 All cases 4,673 72 4,474 71 5,761 67 . 5,315 68 - 5,077 74
(Lock-up cases) (2,683) (78) (2,446) (91) (3,332) (93) (3,641) (93) (3,310) (95)
26-30 All cases 2,449 73 2,614 70 3,297 69 3,466 67 3,535 74
(Lock-up cases) (1,395) (80) (1,421) (89) (1,989) (92) (2,364) (91) (2,299) (95)
31-40 A1l cases 3,166 69 3,115 66 3,830 67 3,857 66 3,281 71
(Lock-up cases) ; (1,869) (75) (1,652) {89) (2,254) {91) (2,592) (91) (2,107) (93)
40 + All cases 1,340 57 1,224 56 1,360 58 1,448 60 1,347 62
(Lock-up cases) (751) (69) (604) ‘83) (755) (85) (907) (87) (787) (90)
Unknown A1l cases 162 67 147 60 288 47 245 47 230 51
(Lock-up cases) (98) (70) (80) (80} (114) (91) (115) (92) (96) (93)
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- Table IV.4b. DO OFFENSE CHARACTERISTICS PREDICT SUCCESS ‘
OF MATCHING PROMIS AND ADASA RECORDS?
Percentaqge Of Cases Matched To A Urinalysis Record: 1973-1977
Offense 1973 1874 1975 1976 1977
Characteristics (N) % {N) b4 (M} 4 {w} 3 (N) 4
Misdemeanor/Felony:
Misdemeanor A1l cases 8,690 58 8,499 57 11,543 56 11,847 57 11,239 64
{Lozk-up cases) (5,395) (68) (4,102) (89) (5,821) (92) (6,838) (91) {6,487) (94)
Felony Alt cases 6,750 83 6,572 82 7,334 83 6,428 84 5,990 87
(Lock-up cases) (3,412) (89) (3,868) (90} (5,088) (91) (5,451) {92) (4,538) (94)
Unknown All cases ' 20 70 4 a 0 -- 1 100 0 --
(Lock-up cases) (9) (89) (0) -- (0) -- (1)  (100) (0) --

Severity of Cr1mgy

0 A1l cases 5,310 58 5,787 55 8,168 56 8,690 56 7,723 64
(Lock-up cases) (2,929) - (67) (2,541) (87) (4,017) {90) (4,973) (91) (4,416)  (93)

1 A1l cases ) 1,303 64 1,315 65 1,358 63 1,356 62 1,242 69
(Lock-up cases) (842) (73) (679) (91) (746) (95) (843) (93) (766)  (96)

2 A)l cases 2,304 70 2,267 73 2,825 68 2,564 70 2,726 74
(Lock-up cases) (1,394) (77) (1,274) (92) (1,688) {93) {1,820) {93) (1,761)  (96)

3-5 All cases 3,248 74 3,015 75 3,571 75 3,403 77 3,279 79
(Lock-up cases) (1,894) (80) (1,761) (90) (2,336) (92) (2,696) (92) (2,320) (94)

6-9 All cases 1,449 81 1,216 82 1,368 81 1,139 85 1,158 87
(Lock-up cases) (859) (85) (792) (90) {9r4) {91) {970) {93) (893) (95)

10+ A1l cases 1,846 85 1,475 87 1,587 87 1,124 a7 1,101 90
(Lock-up cases) (898)  (50) (923) (91) (1,138) (92) (988) (92) (869) (94)

Prior Arrest:

Yos A1l cases 8,635 58 7,363 79 9,014 78 8,424 78 8,255 81
{Lock-up cases) (5,003) (82) (3,424) (87) (6,083) (93) (6,676) (92) (5,973) (95)
No A1l cases 6,825 78 7,712 57 9,863 56 9,862 56 8,974 63
{Lock-up cases) (3,813)  (67) (4,546) (91) (4,825) (90) (5,614) (91) (5,052) (93)

a Too few cases.

b 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 involying injury and loss of money and/or property.
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Table IV.4c. DOES THE MAXIMUM OFFENSE CHARGED PREDICT
SUCCESS OF MATCHING PROMIS AND ADASA RECORDS?

ET-AI

Percentage Of Cases Matched To A Urinalysis Record: 1973-1977
Maximum Offense 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Charged (N) % (N) % (N) ;4 (N) 1 (N) 4
Violent
Homicide A1l cases 259 82 248 90 314 81 221 78 216 85
(Lock-up cases)| {102) {89) (147) (94) (189} (94) (176) (91) (149) (93)
Aggravated Ass:ult
or Assault on
police Officer A1l cases ) 2,206 83 1,490 80 1,769 82 1,646 86 1,593 87
{Lock-up cases){{1,528) (87) (1,023) (89) (1,332) (91) (1,430) (92) (1,270) (93)
Simple Assault A1l cases 684 55 577 59 775 52 717 54 772 60
(Lock-up cases) (389) (64) (283) (30) (373) (88) (379) (92) (410) (96)
Sexual Assault All cases 450 91 302 87 320 91 275 89 291 93
(Lock-up cases)| (184) (95) (174) (94) (230) (95) (241) (95) (230) (97)
Robbery A1l cases 1,660 87 1,661 88 1,913 88 1,694 90 1,708 93
{Lock-up cases)| (702) (93) (974) (92) (1,370) (93) (1,524) (94) (1,343) (96)
Property:
Burglary A1l cases 1,546 81 1,726 a3 2,021 80 1,885 80 1,740 84
{Lock-up cases)| (927)  (83) (1,050) (91) (1,392) {93) (1,519) (94) (1,280) (96)
Larceny A1l cases 2,396 59 2,683 60 3,262 59 3,048 59 2,986 62
{Lock-up cases)|(1,414) (68) (1,298) -(89) (1,728) (92) (1,838) (92) (1,655) (96)
Auto Theft A1l cases 446 87 390 90 384 93 439 90 474 93
(Lock-up cases) (271) (90) (226) (93) (277) (96) (397) (93) (376) (95)
Fraud/Embezziement All cases 494 72 561 75 653 76 644 74 561 76
{Lock-up cases) (222) (84) (322) (86) (440) {90) (494) (9c) (405) (90)
Arson/Property
Destruction A1l cases 268 63 302 73 389 65 347 65 346 76
(Lock-up cases)i (163) (71) (184) (91} (220) (92) (223) (91) (222) (96)
Yictimless:
Weapons A1l cases 1,042 55 916 56 1,204 51 983 55 927 58
(Lock-up. cases)| (675) (65) (415) (89) {565) (88) (563) (90) (489) (94)
"~ Gambling All cases 372 13 308 11 275 ] 268 14 342 15
(Lock-up cases)| (133)  (z0) (75) (25) (78) (22) (99) (32) (92) (42)
Consensual Sex A1l cases 836 64 1,140 52 1.172 57 2,239 53 1.782 67
{Lock-up cases)| (587) (75) (531) (88) (627) (96) (1,197) (96) {1,095) (96)
Drugs All cases 1,871 50 1,804 45 2,952 44 2,498 46 2,211 55
{Lock-up cases)}{1,179) (62) (669) (88) (1,133) (92) (1,158) {90) {(1,077) (93)
Batl Violations A1l cases 635 91 661 90 997 83 830 82 908 85
{Lock-up cases){ {(164)  (90) (412) (93) (642) (91) (730) (90) (683) (92)
Other Offerises: A1l cases 285 64 306 68 477 75 482 66 37z 71
{Lock-up cases)| " {176) (68) (187) (89) (317) (90) (322) (89) (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 1975 1976 1977
Papering (N) % (N) % (N) % (N) % (N) %
January A1l cases 1,287 73 a a 1,409 72 1,523 61 1,130 74
(Lock-up. cases) (801) (75) - -- (777} (92) (1,015) (83) (842) (94)
February All cases 1,223 72 a a 1,536 72 1,477 65 1,306 74
(Lock-up cases) (774) (72) -- -- (872) (93) (1,010) (91) (964) (93)
March A1l cases 1,244 73 1,262 68 1,484 71 1,528 66 1,501 70
{Lock-up cases) (824) (70) (668) (90) (964) (92) (1,075) (90) (1,058) (93)
April All cases 1,303 71 1,370 70 1,518 64 1,482 66 1,349 72
{Lock-up cases) (858) (72) (682) (89) (850) (88) (1,018) (91) (966) (94)
May A1l ceses 1,396 70 1,307 70 1,580 69 1,451 72 1,434 73
(Lock-up cases) (897) (73) (642) (90) (917) (92) (1,017) (93) (1,008) (95)
June Al1 cases 1,305 70 1,303 73 1,437 65 1,626 62 1,484 71
(Lock-up cases) (885) (71) (823) (90) (707) (92} (1,066) (91) (946) (94)
July A1l cases 1,384 71 1,719 66 1,672 67 1,641 71 1,482 73
(Lock-up cases) (972) (70) (943) (88) (892) (94) (1,161) (95) (917) (95)
August A1l cases 1,428 63 1,709 69 1,615 64 1,624 72 1,611 75
(Lock-up cases) (912) (70) (925) (90) (899) (87) (1,172) (95) (962) (95)
September A1l cases 1,361 71 1,623 71 1,607 69 1,628 68 1,527 74
(Lock-up cases) (545) (92) (950) (90) (1,013) (933 (1,053) (94) (894) (94)
October A1l cases 1,374 69 1,726 63 1,525 67 1,383 71 1,438 72
(Lock-up cases) (499) (93) (838) (87) (977) (94) (952) (92) (867) (94)
November A1l cases 1,032 68 1,290 72 1,445 68 1,334 67 1,348 72
(Lock-up cases) (388) (91) (665) (91) (1,038) (88) (860) (94) (770) (94)
December A1l cases 915 69 1,401 71 1,659 62 1,285 67 1,392 72
(Lock-up cases) (461) (86) (834) (89) (1,003) (93) (891) (91) (831) (94)

Note: Cases with an unknown date of papering

3ADASA records not available for this month.

have been excluded.




g m—————

effect for part of 1973 that resulted in the exclusion of
certain types of persons from testing procedures.

The reason why cases involving 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 PROMIS and ADASA records
implied that the resulting sample of matched cases would con-
tain a disproportionate number of lock-up detainees, relative
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 prokably included a substantial number
of persons who had been held in the lock-up. Cases of persons
whc had heen released by the police on bond or with a citation
were underrepresented in the samples of matched cases.

These findinge suggest that the matched samples are com-
posed primarily of persons arrested for offenses that were
sericus enough to require their being placed in the lock-up.

Tables IV.6a and 1V.6L provide additional evidence that this

was true.
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Tabie IV.5. DISTRIBUTION OF COURT APPEARANCE TYPE
FOR ALL CASES AND MATCHED CASES
Percent Of Cases For Which Arrestee Had Court Appearance Type At Left
, 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
A1l Matched A1l Matched AN Matched AN Matched Al Matched
Court Appearance Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases
Type {N=15460) | (N210691) | (N=15075) | (N=10237) | (N=18877) | (N=12514) | (N=18276) | (N=12119) | (N=17229) | (K=12383)
Lock-up 57 63 53 70 58 80 67 93 64 84
Other? 23 23 26 27 15 15 2 1 3 3
Citation 7 1 15 1 19 1 22 1 16 1
Warrant 9 11 1 1 2 2 1 1 -1 1
Bond 1 b 3 b, 2 b 3 b 3 b
Information, Jail,
Summons, Grand
Jury Original 2 2 b b 1 1 1 1 1 b
Unknown 1 b 2 1 3 1 4 3 12 11
TOTAL 1001 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 1002 100% 100% 1002

3 Includes cases from any of the appearance types; see text for explanation.

b Less than 1 percent.




DT ————a

LT-AI

Table IV.6a.

CASES VERSUS THOSE IN THE SAMPLE OF MATCHED CASES

COMPARISON OF CHARACTERISTICS OF ALL PROMIS

Percentage Of Cases With Characteristic At Left

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
ATl Matched All Matched All Matched Al Matched AN Matched
Case Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases , Cases Cases
Characteristic (N=15460) | (N=10691) | (N=15075) | (N=10237) { (N=18877) |(N=12514) (N=18276) | (N=12119) | (N=17229) | (N=12383)
Offense:
Misdemeanor 56 48 56 47 61 51 65 55 65 58
Felony 44 52 44 53 39 49 35 45 35 42
Severitv of Crime? '
0 34 29 38 31 43 37 48 40 45 40
1 8 8 9 8 7 7 7 7 7 7
2 15 15 15 16 15 15 14 15 16 16
3-5 21 22 20 22 19 21 19 22 19 21
6-9 10 11 8 10 7 9 6 8 7 8
10+ 12 15 10 13 9 11 6 8 6 8
Has Prior Arrest:
Yes 56 63 49 57 48 56 46 54 48 54
No or unknown 44 37 51 43 52 44 54 46 52

46

a
A score computed by PROMIS for each case, based on the scale developed by Sellin and Wolfgang (1964).

high scores indicate crimes involving injury and loss of money and/or property.

Low scores indicate victimless crimes;
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Table IV.6b.

CASES VERSUS THOSt IN THE SAMPLE OF MATCHED CASES

COMPARISON OF MAXIMUM OFFENSE CHARGED IN ALL PROMIS

Percentage Of Cases With Charge At Left
Max 1973 A 1974 1975 1976 1977
aximum A Matched ATY Matched ATl Matched ATl Matched ATT Matched
Offense Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases
Charged {N=15460) | (N=10691) | (N=15075) | {N=10237) | (N=18877) | (N=12514) | (N=18276) | (N=12119) | (N=17229)| (N=12383)
Violent:
Homicide 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 2
Aggravated Assault or
Assault on Police Officer 14 17 10 12 12 9 12 11
Simple Assault 4 4 4
Sexuai Assault 3 4 1
Robbery 11 13 11 14 10 13 9 13 - 10 13
Property:
Burglary 10 12 1 14 11 13 10 13 10 12
Larceny 15 13 18 16 17 15 17 15 17 15
Auto Theft 3 4 3 3 2 3 4
Fraud/Embezzlement 3 3 4 4 4 3 3
Arson/Property Destruction 2 2 2 2 2
Victimless:
Weapons 7 5 6 5 6 5 5 5 5 4
Gambling 2 3 2 a 2 a 2 a 2 a
Consensual Sex 6 5 8 6 6 5 12 10 10 10
Drugs 12 9 12 8 16 10 14 13 10
Bail Violations 4 5 6 5 7 5 5 6
Other Offenses: 2 2 1 2 2 4 3 2 3 2
TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

8 Less than 1 percent.

R
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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 was a drug offense (see Takle
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 akility to match cases invcolving drug users.

The PROMIS data base for 1973 and 1974 contains a variakle
that indicates the arresting officer's perception of the
involvement of drugs in each case. This was one of the
variables that K. Williams (197%) 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.

Takle IV.7. SUCCESS OF MATCHING PROMIS AND ADASA
RECORDS BY ARRESTING OFFICEF'S PERCEPTION OF
THE INVOLVEMENT OF DRUGS IN THE CASE
(PROMIS CASES FROM 1974)

Percent Matched

Involvement of Percent Matched If in Lock-up

Drugs In Case (N) % (N) 3
Poscsession ofaMarijuana (1,653) 46 (632) 88
Sale of Marijuana (29) 76 (17) 82
Pissession of Opiates (340) 75 (194) 88
Sale of Opiates (27) 78 (19) 8¢
Sale/Possession of Other Drugs (126) 77 (71) 85
None/Not Recorded (12,900) 70 (7,037) 90
TOTAL (LE 075) 8% (7,970) 8S%

iv-19

e i A N N R AR R T

PRPRSTREES SRR

e

We matched approximately three-fourths of the PROMIS cases
that involved possession or sale of any illicit drug, except
marijuana. We matched only 4€¢ percent of cases involving the
possession of marijuana in 1974, énd 49 percent in 1972. (We
conducted subsequent analyses using only PROMIS cases from 1274
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 locck-up, we were as likely to
match records for cases involving possession of marijuana as we
were for cases involving the other druge.

Thisbsuggested to us that the reason we were able to match
only a small proportion of persons with a maximum cherge 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. Takle IV.8 presents case and arrestee char-
acteristics for the matched and unmatched cases in 1%74 that
involved possescsion 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
six‘égnths at the time of arrest (25 percent ve. 18 percent)
and to have been liable for conviction impeachment (24 percent
vs. 7 percent). (If a defendant with previous convictions for
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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ED AND UNMATCHED

1v.8. CHARACTERISTICS OF MATCH

TableCASES BELIEVED TO INVOLVE THE POSSESSION OF
MARIJUANA (N=1,653 CASES FROM 1¢74)

Percent Of Cases With
Characteristic At Left
Matched Unmatched
s
Case/Arrestee Cases (§§§§5)
Characteristics (N=758) o
Arrestee Was:
A Male 92% 87%
- 88%
Less than Age 31 88%
Employed Less : ot Las
Than ¢ Months 5%
Liable for Conviction . -
Impeachment? B
Maximum Charge Was:
A Fe}chy 19% 23
: % 93%
A Drug Charge 66%
Arrestee'Came To Court:
% 8%
From Leock-up 74%
E: 66%
After Citation Release 2%
| » : 262
"~ Other Means 24%

*1f a defendant with previous convictions for cer%a%n gf—o
fenses (e.g., offenses that demonstrate mora% tulpltuii_ r
dishonesty) takes the stand, his or her.prev1ous conz C e
tions can be used to impeach testimony in the curren ce.

case.) In addition, the current offense for matched cases wWas
more likely to have been a felony, and the maximum offense

the
charged was less likely to have Dbeen a drug offense. Thus,

arrestees from matched cases Were more likely to have keen

charged with a serious non-drug related offense. On the other

Iv-21

hand, the arrestees from the unmatched cases were almost all
charged with a 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 less deviant and
were never placed in the lock-up, where they would be eligibtle
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. Thic
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
matchigg PROMIS and ADASA records indicate that detention of
the arrestee in the lock-up 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 obktained
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 the
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urinalysis test results for specimens obtained from the

| ’;:l;
arrestees from the matched cases. 5 i

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 & 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.

Talble IV.9 indicates that a minority of matched cases
(between 13 percent and 24 percent) lacked a urine test
result. The ADASA staff member who requested a specimen
usually checked a box on the tracking form that indicated
whether a specimen was provided and, if not, the reason why. j
Two percent or less of the arrestees for each year refused to
cooperate with the ADASA request for a specimen. Arrestees who
wished to avoid the test were more likely to say that they were
urable to provide a specimen, rather than refuse outright. 1In
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 Takle 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

¢
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Table IV.o. AVAILABILITY OF URINALYSIS TES
T
RESULTS FOR MATCHED CASEs: 19©73-1¢77

Percent of Cases With Result at Left

Availability
of Result 1973 1974 1275 1976 1277

-

Results Available:

Specimen was Negative 70 — 66 — €5 4 €6 — 68
o . o 87% 85% 80% 76% ;%%
pPecimen was Positive: 17 1c _J 15 J 10 10 4
No. of Drugs
Detected*

1l 10 10 £ 4 5

2 5 5 7 4 3
| 2+ 2 4 3 2 ]

No Results Available:

Unable to Provide
Specimen gH*

7 12 —] o j 5'7 10 —1
% 1l 158 2 20% 1 243 *%% 9909

18 —J 12 —J

Refused Specimen 1

(3]

L &
NS

|
w0

[

No Information

Number of Matched
Cases 10,621 10,227 12,514 12,112 12,382

% , .

Counts each of the following: morphine, quinire,
Phenmetrazine, amphetamines,
cocalne, barbiturates.

methadone,
methamphetamines, codeine,

* % ] ; ]
Ingludes.Z? cases 1n which specimen Provided was an
insufficient quantity for analysis.

***Less than 1 bercent.
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Table IV.10. DRUGS DETECTED IN POSITIVE

the test record, rather than by an increase in cases in which SPECIMENS FROM MATCHED CASES: 1973-1977

the arrestee claimed an inability to provide a specimen. This ; gf Bercent of Specimens
. . That Corntained Drug At Left*
was probably caused by the fact that the tracking sheets coded . = #
. ' Drug Detected 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
for 1975-77 did not contain results for persons who argived in | g
. < Phenmetrazine 37 56 53 46 70
lock-up late. These recsults were later recorded on daily work
| Quinine 52 55 74 67 45
sheets that were not coded for 1975-77. | Morphine 27 30 39 49 32
2. Drugs Detected in Specimens ! Methadone 26:>34% 20:>27% 21 18 16
. Legal Methadone** 8 7 -- -~ -
As Table IV.9 indicates, between 10 percent and 19 percent . :
: Codeine 1 2 2 2 3
of the matched cases for each year had a positive specimen (13 é |amphetamines 3 1 1 1 2
percent to 22 percent of tested specimens). Takle IV.10 shows } Methamphetamines 4 1 el *Hk *E*
z Cocaine * %K * %% * % % 1 1
the specific drugs that were detected. Phenmetrazine, a stimu- { ;
P g . Barbiturates 1 0 * k& *kx *kx
lant known as Preludin, was one of the drugs most commonly de- ! Number of Drugs in
tected. In their analysis of urinalysis results from arrestees f Specimen (of nine):
n D b ; 1 57 52 35 38 51
in .C. v 075, - o
etween 1971 and 1¢27%, Kozel and DuPont (1977) noted | 5 8 08 43 a1 33
that 1973 marked the beginning of an upsurge in the detection ‘ 3 12 15 17 17 14
of phenmetrazine among arrestees. Quinine was another subk- 4+ 3 4 4 4 2
. mx 100 2 99 % 9¢ 2 100 % 100 %
stance likely to be found in the urine samples. Heroin is T
often cut (mized) with quinine, and the latter's presence is (N of Positive
used as an indicator of heroin use. Morphine, a metabolite of Specimens) (1,791) (1,951) (1,902) (1,329) (1,186)
heroin, was detected in Letween one-~fourth and one-half of the . T
*pPercentages for individual drugs total more than 100

specimens. Methadone was almost as likely to be detected in because some specimens contained more than one drug.

the years from 1973 through 1975 as morphine, although its de- : **],egal methadone was recorded py.ADASA in 1973 and 1274 when
a person was known to be receiving methadone from a treat-
ment program. In counting the number of drugs detected,
either methadone or legal methadcne was counted.

tection declined in 1976 and 1977. The ADASA tape from which

gy

urinalysis test results for 1973 and 1274 were oktained coded
***[,ess than 1 percent.

the presence of methadone as "legal methadone" if the person

was known to be receiving the drug as part of his treatment.

et e i

The remaining drugs tested for (amphetamines, methamphetamines, i ~ e

cocaine, and barbiturates) were rarely detected. . !

-26
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The percentages for individual drugs in Table IV.10 add up
to more than 100 because some specimens contained multiple
drugs. Almost oné—half of the specimens for each year con-
taihed two or more drugs. Table IV.1l1l presents the combina-
tions of drugs that were found in the specimens from each
year. I1f 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 péfcent
of the specimens that contained morphine also contained
guinine, and almost one-half (49 percent) contained phenme-
trazine. When three drugs were detected, they were most likely
to be morphine, quinine, and phenmetrazine.

3. Construction ot a Drug Summary Variable

mhe fact that a substantial minority of the positive speci-
mens contained multiple drugs had important implications for
our analysis of the data. It wculd be inaccurate, for example,
to combine all persons detected to be using heroin into one
group and to attribute their subsequent behavior arnd the treat-
ment of the court only to their use of heroin, when heroin
users were 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 comtinations 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 pharmacclogic properties. This
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Table IV.11. COMBINATIONS OF DRUGS DETECTED
IN POSITIVE SPECIMENS

Percent Of Specimens That Contained Drug
Drugs Detected Or Drugs At Left
1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
% 4 4 % x
One Drug:
Phenmetrazine (P) 1 2 1 1 3
Quinine (Q) 19 17 13 10 2
Methad
ethadone (ME) Wisze | Sloaz|  Sjssz| Sjasz| Sbis
Legal Methadone (LM) 7 3 a a a
Morphine (M) 4 ; 3 2 3 2
Other Drug 1
Two Drugs:
M+ Q 1 1 2 1
P+Q 6 8 17 9 13
ME + P
Sleez|  Slesz| Zfasz|  2laix|  4las:
M+ P 1 2 b b
LM +.P 1 1 a a a
Other combinations 55 49
Three Drugs:
M+Q+P - 114 124 11
ME+Q+P 2ligg| Sfisy| 4hre|  MMizm| i
M+ Q+ ME 1 2 2 3 1
Other combinations % b 1 1
Four or More Drugs:
M+Q+ME+P 3. 4 A
M+Q+LM+P 0} 3% 11{4% a 14% a4y :]2%
Other combinations ad b b b
TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
(N of Positive Specimens}| (1,791) | (1,951) | (1,903) (1,329) | (1,186)

Distinction between licit and illicit use of methadone not made after 1974.
Less than one percent.

Includes 3% of specimens with methadone and quinine.

Includes 2% of specimens with methadone and quinine.

a o o o
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It 1t contained any of

Specimen was coded positive for: the drugs below:

morphine
Narcotics . guinine

v methadone
codeine

phenmetrazine
amphetamines
methamphetamines
cocaine

Stimulants

methadone, and the
person was a partic-
ipant in a treat-
ment program that
dispensed methadone

Legal Methadone
(1973 and 1974, only)

amobarkital
pentobarkital
other barkiturates

Barkiturates

grouping is displayed above. Althouch quinine is not a
narcotic, it was included in this category because its presence
is considered indicative of heroin use. Legal methadone was
retained as a category for the years 1273 and 1974 to permit
the study cf persons detected to ke using methadone as part of
treatment, but no illicit drug. (It is also possille that some
of these persons were supplementing their treatment dose cf
methadone with illicit methadone.) It should be noted,
however, that the number of specimens classified as containing
legal methadone was guite small (121 in 1973 and 132 in 1974).
Although we shall be using the "narcotice" and "stimulants"
categories throughout this report, most of the specimens in
these categories are actually attributable to the detecticn of
one or two of the most common drugs 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 1IV.10,
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 ali 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 barkiturates were detected

in the specimens from matched cases in 1974.

Table IV.12. TYPES OF DRUGS DETECTED IN POSITIVE SPECIMENS
FROM 1974

Number of Specimens Percent of

Combination of That Contained This All Positive

Drugs Detected Comkination Specimens
Narcotics (N) Only 742 38
Stimulants (S) Only 470 24
Legal Methadone (LM) Only 67 3
N + 8 606 31
N + LM 21 1
S + LM ) 1
N + S + LM 28 2
TOTAL 1,951 100 %
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All of the combinations in Table IV.12 appeared large
erough to permit further study, except those that contained
legal methadone and another drug: We therefore decided to
combine them into one category, "legal methadone + other drugs."

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, "legal methadone only," and
coded it for cases in which the specimen contained only
methadone, regardless of whether it may have teen legally cor
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. The same pro-
cedure was used to ccde cases from all years that had specimens
that contained barbiturates and another drug, primarily because
barkiturates were rarely detected.

This system of classifying the drugs detected was adopted
to facilitate analyses. The actual data files retained infor-
mation about the detection of each of the drugs, soO that analy-
ses using alternative classifications cculd be conducted.
Table IV.13 presents the distribution of all matched cases for
1972 through 1977 on the final drug summary variakle. 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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Table IV.13. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR THE DRUG SUMMARY
VARIABLE FOR ALL MATCHED CASES: 1973-1977

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Drug Variable f %2 f %2 f % f %2 f %2
Tested, Negative 7,458 70 6,755 66 8,125 65 7,926 65 8,492 69
Tested, Positive For:
Stimulants only 269 3 470 ) 288 2 262 2 470 4
Legal methadone only® 121 1 67 ¢ 101° ¢ 75 ¢ 6® ¢
Legal methadone
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 on]ye 21 c 0 - 0. -- 0 -- 0 --
No Result Available:
Refused/unable 1,110 10 1,324 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  10G% 12,514 100% 12,119  100% 12,383 100%

—

a Percentages rounded.

b For 1973 and 1974, this indicates detection of only methadone in & 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.

€ Less than 1 percent.
¢ Not coded in 1975-77.

€ 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 two dates differed by a
considerable time period. Table IV.1l4 shows the percentage of
matched cases for which the two dates were within either one
day or seven days of each other.

Almos£ all of the arrestees from the ratched 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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IN VE OR URINE TESTING
Iv.l4. TIME INTERVAL BETWEEN DATE
Tiﬁ%eDATE OF CASE PAPERING (ALL MATCHED CASES: 1973-77)

Percentage of Cases in Which.the Date of
Testing and Date of Papering Were:
On the Within 7 Days
All Matched Cases Same Date Of Each Other
Year N f 2 b %
1973 10,621 10,146 a5 10,452 o8
1¢74 10,227 ¢,435 92 10,052 98
1975 12,514 11,885 85 12,296 98
1e7¢ 12,119 11,72¢ o7 11,27 9¢
1977 12,383 11,966 87 12,251 oc
TOTAL 57,944 55,158 95% | 56,¢88 8%
tested within seven days of the date of papering. However, in

a minority of cases, the urine test was conducted eight or more
days before or after the date of papering, and in some cases
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-
ing and testing dates were disparate but other information
convinced the researcher that the two records were for the saie
arrestee.)

One of the reasons why a perscn might be tested a numker of
days after the date of papering is that an initial test could
have been omitted (because the defendant refused, was unable,
or did not answer when his name was called in the lock-up) and
the judge could have requested that a test be administered

later on in the judicial proceedings. We are not sure why some
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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

ot days between arrest ang urine testing should also be brief.
For the five years of cases, the percentage of matched

arrestees who were approached by ADASA staff within one day of
the arrest was between 85 percent and %0 percent. In a small
minority of cases, bersons 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 availakle 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 oktained 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 ligquids that were subcse-

quently ingested, or the person's rate of metabolism or excre—
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tion of the drug. For these reasons, to estimate the effect-
iveness of urinalyses, one must rely on findings from
experimental studies of the detectability 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 days after use. Thus, the test
conducted on the D.C. arrestees probably can detect drugs
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 availakie to influence the course of a case.
Because some of our analyses will focus on how drug users were
processed throughout the judicial system, it was important that
the urine test results became availakle 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 weculd not be toc
great. By requiring that the urinalysis be conducted within a
few days of the arrest, we could infer that the urinalysis 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 accessiltle to

attorneys early in the judicial procesdings.
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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 92 percent of the arrestees in each year were tested within
one week of their arrest and pape;ing 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 pszriod 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 1274, we looked
at whether "court appearance type" influenced a person's meeting
this criterion. Persons released by the police on citation or
tond 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 probakly asked to
oktain specimens later on in the Jjudicial proceedings.) Taktle
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 FINAIL ANALYSIS FILES

Total No. No. of
Matched of Cases Cases 1in
Year . Cases Excluded Analysis File
1273 10,6¢1 192 10,49¢
1274 10,237 104 10,132
1975 12,514 181 12,333
1¢7¢6 12,11¢ 156 11,962
1677 12,383 114 12,26¢
TOTAL 57,944 747 7 57,197
Iv-3¢




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
57,127 matched cases for which the interval between the date of
u%ine testing and the date of papering or arrest was seven days

or less. The construction of the final analysis files is

summarized in Pigure IV.1l.
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ALL PROMIS CASES
1973: N= 15,460
1974: N= 15,075
1975: R= 18,877
1976: N= 18,276

-

0

ey

1977: N= 17,229 -

Cases not matched | = ] m-=mesesceeo-ee- Cases matched to —

to -an ADASA record TOTAL: 84,917 an ADASA record <

1973: N= 4,769 P 1973: N= 10,691 .
1974: N= 4,838 - 1974: N= 10,237

1975: N= 6,363 / 1975: N= 12,514 o

1976:. N='6,157 1976: N= 12,119 . gg

1977 = 4,846 1977: N= 12,383 — w

---------------------------------- 0

TOTAL: 26,973 TOTAL : 57,944 [

-

\ sS4

o

—_—z

Jo

Test not recyested Test requested L

within 7 days of within 7 days of :j 5;

— arrest or papering arrest or papering ™
<:: ____________________________________

! 1973: N= 192 1973: N= 10,499 ;3

W 1974: N= 104 1974 = 10,133 E%

@ 1975: N= 181 1975: N= 12,333 )

1976: N= 156 1976 = 11,963 dn

1977: N= 114 1977 = 12,269 Fq

ToTAL: 747 TOTAL: 57,197 =

L. o

. =

>

=

™~

Test result: Test result: Test result: Test result: Test result: Test result:
Negative Positive* Not available Neaative Positive* Not available
;é}é;-&;iéé- 1973: N= 35 1973: N= 51 1973: N= 7,352 1973: N= 1,756 1973: N= 1,391
1974: N= 44 1974+ N= 25 1974. N= 35 1974: N= 6,711 1974: N= 1,926 14674: N= 1,496
1975: N=116 1975: N= 17 1975: N= 48 1975: N= 8,009 1975: N= 1,886 18675: N= 2,438
1976: N= 93 1976: N= 19 1976: N= 44 1976: N= 7,833 1976: N= 1,310 1976: N= 2,820
1977: N= 69 1977: N= 13 1977: N= 32 1977: N= 8,423 1977: N= 1,173 1977: N= 2,673
TOTAL: 428 TOTAL: 109 TOTAL: 210 TOTAL: 38,328 TQTAL: 8,051 TOTAL: 10,818

*Egsf?;vgazog any of the following drugs: morphine, quinine, methadone, phenmetrazine, codeine, amphetamines, methamphetamines, cocaine, and
riiturates.

**In.luded in this category are arrestees who r

, efused or were unable to provide a specimen;
noc recorded; and those for whom there was no

) those who provided a specimen, but a test result was
information recorded.



V. ANALYSES OF CROSS-SECTIONAL DATA

:§ This chapter discusses the analyses that were conducted
using the cross-sectional analysis 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 arre§t§es who have
been detected by urinalysis to be drgg 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 victims
of different ages than those of D- arrestees?

. Did cacses of D+ arrestees have di?fgrent pretrial
release conditions or case dispositions than D-

arrestees?

What factcrs predict that a tested arrestee will be drug
positive? ¢

Is a charge of soliciting for prostitution related tc 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 qf the U.S.
Attorney for the District of Columbia and entered into the
PROMIS case tracking system between January 1, 1273, and
December 31, 1977, and for which:

The PROMIS case record was matched to the arrestee's
ADASA urinalysis test record.

kv

The urine test was conducted within seven days of the
date of case pPapering (screening) or the date of arrest.

Analyses presented in the previous chapter indicated that
the most important predictor of whether PROMIS and ADASA Uurine
records were matched was whether the arrestee had been detained
in the D.C. Superior Court lock-up. Because bersons 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. POTENTIAI STUDY LIMITATIONS

Studies of ‘deviant behavior are prone to a number of
methodological 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 perscn's self~reports
of his or her use of illicit substances. A strength of this
study ie that objective measures of the arrestees' drug use
were available. Urinalysis results are often employed in
interview studies cf 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 an unusual dimension of okjectivity to
this study, a number of di.ificulties that are inherent in that
technique should be recognized. lFirst, 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, 1is
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
low 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 cf the drug in his
or her urine that the test result would be negative. Given
these limitations, it i1s 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
proc;dures used, such as periodic testing of "spiked" urine

specimens and retesting of positive specimens, tended to

"minimize the problem of false positives.

On the other hand, it has been increasingly recognized in
recent years that addicted persons may experience alternating
intervals of ébstention from and use of a drug. Thus, a person

dependent on heroin may reduce or eliminate the use of heroin

V-3

T

I
|
!
!
!

and substitute alcohol or other drugs during a period of

r i .
educed accessibility of heroin or high tolerance to the drug

Tolerance to opiates means that with extended use
14

increasi ¥
asingly large doses are required to obtain an effect.

Periods of ab i
stention reduce one's level of tolerance so that a

berson can achieve the desired effects with smaller, lecs

costly doses.) Thus, an arrestee in our sample who was in the

mids i
ldst of one of these periods of abstention or reduced drug use

might have a negative urine test result. 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 & given

arrestee.

We conclude, therefore, that the arrestees in our sample

who were detected to be drug positive (D+) had probably

inges i ici
gested one or more illicit drugs. However, we recognize that

some persons who received a negative test result (D-) were in

fact dependent upon drugs and might have teen detected hagd

tests been conducted under more controlled (ideal) conditions

The fact that the group of D- arrestees prokably 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. oOn the other hand, when we finad

differences tetween 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 mest

researchers would prefer. Important variables are sometimes

miscoded or go unrecorded. Although this study did suifer

somewhat from these problems, it will be evident from the

findings tc be presented that the information available 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 arrecst records found

by DeFleur (1975).

Fi..ally, results from this study should nct ke used to

infer drug use patterns of nonarrestees. There is ample

evidence that many of the earlier notions cf drug addiction

that were derived from studies of persons who came to the

attention of the 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 (Rokins, 1973) have suggested that
classical notions of addiction may not apply to the more
general population. See also the work by Zinberg (1979)
concerning controlled use of opiates.

C. FINDINGS

The construction of the cross-sectional data files (and thre
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 informat:on

aktout the relative contributions of variakles to predicting
events, but such analyses must be deferred to a future project.

Mcst of our analyses will utilize the cross-sectional files

from 1973 an¢ 1974. These years were chosen because the

1873-74 PROMIS data files contain additional information that

was not entered into the system in subsequent years Such

variakles include the arresting officer's perception of the
involvement of drugs in the case and of the arrestee's proklems

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

availakle for study.

Most of the analyses will differentiate arrestees detected

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 years contained a narcotic (morphine, guinine,
methadone) and/or a stimulant (phenmetrazine). Future work
will have to examine whether the findings obtained for the druy
positives that were collapsed inéo 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 eligikle arrestees during this period; a
gquestion 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 1273
through 1977. Next, we turn to a comparison of how the drug
status of arrestees from 1973 and 1274 was related to these
same characteristics.

Table V.1 presents the sex, race, and age distrikutions of

arrestees from all cases in the cross-sectional analysis files.

i s e e e i




4
A
Table V.1. SEX, RACE, AND AGE OF ARRESTEES IN
CROSS-SECTIONAL CASE FILES, 1973-1977 %
Year of Case Papering
1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
£ 3 £ % f 3 f % f 2
Sex:
Male 9,113 87 8,928 88 10,628 86 9,977 83 9,796 80
Female 1,386 13 1,205 12 1,705 14 1,986 17 2,473 20
10,499 100% 10,133 100% 12,333 100% 11,963 100% 12,269 100%
Race/Sex:
45 1 9,6 84 4 8,828
Black Males 8,2 79)90% 8,09 80)90% 29 7%}89% 8,845 7 ~g8Y ’ 72)89%
Black Females 1,137 11 1,032 10 1,410 11 1,656 4 2,052 17
White Males 665 6 719 7 825 7 951 8 737 6
> 8% > 9% > 9% > 109 > o%
White Females 204 2 152 2 274 2 286 2 367, 3
Race Unknown 248 2 139 1 195 2 225 2 285 2
10,499 100% 10,133 100% 12,333 100% 11,963 100% 12,269 100%
Age at Arrest:
Below 18 143 1 148 1 125 1 106 1 89 1
18-20 2,290 22 2,213 22 2,698 22 2,519 21 2,613 21
21-25 3,307 32 3,144 31 3,810 31 3,572 30 3,715 30
26-30 1,762 i 1,815 18 2,256 18 2,296 19 2,596 21
31-45 2,145 20 2,053 20 2,533 20 2,506 21 2,317 20
46 + 749 7 674 7 780 7 855 7 825 7
No Info. 103 1 86 1 131 1 109 1 114 1
10,499 100% 10,133 100% 12,333 100% 11,963 100% 12,269 1013

¥ Inciudes 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.

3 percents may oot total to 100 due to rounding.
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Most of the cases for each year involved a male arrestee,
although females accounted for a growing proportion of the
cases over the study period (13 percent in 1973 and 20 percent
in 1977). This increase occurreé largely because of an
increase in the proportion of cases involving black female
arrestees.

It is not surprising that the majority of arrestees were
black, given the fact that over 70 percent of the population in
the District of Columbia is black. Because cases involving
white arresteesdare relatively rare in the District of
Columbia, findings to be presented for white arrestees may be
atypical of those that would be obtained from jurisdictions
containing a more balanced racial mix. Some of the analyses to
be presented will, therefore, be broken down by race of the
arrestee. This will not always be feasible, however, because
of the small number of cases involving white arrestees in some
of the analyses. |

The distribution oi the age at arrest for arrestees was
relatively stable over the study period. Approximately 70
percent of all cases for each year involved an arrestee between
the ages of 18 and 30. Most of the remaining cases involved
persons between 31 and 45; only 7 percent of the cases involved
an arrestee over the age of 45. Explanations for the decline
in criminal activity with increasing age, noted by other
researchers, include maturing out of the criminal lifestyle,
increasing expertise at avoiding arrest, higher mortality

rates, and extended imprisonment (Boland, 1980; Winick, 1974).
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Before presenting comparisons between D+ and D- arrestees
it is imp i ,
s 1lmportant to ascertain whether race, age, and sex of th
e
ar
restee related to whether the arrestee provided a urine

specimen and to whether a test result was recorded If

arrestees with particular demographic characteristics were more
likely to use drugs and to avoid providing a specimen, then
such persons might be underrepresented among D+ arrestees.
This could lead us to conclude erroneously that D+ arrestees
were less likely to exhibit such characteristics.

Table V.2 indicates that test results were available fof a
majority of the cases from 1973 and 1974,

regardless of the sex

or
r race of the arrestee. Between 82 percent and 90 percent of

T . . ?

Urinalysis Black White B]aek Whit
ite
Result Males Males Females Females
f % f % f % f %
Result
Recorded:
Test
Negative 11,074 68 1,003 72 : 1,477 68 223 63
Test
Positive 2,940 18 138 10 466 22 86 24
No Result
~ Recorded:
Refused/
Unable 1,917 12 207 15 180 8 43 12
No Infor-
mation 405 2 36 3 46 2 4 1
TOTAL 16,336 100% 1,384 100% 2,169 100% 356 100%
an.. . -~
Excludes 387 cases in which arrestee's race was coded other oxr unknown



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. White 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 cf missing test information. Similarly, the
reason black females were most likely to have a test result
availakle is that they were least likely to have avoided
providing a specimen. ‘For all groups, when a test result was
not availakle, it was primarily kecause the arrestee indicated
an inakbility or unwillingness to provide a urine specimen,
rather than because test information wae 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. Specimens obtained from women were more likely to contain

Téble V.3. THE LIKELIHOOD OF A POSITIVE TEST RESULT,
BY ARRESTEE RACE AND SEX

Percent That

Sex/Race Of N of Tested Contained
Arrestee Specimens A Drug
White Female 30¢ 28
Black Fenmnale 1,43 24
Black Male 14,014 21
White Male 1,141 12
TOTAL 17,407 21%

drugs, regardless of race. Black males were next most likely

to Le drug positive, and white male arrestees were least likely

to be drug positive. (It is possible that the low rate of drug
positives among specimens from white males was caused by the
higher refusal rate--15 percent--found among these arrestees,
assuming that persons whc avoided providing a specimen were
likely to be drug positive if they had been tested. To test
this pcossibility, we computed an adjusted D+ rate for white
male arrestees that assumed that all of the specimens from the
excess number of refusals would have bLeen 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.)

Takle 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 femaliles, 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. Howéver, this difference was probably a

reflection of the small number of cases for these persons.



Table V.4.
OF A URINE TEST RESULT?

DOES AGE OF ARRESTEE PREDICT AVAILABILITYa
(N=19,957 CASES FROM 1973-1974%)

Percent Having A Test Result Recorded
Age Of Black White Black White
Arrestee Males Males Females Females
N % (N) % (V) * (N *
18-20 (3,617) 85 . (271) 77 (425) 93 (117) 89
21-25 (4,965) 86 (408) 81 (813) 91 (139) 91
26-30 (2,820) 87 (246) 84 (392) 86 (53) 85
31-45 (3,391) 87 (301) 87 (405) 88 (25) 68
46 + (1,138) 88 (143) 85 (100) 90 (17) 82
Age
Unknown (134) 87 (12) 50 (22) 64 (3) b
TOTAL (16,065) 87% (1,381) 83% (2,157) 90% (354) 87%

® Excludes 384 cases in which the arrestee's race was coded other or unknown;
88 percent of these cases 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 form. Only 36 percent of such cases had a test result

recorded.

b Too few cases to compute a meaningful percent.

Having found that age, sex, and race of the arrestee were

not systematically related to the availability

cf a test

result, we can now proceed to the comparison of D+ and D-

arrestees presented in Table V.5. Drug status
was not related to the arrestee's sex or race,.
difference found (three percentage points) was
arrestees, who were slightly less likely to be
among D+ arrestees than D- arrestees. This is

{ the results reported above that indicated that

of the arrestee
The largest
for white male
represented
consistent with

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 Cases With
This Characteristic
Arrestee
Characteristic D
f % f %
Race/Sex:
Black Male 2,940 8n 11,074 79
Black Female 466 13 1,477 11
White Male 138 1,003 7
White Female 86 2 223 2
Unknown 52 1 28€ 2
3,682 1002 14,063 101% 2
Age At Arrest:

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 2,93¢ 21
46 + 101 1,152 8

Unknowr 31 1 126 1

3,682 100% 14,063 1553 '

a

Percent does not total 100 because of rounding.

The age of the arrestee was related to his or her drug

status.

were less likely to be between the ages of 18 and 20,
likely to be between the ages of 21 and 30,

be over age 45.

Compared with the drug negative group,

drug positives

more

and less likely to

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 1573 and 1974,

separately.

These results are Presented in Table V.6.

Consideratle stability of the age distributions of D+ and

arrestees between the two years was found for each of the
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four groups. With one exception (white females from cases

: 21-30 age group; dpproximately two-thirds of the D+ female
, ) _ D- b
é@( 1973), D+ arrestees were less likely to be age 18-20 than i

arrestees and 60 percent of D+ male arrestees (with the

first arrest was for auto theft.
¢ percents may not total 100 because of rounding.

arrestees. Drug positive arrestees were concentrated in the exception of white males in 1974) were in this age range.
: These findings suggest that drug abuse may not become a
Table V.6. HGE AT ARREST OF D+ AND D- ARRESTEES | E 99 g Y
(N=17,407 CASES FROM 1973-1974%) ; serious problem (leading to addiction ané a greater likelihoog
White Females of detection) among arrestees until they are in their twenties
. les
s Involving: Black Fema .
Case 1973 1974 1 and, that the proklem begins to decline after age 30. fTo the
1973 1974 |
" 0 or D- D+ DW (%) (1&) ) extent that this is true, it may be advisable for treatment
+ - i
52) (122
9 803) (237)  (674) ( X . . .
Q?) ( v M e % % * bPrograms to direct their efforts toward bPreventing the onset of
Age at Arrest % % L
8 b b 0 1 0 1 0 0 j dependence among persons arrested kefore age 21. Moreover, our
Below 1 31 29 37
15 23 37 | ,
18-20 11 z “ 28 a6 41 %6W ?g? ? results suggest that arrestees may indeed mature cut of drug
21-25 38 . 685 5o¢ 63% 52% 70/ 27" i
a 51% * 7 1 . . . . .
R 15 58* 3 8 4 ?, addiction as the ass middle age (Winick, lee62).
26-30 s 19 0 10 3 4 Y P 9
31-45 19 13 | o
16 + 1 6 1 5 0 ? g . 2. Criminal Backgrounds of D+ and D~ Arrestees
b 0
b 1 0 —= — — , .
No Info. — — — — e 1005 9gs.C 101%¢ ; The PROMIS System in the District of Columkia stores
e C 9g4C 100% 100 - i
{ 99: ¢ 99" * /
i information about each arrestee's criminal background. Table
! V.7 shows how the cases of D+ and D- drrestees compared with
White Males : .
1 -
Cases Involving: Black Males ﬁ regard to some of these characteristics.
1973 1974 1973 1974 : It is evident that p+ arrestees from D+ cases had more
o+ D- 0+ D- (g) Mgb (9& “gb extensive criminal backgrounds than p- arrestees. Drug
0) (5310)
(1380)  (5764) | (156 . .
. g g % % % % * , PCsitive arrestees had a greater number of Prior arrests than
Age at Arrest % ‘
0 . C ,
Below. 18 b 1 b 1 0 0 12 18 drug negatives, and conviction impeachment was more probatle,
elow
7 22
23 16 24 " N . N N
18-20 19 41 28 3 . ‘gsu which indicates that D+ arrestees were more likely to have
1-25 8 2,1 Daer| Loox  Zasy Bue 7 46%
21- S60 a5k =57 = 18 2 13 , ; i
26-30 2z 2 20 29 21 31 23 committed prior offenses that could ke used in court to
31-45 19 ez 10 13 12
46 + 2 9 4 8 1 ) 0 1 , challenge their Credibility. Drug positive arrestees were also
3
1 1 1 —_ — :
No Info. 1 — — — R . . C s
—_— — - . a % 100% 1 a .
1o18c 101%¢ 100% 100% 993¢C 101%¢ 100 . more likely to have used an alias There was no significant
! difference between the two groups in their likelihood that the
® Excludes 338 cases in which race of arrestee was unknown. i .
x{" b Less than 1 percent. %
EN
!
1
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Table V.7. CRIMINAL BACKGROUND OF D+ AND D- ARRESTEES

(N=17,745 CASES FROM 1972-1974)

Percent Of‘Cases In Which Arrestee
Criminal Had This Characteristic
Background Of O+ D-
Arrestee .
(N=3,682) (N=14,063)
(3 b
Number ¢f Prior
Arrests:
None or unknown 32 49
1 -4 25 27
5+ 43 24
Conviction
Impeachiment
Is possible @ 36 21
Has Used An
Alias 7 4
First Arrest Was
For auto theft 3 2

& It & defendant with previous convictions for certain offenses (e.qg.,
offenses that demonstrate moral turpitude or dishonesty) takes the.
stand, his or her previous convictions can be used to impeach testi-
mony in the current case.

3. Characteristics of the Current Offense

During 1973 and 1974 the arresting officer's perceptions of
the arrestee and the current offense were recorded in PROMIS.
Table V.8 shows that police officers were more likely to
indicate drug involvement and opiate-related health problems
for D+ arrestees than for D- arrestees.

The arresting officer,

of course, had no information about the arrestee's urine test

V=17
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Table V.8. ARRESTING OFFICER'

: S PERCEPTIONS OF THE -
DRUG INVOLVEMENT AND HEALTH (N=17,745 CASES FROM 125??55?5)5

Percent Of Cases For Which This
Was Indicated
Officer's 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
Health problem 1 4
Arrestee Has a
Physical problem 2 3

.

result at the time of his assessment. The fact that the

(1979) found that these 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 berson was charged with a misdemeanorx

or felony offense. Table V.9 also presents a crime serious-

ness score computed by PROMIS. This is based on a scale

v-18
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Table V.9, CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CURRE
FOR D+ AND D- ARRESTEES (N=17,745 CASES FROM 1973-1974)

Percent Of Cases Having
Characteristic At Left
Characteristic
0f Current D+ D-
Offense (N=3,682) (N=14,063)
% 5
Type of Offense:
Misdemeanor 50 47
Felony ) 50 53
Severity Of
Offense:
0 34 : 28
1-4 37 36
5 + 29 36
Weapon Involved 25 ‘ 29
Someone Injured 12 20

a h case, based on the scale developed

computed by PROMIS for eac » based > scal _ :

gysggqiin agd WO1féang (1964). Low scores indicate victimiess crimes;

high scores indicate crimes involving injury and loss of money and/or
property.

derived by Sellin and Wolfgany (1964) that assigns points based
on characteristics of the case, including possession of a
weapon, if the case involved injury or death, if a victim was
intimidated, if the offense was a nonconsensual sex crime, and
if the offense involved theft, damage, or destruction of

4 - 3 "B“i
property. Victimless crimes tend to have low scores, and more

violent and costly (dollar value) crimes receive high scores.

V-19
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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 Ecker

(1971),

man, et al.

who found that drug users were less likely to be

involved in violent offenses. This finding was reaffirmed when

we looked at the actual charges that were brought against each

arrestee.

Tables V.10 and V.11 show the maximum charge that was

brought by the arresting officer or the brosecutor in cases for

male and female arrestees, respectively. 1In pPreparing 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. 1In

cases in which ties 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 broperty offense. This was

caused by a high number of charges for larceny offenses,

typically the possession of stolen goods. Twenty-one percent

of the cases involving male D+ arrestees involved a larceny

offerse, 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

broperty offense. This was primarily a reflection of their

lower involvement with aggravated assault offenses. (We
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J I 5S OF D+ AND
ble V.10. MAXIMUM OFFENSE CHARGED IN CASE
- D- MALE ARRESTEES (N=15,427 CASES FROM 1973-1974)

Percent Of Cases In Which
This Was The Maximum Offense

Maximum Offense b+ D-
Charged® (N=3120) (N=12317)
% %

Property Crime:

Larceny 21 14
Burglary 14 14
Fraud/Embezzlement 3
Auto Theft 4 4
Arson/Property Destruction 1 __E_
_;E; 37%

Violent Crime:

Robbery 16 14
Aggravated Assault or

Assault on Police Officer 8 16
Simple Assault 2 4
Homicide 2
Sexual Assault 2

30% 40%
Victimless Crime:
Drugs 10 8
Bail violations 7 5
Weapons 7 5
Consensual Sex 2 2
Gambling b b
26% 20%
Other 1% 2%
TOTAL 100% 994

8 see text for definition.
Less than one percent.

Table V.11. MAXIMUM OFFENSE CHARGED IN CASES OF D+
AND D- FEMALE ARRESTEES (N=2,308 CASES FROM 1973-1974)

, Percent Of Cases In Which
This Was The Maximum Offense

Maximum Offense D+ D-
Charged® (N=562) (N=1746)
& %
Victimless Crime:
Consensual Sex 28 29
Bail Violations 11 4
Drugs 10 5
Weapons 4 3
Gambling 1 b
54% 41%
Property Crime:
Larceny ) 15 11
Fraud/Embezzlement 6 6
Burglary 3 5
Auto Theft 2 2
Arson/Property Destruction b 1
26% 25%
Violent Crime:
Aggravated Assault or
Assault on Police Officer 9 21
Robbery 8 6
Homicide 2 3
Simple Assault b 2
Sexual Assault 0 b
19% 32%
Other 1 2
TOTAL 100% 100%

: See text for definition.
Less than one percent.
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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
be charged with a victimless criﬁe than D- arrestees. This was
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-
female arrestees were in the same direction as that found for
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 amcng
female arrestees was victimless crimes. Female D+ arrestees
were akout 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 ke
drug abusers. We return to this issue in a later section.

Drﬁg positive and drug negative female arrestees were about
equally likely to be charged with property ocffenses. Drug
positives were a little more likely to be charged with larceny,
as were drug positive male arrestees, but this was offset by a
somewhat lower percentage of charges for burglary.

Drug positive female arrestees were least likely to be
charged with a violent crime, primarily because of their lower
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).

V=23
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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 bProperty 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. 1In 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.10 and V.11l. The four categories of.

drugs we looked at were narcotics, primarily morphine, quinine,
and illicit methadone; stimulants, primarily phenmetrazine;

stimulants and narcotics, indicative ©f 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,
regardlessz of any other drugs that might have keen 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 who were positive 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 (1277)
reported that arrestees detected to be using hercin cnly 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 viclent offenses reflects their greater
number of charges for aggravated assaults. We are unsure of
the 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




i P——

P

Table V.12. IS THE TYPE OF DRUG DETECTED RELATED TO THE TYPE OF OFFENSE a
CHARGED? (N=17,725 TESTED SPECIMENS FROM ARRESTEES FROM CASES FOR 1973-1974)

Cases In Which Sbecimen Was
D+ o+ D+ D+
Maximum Offense Stimulants Narcotics Narcotics & Legal b
Charged D- 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
T oy ad d —d
Nt 99% 98% 101% 100% 101%
o (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
100% 10294 100% 100% 102%°
(N of Specimens) (1,746) (65) (272) (163) : (61)

& Excludes 20 specimens containing only barbiturates.
b Specimen contained methadone received as part of treatment, regardless of whether other drugs were detected.

C Less than 1 percent.
d Percents may not total to 100 due tc rounding.
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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, who decides whether to
proceed with 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 Ly
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 jail or after
court appearance, provided there are no warrants outstanding
against the person.

We found that cases 0of D+ and D- arrestees had an almost
equal likelihood of being papered; 81 percent and 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, however. 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 extensive 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 D+ D~
Case Disposition (N=2921) (N=10892)

Release Status:

Personal Recognizance 33 48

Surety Bond 24 15

Third-party Custody 17 14

Cash Bond 11

Other 2

Unknown 13 11
TOTAL 100% 100%

Case Disposition:

Guilty 43 36

Case Dismissed 40 46

Defendant Acquitted 5 6

Other 1 1

Unknown® 11 11 :
TOTAL 100% 100% ;

® Includes cases without a disposition at the time the PROMIS date files were

accessed,

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. Caces of D+
arrestees were more likely to end in a guilty disposition and

lese 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+ ané 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 ocur
understanding of the relative importance of all of these
factors tc the disposition of cases.

5. Arrestee Drug Status and the Victim's Age

puring the course of this project, we received a telephone
call from a member of a congressional committee investigating
protlems 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 discerimination 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
solumbia 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
fo the six offense categories for which at least one-third of

the cases had the victim's age recorded. These offenses were
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forcible se i ici
x 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, &s defined earlier.

We first examined whether the availability of information
about the victim's age was related to the drug status of the
arrestee. If the victim's age was less likely to be coded for
D+ arrestees, then our findings might be suspect. Fortunately,
for our analyses, 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. PERCENT 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- M+ Provided of Differences® ;
W o om ozl om s l
Forcible Sex {517) 82 (53) 79 (82) 82 P> .10 !
f
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
Burglary '
(agqinst
residences) (1,382) 41 (348) 43 (244) 39 P .10
Larceny/Auto
Theft/Fraud (1,842) 35 (645) 38 (293) 36 Ps .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 1274 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 1973-1274 WITH VICTIM'S AGE)

T ]
Percent Of Cases In Vhich i
Maximum Offense Arrestee’s Victim's Age Was 3
Charged Drug Status (N) <18 18-29 30-39 40-49 50+ ! Total
Homicide D- (196) 6 36 21 20 17 106..
D+ (40) 5 47 18 15 15 i 100
Assault (aggravated | ‘
and simp?e) D- (1759) 6 42 21 17 14 100
D+ (205) 6 45 25 13 11 1007
Forcible Sex )
Offenses D- (4z4) 41 42 ] 3 5 100
D+ (42) 26 55 14 0 5 1007
Robbery D- (976) 6 37 15 16 26 100¢
D+ (283) 5 40 19 13 23 100
Larceny/Auto Theft/
Fraud {excluding
against i
Ezgiﬁesges) D~ (643 3 43 21 16 17, 100
D+ (243) 1 51 21 15 12 100
Burglary (against |
gesizencgs) D- (562) 3 39 21 17 20 100 ,
D+ (151) 1 42 21 17 19 | 1w |
Vv-31
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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
tforcible 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. 1In 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 percer.r 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 victims below age 18 is only partially explained by their lower
A D+ OR D- ARRESTEE, BY AGE OF THE VICTIM (N=6,405 CASES o .
FROM 1973-1974 WITH VICTIM'S AGE AND A TEST RESULT?®) i3 involvement in forcible sex offenses.
c“esInHMchvntﬁ1%s We tested cne additional explanation fcr the lower
Arrestee's <18 18-29 30-39 40-49 50+ TOTAL involvement of D+ arrestees in crimes involving youths. We
Drug Status % % % % % y . .
knew from our earlier findings that D+ arrestees were less
Drug Negative 90 81 81 84 83 82 :
likely than D- arrestees to be between the ages of 18 and 20.
Drug Positive 10 19 19 16 17 18 !
‘ If offenses tend to be committed against one's peers, that
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% could explain our findings. Table V.17 presents the age at
(N of Cases) (477) (2,731) | (1,254) (928) (1,015) (6,405)
arrest and age of the victim for all cases for which the
Row Percent 7% 43% 20% |- - 14% 16% 100%
L f information was available.
@ Excludes 996 cases with a victim's age, but with no urine test result. These
accounted for 12% to 16% of the cases from each age level.
Table V.17. 1S THE AGE OF THE ARRESTEE RELATED TO
i THE AGE OF THE VICTIM? (N=7,343 CASES FROM 1973-1974
percent and 19 percent of these cases. They were FOR WHICH BOTH AGES WERE AVAILABLE
underrepresented in cases involving younger victims, however: Age Of Arrestee
] Below
they accounted f 1 : . : i
Y or only 10 percent of these cases | Age Of Victim 18 18-29 | 30-39 | 40-49 50+
The fact that we had found earlier that D+ arrestees were ‘ s 2 £ £ z
i Below 18 20 8 7 7 8
less likely to be charged with forcible sex crimes and that : 18-29 36 BQ 32 22 19
. . . : 30-39 12 17 20 16
such crimes were those most likely to involve young victims ! 40-49 13 11 15 3] 20
suggested a possible reason for the lower involvement of D+ i 0+ 20 1 1 20 £
' : TOTAL 1018 100% 101% 8 100% 100
arrestees in cases involvin oung victims. To test thi :
9 young st this (N of Cases) (157) | (4,768) | (1,387) | (636) | (394)
hypothesis, we suktracted the forcible sex offense cases from 3 a .
; Percents may not total to 100 due to rounding.
the 477 cases involving youths (there were 185 or 39 percent) }
and recomputed the percentage of cases in this category é Age of the arrestee was associated with the age of the
| — . . .
attributable to D+ arrestees. The adjusted percentage of cases § victim. With the exception of the small group of arrestees
involving D+ arrestees climbed from 10 percent to 13 percent, { below age 18, the highest percentage of victims came from the
but was still below the percentage found for cases involving % : . same age category as the arrestee. This is illustrated by the
5
N : . . .
older victims. We therefore conclude that the lesser ;% bracketed figures in Table V.17. Arrestees below age 18 were
involvement of D+ arrestees than D- arrestees in crimes with “ﬁ ; 1 more likely than older arrestees to be charged with offenses
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against persons below 18, and they were also somewhat more
likely than arrestees age 18-32 to be involved in offenses
against persons 50 or older. Between 7 percent and B percent
of arrestees from the older age categories were involved in
crimes against youths.

Table V.18 presents these results, according to the drug
status of the arrestee. (Arrestees below age 18 were omitted
because of the small number of cases.) We found that for each
age category, D+ arrestees were less likely than D- arrestees
tc ke involved in crimes against youths. 1In addition, at each
age level, D+ and D- arrestees were about egually likely to be
involved in crimes against persons 50 or older. This was less
true for arrestees 50 or older, but the difference between D+
and D- arrestees is probably a result of the small number of
cases involved. These findings thus offer additional evidence
that D+ arrestees 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.18. IS THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN AGE OF ARRESTEE
AND AGE OF VICTIM SIMILAR FOR D+ AND D- ARRESTEES?
(N=6,300 CASES WITH BOTH AGES?)

Age Of Arrestee
18-29 30-39 40-49 50+
Age Of victim D D- o+ D- b+ - D+ D-
Below 20 5 8 3 8 5 7 3 ]
20-29 51 50 30 33 32 21 17 19
30-39 13 16 37 31 16 21 28 14
40-49 11 12 16 15 28 3 10 22
50 + 14 14 14 13 19 20 42 36
TOTAL 100s 100% | 100% 100% 100% 100% | 100% 100%
(N of Cases) (829) {3317)] (194) (1036) {57) (513)| (29) . {(325)
® Excludes 56 cases with arrestee below age 18,
V-35

witl g
1 26 percent of the 100 specimens Okbtained from ar

! 1

use among drrestees,

| race, age, and the
exi
stence of a drug-related charge were related to the

likelih i
100d that a tested Specimen was positive. As reported

earlie
r, female arrestees were, on the whole more likely to b
1] e Y C e
detected ¢t i
O be using drugs than were male arrestees (24 percent
> 4 en

versus
20 percent). Although black females and white females

the highest rates Of positive

rates begin to decline after age 20.

| These relations are
1llustrated for 1973 and 1974 in Figure v.1

was
related to the type of drug that was detected. e found

5[

arrestees 1t
below age 46 were positive for stimulants compared

restees
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Table V.12, AGE, SEX, RACE, AND PRESENCE OF A DRUG
CHARGE AS PREDICTORS OF A POSITIVE URINALYSIS RESULT
(N=17,745 CASES FROM 1973-1974 WITH A TEST RESULT)

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
Age
18-20 (3,372) 16 (507) 18
21-25 (4,707) 24 (886) 25
26-30 (z,700) 25 (393) .40
31-45 (3,279) 20 (386) 22
46 + (1,144) 8 (109) 6
Maximum Offense
Charged Was a
Drug Offense:
Yes (1,249) 26 (142) 41
No (14,188) 20 (2,166) 23
Any Offense
Charge Was a
Drug Offense:
Yes (1,807) 27 (190) 39
No (13,630) 19 (2,118) 23
A1l Cases (15,437) 20% (2,308) 24%

® Excludes 105 cases of arrestees below age 18, and 157 cases with no
recorded age.

Figure V.1 AGE, SEX
12 . ’ + AND RACE OF
(N=17 ;g¥€f¢EE AS PREDICTORS OF DRUG STATUS
’ ASES FROM 1973-1974 wiTH A TEST RESULT)

1973 - 1974

Percent Positive Percent Positive

3 KO 20 30 40 50 0 10 20 30 40 50
e

BLACK MALES:
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Ee o 21-25
S8 26-30 27
2= 31-45 B | ; 27
46+ '_ 3} 24
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BLACK FEMALES:
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£ 21225
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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 fina 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 someé 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 result; 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 amonyg 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.

o

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 RESULT®)

Percent Of Specimens Tnat Were Positive
No Drug
Offense Drug Offense
Age Of Arrestee Charged Charged
(N) % (N) g
Males:
18-20 (2,908) 16 (464) 13
21-25 (4,031) 24 (676) 27
26-30 (2,370) 24 . (330) 32
31-45 (2,994) 18 (285) 40
45 + (1,112) 8 (32) 31
TOTAL ~ (13,415) 19% (1,787) 27%
females:
18-20 (460) 17 (47) 28
21-25 (804) 24 (82) 37
26-30 {357) 39 (36) 56
31-45 (363) 20 (23) 48
45 + (108) 6 (1) b
TOTAL (2,092) 232 (189) 390

@ fxcludes 262 cases with unknown age or age below 18,
b Too few cases.



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 indicated 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

it

e 0

’I‘ableTgl.PZRlE. WHAT CHARGES WERE MOST LIKELY
(8917, 725 orO.E DICT A POSITIVE TEST RESULT>
, FROM 1973-1974 WITH A URINE TEST RESULT?®)

Percent.Nith This Charge Who Were D+

Maximum Offense Cases of Males Cases of Females

Charged (N) % (N) b4
Bail Violatsions (849) 27 (139) 45
Larceny (2,359) 27 (2%4) 30
Drugs (1,249) 26 (142) 41
Weapons Offenses (849) 24 (71) 30
Robbery (2,209) 22 (149) 29
Fraud/Embezzlement (486) 22 -§-—-Zi355-------§3 -----
Consensual Sex -23855 ------- 56 ----- (656) 24
Burglary (2,160) 20 (103) 15
Auto Theft (602) 18 C(asy T 297
Homicide (285) 18 T
Arson/Property

Destruction (314) 14 (23)

G?mb]1ng (51) 14 (5) b
Simple Assault (584) 13 (32)
Aggravated Assault (2,253) 10 (424) ,
Sexual Assault (568) 9 (2) N
Other Offenses (256) 18 (42) 1:
AN Cases (15,437) 202 (2,308) 243 7

a
Offenses above or within dott i
: ed lines had & rate of d iti
that was higher than the expected rate bas;d on all c;zgspos1t1ves

Less than 1 percent.

conducted a number of analyses to address this issue Th
. +Ltese

are presented in the next section.

7. Prostitution angd Arrestee Drug Status

We thought that the €xpected 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 carries 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



charge brought against female arrestees and related the
existence of a charge fcr prostitution to the person's test
result. Table V.22 presents thege findings by 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 (15 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)

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

e e 1 e

FEREE IS

3

drug-related offense.
according to the age o

As one might expect,

arr i iciting
eéstee was charged with soliciting for prostitution declineg

with age.

remained stable across the age ranges in the table

f the arrestee.

The percentage charged with a drug offense,

'

Table V.23 presents these findings,

the likelihood that a D+ female

Thus,

proportion of D+ arrestees charged with neither prostitution

nor drug-

arrestees age 18 to 20,

and 45,

Table V.23.

PROSTITUTION (N=551 C

PERCENTAGE OF CASES
INVOLVED A DRUG CHAR

OF D+ FEMALE ARRESTEES THAT
GE OR A CHARGE OF SOLICITING FOR
ASES FROM D+ ARRESTEES, 1973-1974)2

related offenses increased from 49 percent for

and to 71 percent for those between 31

Were there charges for specific offenses that were

Age At Arrest Of D+ Arrestees

Charge Was ForP 18-20 | 21-25 | 26-30 | 31-45

% % 2 2

Prostitution Only 37 36 2;- 1;

Drugs Oniy 14 12 12 13

Both o 1 1 )
Neither Drugs or

Prostitution 49 51 61 71

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100%

(N of Cases) (90) (220) (158) (83)

a .
Egc]udes specimens from
with unknown ages.

Signifies that at least one of the ch
Or prosecutor was as indicated in tab

Less than 1 percent.

Persons outside these age ranges and

le,

arges brought by police

however,




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 pattern of lesser involvement of D+

arrestees in viclent crimes that we have seen throughout this

chapter.

5 et merid
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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
b+ 0 D+ D- D+ D- o+ D-
Maximum Offense (N=90) (N=417) (N=220) (N=666) (N=158) (N=235) {N=83) (N=303)

Charged b4 2 % % % % b b3
Consensual Sex 34 41 34 42 23 14 14 4
Drug Offense 13 6 11 6 9 5 8 3
Larceny 11 13 15 9 17 14 17 10
Robbery 8 10 9 6 4 5 10 4
Bail Violation 7 4 1 4 14 6 10 6
Aggravated Assault 6 6 2 11 13 28 20 49
Fraud/Embezziement 6 8 8 7 4 7 5 3
Other Offense* 15 12 20 15 16 21 16 21

TOTAL 100% 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 D- cases in any age

category,
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VI. CONSTRUCTION OF THE LONGITUDINAL DATA FILE

The cross—sectional data files described in vhe previous

two chapters utilized the case as the unit of analysis. A

person who was arrested more than once between 1973 and 1977

might have had several PROMIS case records represented in the

cross-sectional data files. This presented no problems for the

analyses that have been performed thus far, because the

cross-sectional data files were designed to address guestions

about all cases processed during the study period. Those

files, however, could not easily be used to address questions

about the same defendant over time. Therefore, we constructed

a longitudinal, defendant-based file that combined all of the

information available for each defendant. This chapter

describes the methods used to construct the file. A more

technical description of the file and its construction appears

in Appendix C.
SELECTION OF A PANEL PERIOD AND A SAMPLE OF DEFENDANTS

A.

To‘construct the longitudinal file, we first had to choose

a period of time that could be used as a basis for selecting

persons to be included in the data file. That period will be

called the panel period. Persons arrested during this panel

period could then be studied in terms of their criminal
behavior before the panel period as well as after.
The choice of the panel period was guided by three criteria:

A span of time had to be chosen that allowed sufficient
time to monitor each person's pre-panel arrest history:

.
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. The data available

possible. had to be as complete and accurate as

Fortunat >
ely, data were availakle for a time period th
at

August 21, 1974
974. That form contained information that was

Previously unavai
v C
Yy ailable from €Xxlsting data sources
ces, for example,

1 4 r ’

!

and militar : i
Y experience. We therefore decided to make th
e

panel peri
beriod the 8 months following the introduction of thij
is

form. In addition,

for almost 20 months ({from January 1, 1973

through »a i
gn ARugust 20, 1274) pPrior to the panel period, we haa
’

carly stages i
v ges of the PROMIS lmplementation, kefore 1873.)

Finally,
Y. We also had PROMIS data through December 31 1978

track panel
members!'
subsequent cases. Thus, a record was

estaktlished of ea
ch "son ! i
Person’'s arrests in the District of

Columbia over a 72-month period.

As not j ’
ed in Chapter IV, we reviewed and coded ADASA

4 ’ /
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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 éersons 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
the data file who came from those days that had the least
amount of information missing from the urine test forms. The
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 the 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 MDIs
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for each day i i
Y 1n the panel Peériod were then rank ordered--1o
to highest. .

The M z
DIs for the 217 days ranged from Zero to 517 ang

seemed to be associated with the day of the week:

25 percent of
the Monda

YS, 32 percent of the Wednesdays, ang 31 percent of

] n oL

the
Saturdays had an MDI greater thar 200. Tuesdays

!

g.. ea te p I} p ¥

bercent, r i
eéspectively. We therefore decidegd to stratify tr
e

sample b ’
)o) Yy day of week to allow for the possibility that

We wanteg
d to select eénough days so that we vwould obtain

Poertion of
those records would be Successfully matched to th
e

desired n
umber o
f cases. 1In Order to maintain equal inclusio
n

’ (@]

i1nclude 11 days (four Tuesdays,
I“'!

two Thursdays, ang five

rida
¥Ys) that had MDIs greater than 200 but less than 220

Thus, f Yy t ely
or all days selected €Xcept those 11 approximatel
!

third i
s (400/6OQ) ©f the information for the six variabl
e
was available. S

). Although Gz
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Table VI.1.

PERCENTAGE OF ELIGIBLE DAYS SELECTED FOR DEFINING
PANEL CASES BY MONTH AND DAY OF WEEK

N Of Days Selected, By Day Of Week Percentage
{N of 0f Eligible
Month In Eligible M T W Th F Sat Total Days | Days Selected
Panel Period Days) (N=36) (N=36) (N=37) (N=36) (N=36) (N=36) Selected By Month
August, 1974 (10) 1 1 2 2 2 2 10 100%
September {25) 5 4 4 4 4 3 24 96%
October (27) 1 4 2 2 1 2 12 44%
November (26) 4 4 3 3 4 4 22 85%
December (26) 3 1 1 3 1 4 13 50%
January, 1975 (27) 3 2 2 3 2 15 56%
February (24) 1 1 3 2 3 2 12 50%
March (26) 3 3 2 2 3 2 15 58%
April (26) 2 3 4 2 2 3 16 62%
TOTAL (217) 23 23 23 23 23 24 139 64%
Percentage of Eligible Days
Selected, By Day of Week 64% 64% 62% 64% 64% 64% - -
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percentage of eligible days selected varied from month to
month. Thus, in August 1¢74, right after the introduction of
the new form, all of the days had MDIs below 202 and were
selected for the sample. On the other hand, only 44 percent otf
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 liﬁtle 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.1 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 {fcrms 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 cn 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

VI-6

I

bz}

selected days. Excluding multiple cases for some persons,

7,087 different defendants were actually involved. (We had
more PROMIS records than ADASA records 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
cf 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 LONGITUDINAI FILE

Fouvr 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.

Urin;lysis test results and demographic information
obtained from ADASA for the same period.

Bail and sentencing data collected ky hand.

. .;pformation on participation in drug treatment in the
Jlstrict of Columkia, obtained from ADASA.

Each of these data sources will be described below.

1. PROMIE 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.) 1In addition, PROMIS cases for
panel members for January and Fekruary 1974 who had hteen
excluded from the cross-sectional files because of the absence

of ADASA records for this period were included in the

vVi-7



longitudinal file. PROMIS cases for panel members for 1978 For each of the 1,353 cases for panel members, the data

r R i =
(1,353 cases), a year for which we had not constructed a ' “j collectors hed a PROMIS-generated list of arrest and papering

cross-sectional file, were also extracted and retained. % dates, the original and current c¢ourt case numbers, the

1 o ' RN~ T + ‘ N . .
Selecticon of panel memkers' cases was done by finding all arrestee's name, and his or her PDID number to aid in locating

cases having the same PDID number as a panel member, using a the correct tracking form for each defendant. In addition,

"match-merge" computer program developed at INSLAW. (The PDID each coding sheet contained a sequence number that was

number is a unique fingerprint-based police department generated for each case. This identifier facilitated the

icdentification number assigned to each arrestee at the time of merging of the newly coded information with each arrestee's

first arrest and maintained in all subsequent cases involving original PROMIS case record

the person.) These procedures resulted in the accumulation of Tracking forms were located for 1,037 (77 percent) ci the

all of the cases for each panel member entered in PROMIS as panel member's cases for 1978. This "match rate" was somewhat

being papered between January 1, 1973, and December 31, 1¢78. higher than the 72 percent match rate achieved for all PROMIS

Thus, a record was available of each panel iember's arrests for cases for 1977. This is probably because the 1978 records had

serious misdemeanor and felony cases processed in the D.C.

been more recently completed and were less likely to have been

Superior Court during this six-year period. misplaced, and because, in contrast to 1977 (and the

2. ADASA Urinalysis Records

data-collection process for the prior years}, we were looking

Panel members' PROMIS cases that were extracted from the for ADASA records for a small numbter of well-defined cases and

cross-sectional files for 1973-1977 were already linked to a were therefore coding a small percentage of all available

matching ADASA urinalysis record, if the latter had keen records. The findings presented in Chapter IV about factors

found. In addition, those cases already contained the related to successful matching of PROMIS and ADASA records also

urinalysis test result summary variable, descriked in Chapter applied to these cases. We matched 90 percent of the PROMIS

IV. However, since cross-sectional data files were constructed cases for 1978 in which the arrestee had been detained in the

only for cases papered through Decemker 31, 1977, we had no lock-up.

similar files from which to extract merged PROMIS and 3. Merging of PROMIS and ADASA Urinalysis Records for 1978

urinalysis information for panel memkers' cases for 1978. Our match-and-merge program was used to link the coded

PTG

INSLAW data collectors therefore located and abstracted : information for each ADASA record to its respective PROMIS

information from the ADASA Criminal Justice Tracking forme for : record using the sequence numker that had been generated for

the 1,353 panel members' cases papered durirg 1978. 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 variakle for these cases

appears in Table VI.2.

Takle VI.2. DISTRIBUTION OF CASES FROM 1¢78
ON THE DRUG SUMMARY VARIABLE

Drug Variable £ 3

Tested, Negative: 631 61

Testved, Positive for:

Stimulants only | 62 6
Methadone only 5 a
Narcotics only 45 4
Narcotics and stimulants 75 7

No Result Availakle:

Refused/unatle 120 12
No information 9¢ 10
TOTAL 1,037 100%

8Less than 1 percent.

Cauticn 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 1273 through 1977.  1In contrast toc
the prior years, ADASA records were sought only for cases of
panel memkers screemed 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 tc ke
found in this subsample of all 1978 cases. (This did turn out

to be--true. Twenty-three percent of specimens with 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 most frequently 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 analogous to panel

members' cases that were extracted from the cross—sectioneal

files for 1973 through 1977. This set of records was ut:2d in

the final longitudinal file.

C. BAIL AND SENTENCING INFORMATION

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 centence and was thus free to commit additional

offenses during the followup periocd. 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 persons who had one c¢r more cases

initiated on one of the 139 selected days in the panel period

(August 21, 1574, 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

VIi-11
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Pre-panel cases; all that occurred subsequent to the panel case

were labeled post-panel cases.

Since we wanted to examine the likelihood of recidivism
after each person's panel case, we had to determine the

incarceration time served for each person's panel case and an
Yy

subsequent cases in the followup period. This information was

collected manually irom the D. C. Superior Court case jachets

for all cases of panel members that occurred during the entire

panel period through the last day of the followup pericd,

December 31, 1978. A code sheet was generated for each panel

memker 's case or cases, papered between August 21, 1¢74, 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 indicated that the case ended in a
conviction.

Thus, information was sought for each case for which it was

probatble that the defendant had spent time incarcerated prior

to trial or after a conviction. Approximately ¢,300 cases met

one or both of these criteria.

For each of the eligible cases, the cemputer-~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 rinal 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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informati :
On was collected for ezch bPerson's panel case, so that

1t could be used to predict later events.

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 limiteg
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 eng
of the followup period, December 31, 1978. (A more detailed

description of these procedures appears in Appendix D )

tape, a number of bProcedures were undertaken to check the
quality of the data and to correct coder €rrors. It was
crucial that the coders' computations of the "sentencing days
in" and "bail days in" be accurate. Although these procedures
were rqutinely supervised during the coding Operation, a numker
Of analyses were conducted to verify the accuracy of the
figures. These included the printing out ang checking of all
values for these variables that appeared extreme. TIn 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 variakle that
indicated whether the court case jacket was located, and on the

it . T .
Sentencing days in variakble 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 métch—and—merge program was
used tco combine the kail 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 record.

D. ADASA TREATMENT ADMISSIONS

One cf the geoals of this study was to construct a data base
that would permit an analysis of questions about the impact of
drug abuse treatment on arrestees' behavior. To accomplicsh
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
Information about each person

inception . of the ADASA in 1971.

referred from the Criminal Justice Division to ADASA for
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atment or voluntarily requesting treatment is recorded on

thi
1s tape. The record for each person is updated, as

appropriat~, to reflect the above treatment events. (A

de i i i
Scription of this record system appeared in Chapter III.)

In February 1980, ADASA turned over to INSLAW a Copy of its

tr i i
eatment tape, which contained information on 8,807 persons

Following receipt of this tape, procedures were employed to

extract treatment records belonging to any of the 7,087 panel
!

members who appeared on the tape. (We had no way of knowing in

advance the proportion of tke 7,087 panel persons who entered
drug abuse treatment at an ADASA clinic and should be

regi o T
gistered on the tape.) These Procedures are described next

Listed below is the information that was available for
determining if a treatment record kelonged to a Panel member.
The treatment recorgd contained the person's name, date of
birth, and a unique NTA client ID number assigned to each
person processed by the ADASA Central Intake Division. This
information was compared with information contained in the

panel member‘'s PROMIS case and/or the matching urinalysis

record.

;nformation Contained
in PROMIS or Mergead

Urinalysis Record (Source)

Information Contained
In ADASA Treatment Record

Name
Name (PROMIS and urine

records)

Date i
of Birth Date of Birth (PROMIS
and urine records)
NTA 'ID numb
er 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 cf birth from the PROMIS
case record with the analogous information found on the
treatment tape. Because this criterion left open the
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 whom we located

a treatment record was 812, or 11 percent of all panel members.

E. MERGING OF ALL CQOMPONENTS 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 1, 1273, 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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Table VI.3.

SUMMARY OF THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN

THE LONGITUDINAL FILE FOR EACH OF 7087 PANEL MEMBERS

Number Total Number
0f These Test 0f These
Type Of Definition Records Per Records in
Record Of Record Panel Member Contents Of Record Final Filew
Pre-Panel Case Cases prior to Ma ximum Limited PROMIS case information; 3,865
panel case of 7 Urinalysis test results (if
through 1/1/73 located); Bail and sentencing
information (if applicable)*
Panel Case The first case - 1 Extensive PROMIS case information; 7,087
papered on one Urinalysis test results (if
of 139 selected located); Bail and sentencing
days during information (if applicable)
panel period
(8/21/74-4/30/75)
Post-Panel Case Cases after Ma x imum Limited PROMIS case information; 8,325
: panel case of 10 Urinalysis test results (if
through Tocated); Bail and sentencing
12/31/78 jnformation (if applicable)
ADASA Crug A1 treatment 1 Clinics assigned to; dates of 812
Ahyse Treatment at ADASA (exists admission, transfer, termination
History clinics from for 11% and re-admission. (Maximum of 20
its inception of of above transactions retained).
through 4/79 sample)

*
Available only for pre-panel cases that occurred within the panel period.

*

*
After removing duplicate cases and those beyond the maximums permitted.

)
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cases prior to their panel case. To save storage costs and
processing time, we therefore decided to retain in the final
file a maximum of seven pre-panel cases for each panel member.
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 PROMIS 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

C

also ordered chronologic:illy by date of screening. Of the
3,324 panel members who had at least one post-panel case, fewer
than 40 had more than 10. (One person had 28 post-panel cases;
the next highest was 19.) We decided to limit the numker of
post-panel cases to be retained in the final file to the first
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 and sentencing information.
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4, Treatment Recorgd

The final component added to the longitudinal fiile was the ADAsA

treatment record, which was available for 812 members o

+

f the panel

file. The treatment record contained information about the

clinic(s) the berson was assigned to ang the dates of all transrers

readmi i i i
dmissions, ang terminations « £ treatment, stored in chronological

order. Of the 812 persons, 13 had more than 20 of the above types

of transactions recorded. 1In 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 pPanel member was accomplished by a computer program

that performed a number of additional functions. fThese included the

recoding of certain variables and the construction of index

variables that described the number of Pre-panel and POst-panel

cases for each panel member and his or her number of treatment

transacticns.

-

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 exclusion 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

E§ . Pre-panel cases 3,865
Post-panel cases . 8,325

19,277

A description of the contents and format of the final
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 using 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 akuse 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 rerson,
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 oktained 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 arount 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 cf 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 akuse
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 abuse treatment in the District of Columkia
(Information

during a six-year period from 1973 through 1978.

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 ke presented
in. this chapter.

There is another potential limitation of the data from the
longitudinal files that should be noted. The PROMIS system
tracks cases for persons arrested for serious misdemeanors and

felonies that are adjudicated in the D.C. Superior Court.
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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 PROMIS. Similarly, thé 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. Boéh of these limitations signify that we will likely

underestimate rates of recidivism and drug abuse treatment for

panel members.

C. THE PANEL MEMBERS

l. Personal Characteristics

Table VII.1l 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 grocup
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 few were
juveniles being processed as adults, and 8 percent were above
age 45. Figure VII.l presents the age distribtution of the
pranel members grouped into fairly equivalent age intervals.
The modal age category for panel persons was 20 to 24. A

gradual decrease occurred in the percentage of persons at each

successive age level.
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e Table VII.1l. SEX, RACE, AND AGE OF
@§< ARRESTEES AT PANEL CASE
Percentage Of Panel Arrestees
Arrestee
Characteristics f %
Race/Sex:
Black Male 5,345 76
Black Female 809 11
White Male 629 9
White Female 163 2
Uriknown 141 2
TOTAL 7,087 100%
Age At Arrest:
Below 18 71 1
{ 18 -~ 20 1,481 21
21 - 25 2,175 31
26 - 30 1,207 17
31 - 45 1,489 21
46 + 582 8
Unknown 82 1
TOTAL 7,087 100%

The age distribution of the panel members was very similar

to that of the persons
panel sample consisted
trict of Columkia in a

to February 28, 1973.

{ arrestees in each interval in the two samples was never greater

studied by K. Williams (1979). Her
of 4,703 persons arrested in the Dis-
four-month period from November 1, 1972

The differences in the percentage of

than two percentage points.
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Age

15-17 years
(71)

18-19 years
(999)

20-24 years
(2257)

25-29 years
(1425)

30-34 years
(799)

35-39 years
(516)

?959? years

45-49 years
(327 *

0-54 year
7753] vears

55-59 years
(5) ~

andSi e
(115)

Figure VII.1
AGE OF ARRESTEES AT TIME OF PANEL CASE

) 1.0%

S 14.3%
77 77T T, e
/S, 203

/A 114

VT 1.4k

t { 1 1 1 1 1 ) 1

0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36

Percentage of A1l Arrestees in Panel

N = 7,005 (82 unknowns excluded)
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2. Pre-panel Arrests and Criminal Backgrounds

Table VII.2 presents information about each panel member's
prior arrests. According to the information contained in
PROMIS, at least 43 percent of the panel members 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

Takle VII.2. PRIOR ARRESTS OF PANEL MEMBERS
(N=7,087 PERSONS)

Percent With Characteristic
At Left
Arrest History f %
Any Prior Arreq£§§:
Yes 3,062 43
No/Unknown 4,025 57
TOTAL 7,087 100%
Number of Pre-panel
Arrests In File:
0 4,914 69
1 1,262 187
2 503 7
3 210 3131%
4 108 2
5+ 90 1
TOTAL 7,087 100%

aAccording to PROMIS.
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members. The more extensive criminal backgrounds indicated by
the PROMIS variable reflect the fact that this variakle covers
the persor's total arrest history, but the longitudinal file
contains pre-panel cases only fo£ arrests that occurred in the
District of Columkia during the pre-panel period.

Eighty-two persent of the panel members were residents of
the District of Columkia, 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 Le
inappropriate to describe the entire sample in terms of this
information, the available information will 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. The reader should therefore be cautioned akout
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 Lkeen held in the lock-up.
As we noted in Chapter IV, such arrestees had mo;e 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 PROMIS.
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 panel 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. Rokbery and aggravated assault were

the most frequently charged offenses in this category. Only 2
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Table VII.3. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PANEL OFFENSE

Percentage Of Panel Cases Having

Characteristic At Left
Characteristics Of

Current Offense f %

Type Of Offense:

Misdemeanor 4,234 60

Felony 2,850 40

Unknown 3 b
Severity 0Of Offense:®

0 2,793 39

1-4 2,378 34

5+ 1,916 27
Weapon Involved 1,658 23
Someone Injured 915 13

@ 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 Toss 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.5. PRETRIAL RELEASE STATU
Table VII.4. MAXIMUM OFFENSE CHARGED | e CASE DISPOSITION FOR PaNBL Chgn 0
FOR PANEL CASES ,' (N=5,822 PAPERED CASES2)
Percentage Of Panel Cases In Which f
This Was The Maximum Offense '
Maximum Offense : Percentage Of Panel Cases With
d 9 f Status/Dispositi
Charged f 7 g Release Status And /Disposition At Left
Property Crime: 38% %ﬁ Case Disposition f %
Larceny 1,254 18 } Release Status:
Burglary 800 11 % Persona]
Fraud/Embezzlement 275 4 i Recognizance 3,115 54
Auto Theft 178 3 Surety Bond 989 17
Arson/Property ; Third-party
Destruction 143 2 ; Custody 548
| Cash Bond 241
Victimless Crime: 33% % Other 105
Drugs 1,001 14 : Unknown 824 14
Weapons 485 7 ) I o
Consensual Sex 466 7 TOTAL 5,822 ' 100%
Bail Violations 251 3 Case Disposition:
fiambling 148 2 )
Guilty 2,338 40
Violent Crime: 27% _ Case Dismissed 2,641 46
Defendant
1
Robbery 731 10 | Acquitted 293 5
Aggravated Assault
Or Assault On Other . 64 1
Police Officer 655 9 Unknown 486 3
Simple Assault 286 4 —
Homicide 123 2 TOTAL 5,822 100%
Sexual Assault 120 2 3
Includes cases without a disposition at the ti
Other: 2% 171 5 data files were accessed. P ¢ time the PROMIS
TOTAL: 100% 7,087 100%

a See text for definition.

T
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third party. The judge reguired a surety or cash bond for 21
percent of the defendants.

Wwe found that 1,148 persons (20 percent of those whose
cases were accepted) had spent one or more days incarcerated
("bzil days in") prior to trial. 0f these, 60 percent spent 60
days or less in jail and 2° percent were retained for from 6l
to 180 days.

Table VII.5 also shows the dispositions of each of the
papered cases. Forty-six percent were eventually dismissed and
anothier 5 percent were acquitted. Forty percent of the

: i i found
defendants pled guilty or were found guilty at trial. We n

i jai icti or their
that 577 persons spent time in jail after conviction for the
i or
panel case. Forty-five percent of these served siX months
less. Thirty-eight percent Were estimated to have served

sentences of one year O more.

4. Drug Status at the Panel Arrest

Unlike the cross—sectional files, the‘longitudlnal file
i ASA
contained a minority of cases of persons whose matching AD
- were
urinalysis record had not been located—-ADASA records
(This

found for two-thirds of the panel members' panel cases.

was reasonable, in view of the fact that we had matched ©8
percent and 66 percent of all PROMIS records from 1974 and
1975, respectively.) Table vII.6 shows the distrirution 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. TaLle VII.7 shows the actunal substances

detected. Quinine and phenmetrazine were most freguently
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Table VII.6. DRUG STATUS OF PANEL MEMBERS AT
TIME 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
Narcotics Only 230 3
Narcotics And
Stimulants 240 3
No Result Available:
Refused/Unable 625
No Information 168
No "ADASA Record 2,312 33
TOTAL 7,087 1009

detect-d. Morphine was next,

followed closely by methadone.
The remaining drugs were rarely detected, and barbiturates were
never found in these specimens.

S. Panel Members' First Admission to an ADASA Clinic

We noted in Chapter VI that we found an ADASA treatment

record for 812, or 1l percent,

of the panel members. Table

VII.3 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.

Y,

In Chapter

we noted that arresteecs between the ages of 21 and 30 were
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Table VII.7. DRUGS DETECTED IN POSITIVE SPECIMENS
OBTAINED AT TIME OF THE PANEL CASE
(N=670 POSITIVE SPECIMENS)

(ﬁ Percentage Of Specimens Tgat

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
Cocaine 2 b
Barbiturates | 0 | --

3 percents total more than 100 because some Specimens
contained multiple drugs.

b Less than 1 percent.

. . &
most likely to be detected to be using drugs. It 1s no

surprising, therefore, to find that persons were most likely to
have first sought treatment when they were in this same range.
sixty-two percent of the persons were first gdmitted to
treatment when they were between the ages of 21 and 30.

Por each person, the panel case could occur at any stage in
his or her criminal career. Thus, for some panel members the
panel case was their first arrest, and for others it was oOne of

i hi one
many arrests and possibly thelr last. For this reason, 1
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would expect 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.8 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 sought treatment after
their panel case (51 percent vs. 31 percent, p<.001)}.

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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Table VII. 8. CHARACTERISTICS OF PANEL MEMBERS

ADMITTED TO DRUG ABUSE TREATMENT

Percentage With Characteristic

TOTAL

At Left
Arrestee .
Characteristic f
Sex:

Male 698 86
Female 114 li
TOTAL 812 100%

Race:
Black 776 96
3
6
White 20 :
Unknown/Other _E_ 1
TOTAL 812 100%
Age At First ]
%reatment Admission:
21 151 19
<
21 - 25 313 39
26 ~ 30 190 23
31 - 35 82 10
] 5
36 - 40 2; .
41 +
4 a
Unknown 4 2
TOTAL 812 100%
First Admission
Occurred:
nggg To Panel 395 49
51
After Panel Case 412 X
Unknown ¢ A
812 100%

8 Less than 1 percent.
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D. PATTERNS OF REARREST

In this section, we éxamine three Questions €oncerning the

relationship between an individual'g drug status ang Pre~ ang
POst-panel arrests. First

Pre-panel ang bost-panel arrests? Second, if a berson was

rearrested after the bPanel arrest, was his or her drug status

at the time of the panel case Predictive of drug status at the
time of rearrest? Aang third, if a Person was arresteg after

his or her panel case, was the type ¢f offense charged likely

to be the same, and did this vary according to his Or her drug

status at the banel case?
Table VII.o shows how the Perso

of the panel Case was related to the number of Pre-panel or

POst-panel drrests. We found that persons who were drug

pPositive at the time of their pPanel case were most likely to

have had one Or more pre-panel or pPost-panel arrests. Persons

without a matching ADASA urinalysis record were least likely to

have hag additional arrests. This is consistent with our

discussion in Chapter IV, which indicated that unmatched cases

involveqd less serious offenders.
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Table VII.O. IS DRUG STATUS AT THE PANEL CASE STgo »%
HE NUMBER OF PRE-PANEL AND POST~PANEL ARRESTS? &
RELATED TO T Table VII.10. IS DRUG STATUS AT THE PANEL CASE
RELATED TO DRUG STATUS AT THE FIRST
PRE-PANEL OR POST-PANEL ARREST?
Percentage With Number Of Arrests ‘-
At Left If Drug Status Was
T Percentage With Status At Left If Drug
No ADASA Refused/ , Status At Panel Case Was
No. of Arrests Record D+ D- Unknown ; Unmatched::
; Drug Status No ADASA Refused/
Pre-panel: 3 .
re-p ; At The Time Of Record D+ D- Unknown
0 82 49 67 62
) : ” ) ) g £ SH T S N
2 4118% 12 p2% 8 4% 10 38% f '
; First Pre-panel
3+ 1 § ‘ Arrest:
wa n/a o/ :
TOTAL 100% 101% 101% 100% f Unmatched 166 39 93 27 269 24 81 27
N § D- 164 39 108 31 580 53 124 41
panel: ' D+ 64 15 | 12 [33]" ) 152 [a]*| a8 g6
0 64 35 50 20 Refused/Unknown 3 7 32 g 100 9 49 16
1 1 20 2
) 2}36% 12]64% 12 512 13 k13 A TOTAL 425 100% 345" 100% !1,101 100% 302 1002
. ,
34 1 3 1 1 i First Post-panel
TOTAL 100% 9952 10122 1012 | Arrest:
o Z.312) (670) (3.312) (793) Unmatched 281 34 107 24 325 20 110 28
D- 354 43 139 32 915 55 166 42
* *
% Percents do not total 100 because of rounding. D+ 84 10 134 163 49 12
Refused/Unknown 107 13 55 13 261 15 74 18
* P<.001 - .
{ TOTAL 826 100% 435  100% 1,664 1002 399 100%
* P<.001

positive at the time of rearrest. Table VII.10 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

status at the Panel case was an equally good predictor of the

i i i i -third
atel receding or following the panel arrest. One : |

rmmedt ¥ E i ’ g : arrestee's drug status at the first subsequent arrest; drug-
of the persons who were drug pocsitive at their panel case were : o
positive arrestees were three times as likely to be detected to
2 dru ositive at the time of their pre-panel case, com- - |
also g p _ be drug positive at that time than D- arrestees. (Again,
pared with 14 percent of those who were drug negative at their

™ looking at only tested specimens, the respective rates of
panel case. (If we look only at tested specimens, the respec- 1 : L

positives are 49 percent and 15 percent.)
tive rates of positives were 51 percent and 21 percent .) Drug ,

. : R
R
b
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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 bperson who had a post-panel arrest into one of
six offense categories: violent crimes, rokkery, Property
crimes, victimless crimes, drug offenses, and all other
offenses. Rokkery was kept as a distinct Ccategory 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.11 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,
pProperty crimes were the most likely charges at the time of 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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Table VII. 11.

DOES DRUG STATUS AND MAXIMUM OFFENSE CHARGED AT PANEL

CASE PREDICT TYPE OF OFFENSE CHARGED AT FIRST RE-ARREST?

Maximum Offense Charged For Panel Arrest

Maximum Charge For Violent Robbery Property Victimless Drug Other

Post-panel Arrest D+ D- 0+ D- D+ D- D+ D- D+ D- D+ b-
Violent 29 10 13 8 12 9 15 8 12 11 12
Robbery 8 10 20 8 10 11 10 6 9 0 9
Property 28 @ 29 28 __3__]’3] a4 27
Victimless 8 20 18 13 12 15 34 22 17 ‘22 24
Drug 17 5 12 12 14 9 11 6 25 28 1 12
Other 0 2 2 3 2 1 0 2 2 1 11 6
TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 1003 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
(N of Persons) {381) (297) (9) (33)

(49) {262) (209) (697) (79) (240) {51) (135)




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

predict the charge at rearrest for D+ persons. Regardless of

the type of offense charged at the panel case, a D+ arrestee

was most likely to be charged with a property offense at the
time of rearrest. The only exception was for persons charged
with a victimless crime, who were equally likely to ke charged
with a victimless crime or a property crime at rearrest. These
findings confirm those reported in Chapter V regarding the

greater affinity of D+ persons for property crimes.
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VIII. SUMMARY 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 demcnstrate the varietv 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 pericd
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
feasikility 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 crossfsectional files, we conducted
a number of analyses to determine factors that influenced our
ability to match the two types of records. These 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 %0 percent of the
cases for persons who had been detained in the lock-up.

Persons detained in the lock-up had a high likelihcod of being
interviewed by ADASA staff and, consequently, of having a
urinalysis record. Because persons placed iﬁ 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 base that we constructed was a
longitudinal file designed to summarize the arrests of persons
during a six-year period from January 1, 1973, through
December 31, 1978. The final file contained information abkout
7,087 persons in the District of Columbia whose cases were

screened on one of 13¢ 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 memﬁer during the
six-year pericd. 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 Columkia was located for 812 panel persons and added to the

file. (For mcre details about the construction of the

longitudinal file, see Appendix C.)

B. DRUGS DETECTED IN URINE SPECIMENS

After we had completed the merging of PROMIS and urinalysis
records for cases from 1273 through 1877, we conducted a number
of ana’yses to determine the types of drugs detected. 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) varied 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

otten used by heroin addicts in the District of Columbia (Kozel
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and DuPont, 1977). The other drugs were rarely detected. For
each year, 40 percent or more of the positive specimens

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
arrestee's drug use near the time of arrest and that they had
been available early in the judicial proceedings, we conducteqd
analyses only of the subset of cases in which the urine
specimen was obtained within seven days of arrest oOr of the day
on which the Assistant U.S5. Attorney decided whether to proceed
with the case. (This resulted in the exclusion of less than 2
percent of the cases in the crbss—sectional files.) 1In
addition, we limited analyses toO cases from the years 1973 and
1974. We present below some of the principal findings.

1. Demographic Characteristics of Arrestees

We compared the age, sex, and race of arrestees found to ke
positive for the use of any drug. Relative to D- arrestees, D+
arrestees were concentrated in the 21 to 30 age range; almost
two—thirds of the D+ female arrestees and 60 percent of the D+
male arrestees came from this age range. Drug positive
arrestees were less likely to be under age 20; this suggests
that drug abuse prevention programs might well seek out young
arrestees before they are into their twenties, when drug
dependence appears more likely. Drug positive arrestees were
also less likely to be over age 45, which suggests that drug
use may play less of a role in crimes committed by older

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. Offenses 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
locked 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 tc ke 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 D4+ female
arrestees.

3. Pretrial Release and Case Disposition for D+ and D-
Arrestees

Cases of D+ and D- arrestees were abcout egually 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

the 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, however, that any of these findings could ke 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 bhelow 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

founéd 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 were found in the 21 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 méle arrestees charged with
a drug offense were found to be positive for drugs. We were
surprised, however, to find that several other cffenses 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.

6. Prostitution and Arrestee Drug Status

We noted in Chapter II that there is a growing belief that
female addicts are not solely involved in prostitution and that

they, in fact, are becoming involved in all types of crimes. 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. 1Instead, we found that with advancing
age, D- female arrestees, and D+ female arrestees to a lescser
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 cdifferences between D+ and D- arresteeg found throughcut
the report are more pronounced among female arrestees suggests
that drug use may play an especially important rcle in the

criminal behavior of females.

D. ANALYSES OF THE LONGITUDINAL FILE

We conducted a number of analyses designed to descrike the
characteristics of the panel members and their cases. Perhaps
the most important finding concerned the age at which pef%ons
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. This was also the age range that we
found to be associated with the highest likelihood of being
detected as a drug user. One-half c¢f the panel persons first
eittered 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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bpanel cases and to the types of offenses charged at the

subsequent arrest.

We f£ |
ound that persons who were D+ at their panel arrest

were more likely to have had prior arrests and to have

subsequ
quent arrests. Moreover, drug status not Only predicted a

lat i i
€r arrest, but it predicted & greater number of subsequent

arrests. h
s We found that 30 percent of the panel Persons who

were 1t
positive for any drug at the time of their panel arrest

hag ¢
hree or more subsequent arrests during the follow-up

beriod, compared with 18 bercent of D~ arrestees. In addition

D+
arrestees nct only had more Pre-panel andg PCst-panel

arrests, they also were more likely to be found to ke using

drugs i i
g€ at the time of both their prior ang Subsequent arrests

our preliminary findings (conducteq without adjusting for

time in jai
n jail) offer strong support for the role of drug use in

predicting recidivism, as reported by K. Williams (1279)

A final analysis addressed the question of whether drug

user lali i i
S tend to specialize in particular types of Crimes We

found 1
that persons who were drug negative at the time of their

panel arrest and who were rearrested were most likely to be

charged wi
g With the sanme types of offenses that they were charged

wi
th at the panel arrest. However, persons who were drug

Oositi
POsitive at the Panel arrest were most likely to be charged

wi .
1th a property crime at rearrest, regardless of the type of

degree o i i i ]
g t specialization i1n property crimes among drug users
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E. FUTURE RESEARCH o predict later arrest. One could then match each of the 812
This project has constructed cross-sectional and R persons who entereg treatment to ome of the 6,275 untrested
longitudinal data files that congain a wealth of information Persons in the file With regard to these factope. prroet
about drug-using arrestees. The analyses conducted have been patterns of all matched pairs could then be compared,
designed to demonstrate the nature of the files and to provide The cross-sectional data files comtain information abou
an indication of the internal consistency of the data. Much drugs detected over a five-year period. The trends ip drugs
remains to be done. used by arrestees over this period need to be examined.
There is a need to reexamine each of the findings presented Richardson, et al. (1978) have shown that law enforcement
in terms of the types of drugs that were detected in the urine personnel can use this type of information to detect changes in
specimens. In addition, multivariate techniques should bLe the availability of drugs in a community. Tt would oo be
applied to begin separating the impact of an arrestee's drug possible to look at how these trende vary within partiecules
status from that of other, related factors. For example, the types of arrestees. For example, have the drugs used by black
lower likelihood that a D+ arrestee was released on personal female arrestees remained the same over this peringe
recognizance may be a function of the arrestee's drug status or . e We also need to analyze more carefully the characteristics
the fact that D+ persons also tend to have more deviant of female arrestees. Researchers are just beginning to realize
backgrounds that would in themselves cause the judge to set that female addicts are committing diverse types of offenses.
more severe release conditions, or both. The reasons for the greater Prevalence of drug use among female
The impact of treatment on later criminal behavior is an ; arrestees must be examined. Why are older bPeérsons charged with
especially important area for analysis. The longitudinal file | prostitution more likely to be using drugs?
can be used to determine if the extent and nature of the i Finally, multivariate analyses need to be conducted to look
offenses charged change after treatment. As noted in Chapter at a host of questions. What are the best predictors of
II, some research has indicated that treatment may reduce ‘ recidivism? of entry into treatment? oOf being detected to be
income-generating crimes but that these crimes are replaced by drug positive?
other types of crimes. E Although we have mentioneg instances in which our findings
One of the toughest methodological prcblems in the é agree with those from other studies, it would be appropriate to
evaluation of treatment is the choice of a comparison group of EE: replicate the general line of inquiry reported nere in othes
persons who did not obtain treatment. Using the longitudinal é% zz jurisdictions. we knew that the types of drugs that are abused

file, it would be possible to first isolate factors that tend to vary over time and by region of the country. It would
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be helpful to our understanding of the relationship of drug use
and crime to know the extent to which the findings uncovered in
this study of arrestees in the District of Columbia apply to

arrestees in other jurisdictions.

VIII-12

e 50 e

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Austin, Gregory A., and Dan J. Lettieri (eds.). Drugs andg
Crime: The Relationship of Drug Use and Concomitant

Criminal Behavior, Research Issue Series No. 17 (Rockville,
Md.: ©National Institute on Drug Abuse, 1976G).

Barton, William I. "Heroin Use and Criminality: Survey of
Inmates of State Correctional Facilities, January 1974," in
National Technical Information Service, Appendix tc Drug
Use and Crime: Report of the Panel on Drug Use and
Criminal Behavior, NTIS No. PB 259 167 (Research Triangle

Park, N.C.: Research Triangle Institute, September
1976):419-440.

Boland, Barbara. "Fighting Crime: The Proklem of Adolescents,"
The Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology 71, 1980:94-97.

Bonnie, Richard, and Charles Whitebread II. The Marihuana

Conviction: A History of Marihuana Prohibiticn in the
United States (Charlottesville, Va.: University Press of
Virginia, 1974).

Catlin, Don. A Guide to Urine Testing for Drugs of Abuse

(Washingten, D.C.: Special Action Office for Drug Abuse
Prevention, 1973).

DeFleur, Lois B. "Biasing Influences on Drug Arrest Records:

Implications for Deviance Research," American Sociological
Review 40, 1¢75:88--103.

Demaree, R.G., and J.F. Neman. "Criminality Indicatcrs Befocre,
During and After Treatment for Drug Abuse: DARP Research
Findings," In National Technical Information Service, Drug

Use and Crime (Springfield, Vva., 1976).

District of Columbia Government, Department of Human

Resources. 1979 Annu2l Report (Washington, D.C., January
1280).

District of Columkia Government, Department of Human Resources,
Narcotics Treatment Administration, Bureau of Special
Services, Criminal Justice Division. Criminal Justice
Guidelines (Washington, D.C., January 1973).

DuPont, Robert I,., and Nicholas J. Kozel. "Heroin Use and

Crime," paper presented at the meeting of the American
Psychiatric Asscciation, Miami Beach, Florida, May 13, 1976G.

Eckerman, William C., J.D. Bates, J. Valley Rachal, and W.K.
Poole. Drug Usage and Arrest Charges, a Study of Drug
Usage and Arrest Charges Among Arrestees in Six
Metropolitan Areas of the United States.

Bureau of




£y

I3

il d D. Savitz.
i . homas W. McCahill, and Leonard _ ' '
FlleaNgiggzigs’Igvolvement and Female Criminality," Addictive
Diseases 1, 1974:177-188.

j atur lew: Survey
' - Literature Review: A S
[ Rokert P. "A Post-1975 : . ;
GandgidyAnalysis of the Extant Crime/Drug L;terg;zrgérrelates
kmitted to the Center for the Study cf CFltance
:gdmCriminal Behavior, Law Enforcement Assis
Administra- tion, July 197¢.

i i itution and
' hip Between Prosti
in, Paul J. "The Relat%ons : ‘
GOld§§§sténce Use," dissertation, Casg Wes@ernyﬁeiiiiims
University (Ann Arbor, Mich.: University Mic
International, 1978).

. Prostitution and Drugs (Lexington, Masc.:
Lexington Books, 1©79).

X "Crime and Addiction:
; hanie W., and Fleda.Adler. _ C
Greegﬁeégéiggsgl Analysis of the Literature, é920 1873,
Contemporary Drug Proklems 3, 1974:221-270.

i i i urve
Hirschi, Travis, and Hanan Selvin. Prlng;ples of S y
Anaiysis (New York: Free Press, 1973).

' i d Property Crime," in
i i A. "Women, Heroin, an ' 5
IHCI;rilngzﬁgitti and S.Kt Datesman (eds.), Women, Crime an

Justice (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980, in
press) .

a ial Proklems," in
Ja i . "Ethnography and Socia :
James, Jeznéfe;eppner (ed.), Street Ethnography: .Selef;:ierly
Ribgies éf Crime and Drug Use in Natural Segt;ggs
giils Calif.: Sage Publications, 1977):17¢%- .
1

"Prostitution and Addiction: Anlggé?gal_els.
disciplinary Approach," Addictive Diseases 2, :

" pry

¥ d Rokkin Watson. The

-4 , Cathleen T. GosLo{ and e b Sh

James'lgigéiiﬁip Between Female Crlmlna}lty and Dggg EoeDrug
Sztional Technical Information Service, Appegséxand

Use and Crime: Report of the P;ggllgg ?gzgearCh 2 angle
imir ior, NTIS No. PB . :
ggiﬁlnilCB?ha;;ceérch Triangle Institute, September

Ny . 3 =
1976):441-455.

a kbin Watson Wohl.
i , Cathleen Gosho, and Ro. ] ‘ o
Jameﬁ&hieggiiiionship Between Female Criminality and Drug Use,

, . 14,
Tie International Journal of the Addictiocns, 4
1979:215-220.

et

ot
gl R

Josephson, Eric,
Epidemiologic
Wiley, 1974),

and Eleanor

E. Carroll (eds.).
al and Socio

logical Approaches (New

Oork:

and Irving F. Lukoff. Methadone Main-
Help for a Feiy:

Final Report (New York:
Addiction Research and Treatment Corporation Evaluation
Team, Columkia University School of Social Work, 1975).

and Robert I. DuPont. "Narcotics and Crime:
tics Involvement in an Offender Population, "
urnal of the Addictions 7, 1©72:443-450,

Kozel, Nicholas J.,
A Study of Narco
International Jo

, + Criminal Charges andg
Drug Use Patterns of Arrestees in the District of Columbia,
(Rockville, Md.: National Institute on Drug Abuse, 1977).

Lukoff, Irving F. "Issues in the Evaluation oi Heroin
Treatment," In Eric Josephson ang Eleanor E. Carroll

(eds.), Drug Use: Epidemiological ang Socioclogical
Approaches (New York: Wiley, 1974): 129157,
—=r-rdcnes

McBride, Duane C. "The Relationshi
and Arrest Charge in an Ar

P Between Type of Drug Use
Technical Informatj

n," in Naticnal

Appendix to Drug Use andg
Crime: Report of the Panel on Drug Use and Criminal
Behavior, NTI8 No. PB 25¢ 167 (Research Tria
N.C.:

ngle Park,

Research Triangle 1 September 1976):409-413,

nstitute,

McBrice, Duane C., and Clyde B. McCoy.

Issues and Literature,“

"Crime and Drugs: The
Journal of p
press.

rug Issues 1, 1981,

in

McGlotllin, william gH. "Drugs and Crime," in Robert 1., DuPont,

Avram Goldstein, ang John O'Donnell (eds.), Handbook on
Dr.; Aruse (Rockville, M@..: Wational Institute on Drug
Abuse, January 1979):357-364.

McGlothlin, William H.,
Evaluation of the Califor
Monograph, Services Resea
Government Printing Offic

+.a@nd B.D. Wilson. an
nia Civil Addict Program, NIpa

lngton, D.C.:

e, 1¢77)

Musto, Davig F. The American Disease: Origins of Narcotic
Control (New Haven, Conn. :

Yale University Press, 1¢73),

Nash, George.
Criminality:
N.J.:

A Lock at 19 P
Montclair State Colle

rograms (Upper Montclair,
ge, December 1973).
National Commission o

Drug Use ir
America: Problem in Perspective (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1¢73)




O'Donnell, John A., Harwin L. Voss, Richard R. Clayton, Gerald
T. Slatin, and Rotkin G.W. Room. Young Men and Drugs - A
Nationwide Survey, NIDA Research Monograph 5 (Washington,
D.C.: Gcvernment Printing Office, 1976).

Peterson, Mark A., and Harriet B.IBraiker. Doing Crime: A

Survey of California Prison Inmates (Santa Monica, Calif.:
Rand Corporation, 1980).

Pretle, Edward, and John J. Casey. "Taking Care of Business -
the Heroin User's Life on the Street," The International
Journal of the Addictions 4, 196%:1-24.

Research Triangle Institute. Drug Use and Crime: Report of
the Panel on Drug Use and Criminal Behavior (Research
Triangle Park, N.C., September 1976).

Richardson, Philip, Mark J. Morein, and John G. Phin. Criminal
Justice Drug Abuse Surveillance System Statistical
Report-January and February 1978 (Arlington, Va.: Special

Studies Division, Creative Socio~Medics Corporation, May
1278).

Rokins, Lee N. "Addict Careers," in Robert I. DuPont, Avram
Goldstein, and John O'Donnell (eds.), Handbook on Drug
Akbuse (Rockville, Md.: ©National Institute on Drug Abuse,
January 1979):325-336.

The Vietnam Drug User Returns (Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1973).

Rokins, Lee N., D.H. Davisg, and E. Wish. "Detecting Predictors
of Rare Events: Demographic, Family, and Personal Deviance
of Predictors of Stages in the Prcgressicn Toward Narcotic
Addicticn," in J.S8. Strauss, H.M. Babigian, and M. Roff
(eds.), The Origins and Course of Psychopathology (New
York: Plenum Publishing Corporation, 1977).

RoLins, Lee N., and George E. Murphy. '"Drug Use in a Ncrmal
Population of Young Negro Men," American Journal of Public
Health 57, 1967:1580-15¢%6.

Roth, Jeffrey A., and Paul B. Wice. Pretrial Release and
Misconduct in the District of Columkia (Washington, D.C.:
Institute for Law and Social Research, 1980).

Sellin, Thorsten, and Marvin E. Woltgang. The Measurement of
Delinquency (New York: Wiley, 1964).

Sells, Saul B., Rokert G. Demaree, D. Dwayne Simpson, G.W.
Joe, and R.L. Gorsuch. "Issues in the Evaluation of Drug
Abuse Treatment," Professional Psychology 8, 1277:609-640.

Silkterman, Charles E. Criminal Violence, Criminal Justice.
(New York: Random Hotse, 1978).

-l

e e

Singer, Max. "The Vitality of Mythical Numbers," The Public
Interest 3, no. 23 (Spring 1971).

Stephans, Richard C., and Rosalind D. Ellis. "Narcotic Addicts

and Crime: Analysis of Recent Trends," Criminology 12,
1975:474-488. '

Tinklenberg, Jared R. "Drugs and Crime," in National Commission
on Marihuana and Drug Abuse, Drug Use in America: Problem

in Perspective, Appendix, Vol. I (Washingtcn, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1973):242-209,

Waldorf, Dan. Careers in Dope (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall, 1973).

Weissman, James C. "Understanding the Drugc and Crime
Connection: A Systematic Examination of Drugs and Crime

Relationships," Journal of Psychedelic Drugs, 10,
1978:171-1¢2,

Weissman, James C., and Karen N. File. "Criminal Behaviox
Patterns of Female Addicts: A Comparison of Findings in

Two Cities," The International Journal of the Addictions,
11, 1976:1063-1077.

Williams, Jay R. Exploring the Drug Use and Criminal Behavior
Nexus: A Researchh Agenda and Selected Research Designs.
Final Report (Research Triangle Park, N.C.: Research
Triangle Institute, Novemkter 1e7¢).

Williams, Kristen M.
(Washington, D.C.:
1979).

The Scope and Prediction of Recidivism
Institute for Law and Social Research,

Winick, Charles. "Maturing Out of Narcotic Addiction," Bulletin
on Narcotics 14, 1962:1-7.

(22

Some Aspects of Careers of Chronic Heroin

Users," In Eric Josephson and Eleanor E. Caroll (eds. },
Drug Use: Epidemiological and Sociclogical Approaches (New
York: Wiley, 1974):105-128.

Wish, Eric D..”Seport to the President's Commission on Mental
Health, Liaison Panel on Psychoactive Drug Use/Misuse,"
January 1978 (unpuklished).

Zinberg, Norman E. "Nonaddictive Opiate Use," in Robert I..
DuPont, Avram Goldstein, and John O'Donnell (eds.),

Handbook on Drug Abuse (Rockville, Md.: National Institute
on Drug Abuse, January, 1979):303-314.




v
GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Lock-Up # . —
in use DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES Docket #
. Charge
since 1979 Disposition
DEFENDANT RIGHTS STATEMENT gmtnliate FoT
- commendation:
‘( (CELLBLOCK, INTERVIEW SHEET) One Test CID
<« SAA Condition:
. One Test CJD
iy name is : . and T 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 presiding Judge, the Prosecutor, or an authorized representeiive of the Narcoties Pre-
Trial Diversion Project. You must understand however, what your rights are before I ask any questions.
You have the right 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 right to talk to & l»wyer 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 snbmit 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 have read the above statement to you, that you understand all of your rights, and that youn wish to con-
duct this interview in the ahsence of legal counsel.
i NOTE: This consent to release information is subject to revocation at anytime, and unless an earlier date is
| specified, this consent expires 8 days after the date signed.
Appendix A am
/ / pm
: 8/Defendant Date Time
: am
EW SHEET t - / / pm
CELLBLOCK INTERVIEW ; ' 3/Witness Date  Time
DEFENDANT REFUSED TO SIGN AFTER BEING ADVISED
i am
/. / pm
= 8/Witness Date Time
DEFENDANT INITIALLY DECLINED INTERVIEW, BUT LATER CONSENTS
: i I understand the advice given to me above and on the advice of legal counsel by
1 , I wish at this time to be interviewed
B Attorney-at-Law
| am
/ / / / pm
&/ Witness Date Time s/Defendant Date Time
. I have advised my client of his rights and advised him to cooperate with the Substance Abuse Administration.
‘ / / pm
: s/Attomey Date Time
: Date:
|
" Name: AKA DOB
Address Telephone Number ___
BSN Sex: Male, Female, Race: (__ Black, (__White, (—_Other
DRUG HISTORY
L ‘ Drug Use: ___Admits, __Denies, ... Visual Observation
1 : Drugs Last Used: (.—_Heroin, (. Dilaudid, (.—Codeine, (__Barbiturate
i : (——Preludin, (—_Cocaine, (—_Cocaine, (.—Amphetamines,
, (—Marijuana, (_.PCP, (__Other . _)Datelastused .— .
SAA Btatus: (__Active, (__Current/Last Center , (—Never,
i : Verification of Treatment: Dosage: : , ID $#
' Last Reported: .., Verified With: , By
i‘ Other Drug Treatment: (. Active, (—_Inactive, (—Never.
)\ i Program Name , Address
I Current Prescription , Date Last Taken
ST URINALYSIS
t i - Bubmission Status: (...Taken, (__Unable, (__Refused, (—_No Answer, (.. Late,
| Bﬁ ¢ ({ : Test Resalts: (. Negative, (_._Quinine, (_..Morphine, {_._Methadone, (.—.Codeire, (__Preludin,
¥ i s (—Cocsine, (Amph., (—M/Amph., (. PCP, (___Other.
g : i ‘, Interviewer Date
-i SUA DHR-181 /1) Japms
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Appendix B

CRIMINAL JUSTICE TRACKING FORM

P TR oo e ok i

3

7

!;

£

A

LOCK uP #

pockets [T [T T T ITTTT /]

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES ?gsggg& ED:[]:D
CRIMINAL JUSTICE TRACKING CATEGORY:

1.

DATE OF CONTACT:

COURT TESTING UNIT/CRIMINAL JUSTICE DIVISION/DETERMINATION
OF DRUG ABUSE

& 910 1112 13 18. 'NARCOTICS USE: 122) Admits [J(1) Denies 0 (2) DVisual  (3)
Observation
2. CLIENT'S NAME: 19. TYPE OF NARCOTIC: Amount
{Last Name) ] 20. DATE LAST USED.
28
(Fi Midd!
WEEEREREEENERERRER (Mic ) D 21,  CLIENT CLASSIFICATION (Check Onel: (23}
Name) % 36 37 38 39 4D 41 Initisl} 7
29 30 3} 32 3334 3% 3637 38 Currently Active ' {1} Currently Inactive [J (2)
3. MOTHER'S NAME. Current or last center ‘ l ](25.27)
Date last reported to center / /
{Last Name) I TTITTTITITITITITIT] VERIFICATION OF TREATMENT.
43 44 45 46 A7 AB 49 50 5) 52 53 54 55 5657
taigenNamet | | [ [T [ TTTTIT7]) 22. OTHER DRUG TREATMENT/DESCRIBE
&8 59 60 6) 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70
4. NAME AS KNOWN TO COURT:
23.  CLIENT N.T.A. L.D. NUMBER:
5, ALIASES 24 URINALYSIS: (33) 28 29 30 3] 32
Taken OJ (1) Refused (2} Unable [J(3)
§. CLIENT'S ADDRESS: other Dlial  Specily )
25, EMERGENCY METHADONE GIVEN (34) Yes J011 NoOt2s
7. TIMEIND.C. AREA._________  TELEPHONE: Amount {Mgs.)
8 DATE OF BIRTH Momn Day Yeat 35 36 37
AGE . 3475 76 77 78 79 Ad.nn\isten.‘d.Bv
PLACE OF BIRTR: 2.  TEST RESULTS
Catd Code 8071 All Tests Negauve [ (38) Amphetamine 3 (a3
(Card 2} 1.D = (3-7) Quining 0 (391 Meth. Amphetamine 3 (44}
Morphine {3 (a0} Peniobarb. 0 (a5
CIAL SECURITY NO.: ] I ]
8  SOCIAL SECURITY NO BT TE R FBYS CR TS Methaagone 0 tan Amobarb, C (a6}
0 Other (Soecif jmT]
10 CLIENT'S SEX iMate [ Female [ ] Cocanne P a2l ther (Soecify) n
Cooeln
) @ ¢
1. CLIENT'SRACE 18181k [ | White [ | Other [ ] 27 VETERAN. DJYES [INO
m (23 3 Type ef Discharge [JHonoreble [JGeneral O Dishonerable D33 Other
12, EMERGENCY CONTACTS
Name (Specify)
Address 28.  CHARGE
Phone No 29 JUDGE
Relationship -
. 30. - LODC = [ 11T
5 69
13.  EMPLOYER'S NAME ——————— — CardCode 80;2
Address {Card 3} 1.D. # (3.7}
Phone No,:
- sooacres  [TTTTT1T]
4. WHAT IS HIGHEST GRADE COMPLETED IN SCHOOL? DMV PERMIT = 8 9101112131435
{H.5. Grao » «2; College Grad. = 16}
LI T T T YT TI T T I T T01])
16 17 18 19 2021 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32
19 20 NEXT COURT DATE
15.  WHAT IS YOUR MARITAL STATUS: (Check One) (21}
Never Married L—J(“ 31, NAME OF REFERRING COUNSELOR
#
1ON OFFI
Marricg PAROLE/PROBATION OFFICER
{including commmon-taw) ) PHONE
Sepecaiad or dvorced [ ] 3) ATTORNEY
Widowed D(" ~PHONE :
Urssscartained e
16. NUMBER OF DEPENDENTS: OTHER
17. 32. Card Code R0/3
DATE NAME OF REVIEWER AND 1.0, NO. LOC. REFERRLED TO DATE

DHA-987 (2/74)

J-4979



APPENDIX C

<> CONSTRUCTION OF THE DEFENDANT FILE

This appendix explains in detail tle 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.

dix © 8 ‘ I. DATA BASES USED TO CONSTRUCT THE DEFENDANT FILE
Appendix ;

Five data bases were used in this process:
CONSTRUCTION OF THE DEFENDANT FILE (1) urinalysis data collected by the Alcohol and Drug
Abuse Services Administration (ADASA) on an old

version of their tracking form; )

(2) urinalysis data taken fircm the newer version of the
ADASA tracking form;

L (3) court-processing information taken from PROMIS Master
Files;

: (4) bail and sentencing data oktained from D.C. Superior
| ﬁ Court files; and

(5) drug treatment data taken from ADASA reccrds of
individuals processed by that agency.

Urinalysis data based on the old tracking form was
available on tape for 1971 through 1975 from ADASA (formerly
known as the Substance Abuse Administration, SAA). The

original urinalysis data file was broken down into a separate

| file for each year.

Only those urinalysis data files for 19732, 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

g 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
PRCMIS 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 alsc had numeric codes.

The final urinalysis data files for 1973 through 1975 contained
14 data elements, which are listed 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

members only. (Urinalysis results were availakle from the old

tracking form, on tape, and from the new tracking form for the
period in 19274 and 1975 when ADASA maintained both types of

records. We decided to use the information from the o0ld form

in the constructicn of the case file for 1¢74, 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 elements 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

19878.
Data concerning each defendant's court prcceedings were
obtained from PROMIS data files. A number of data elements

were selected from those availakle in PROMIS for use in this

study. (They are listed in Table 3.)

T .
able 1. gégA ELEMENTS FOR URINALYSIS DATA FILES
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

Tabkle 2. gggAlELEMENTS FOR URINALYSIS DATA FILES
©74-1977 (NEW TRACKING FORM) i}

PDID

Docket Number

Date of Contact (Testing Date)

F}rst Four Letters of Last Name
. ii;:: Letter of Firet Name

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 lLast Used

Client Classification

Last Center

Date Reported

Client NTA ID Number

Urinalysis Code

Ur?ne Test Results - Drug Type
Ur}ne Test Results - Drug Type
Ur}ne Test Results - Drug Type
Ur%ne Test Results - Drug Type
Urine Test Results - Drug Type
Veteran Status
4“ Probation/Parole
. Referral Status



Table 3. DATA ELEMENTS EXTRACTED
FROM PROMIS DATA BASE

PDID

Name (Last, First, Middle)
Sex

Race

Date of Birth

State of Birth

House Number

State

Street Code
Quadrant: 1-NW, 2-NE, 3-SE, 4-SW
Original Case Number
Current Case Number
Misdemeanor-Felony
Crime Score

Of fense House Numker
Offense Street Code
Ofiense 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) 1l-Yes, 2-No, 2-Unknown
Length of Residence

Employment Status

Type ©of Employment

Victim/Defendant Relationship

Defendant Arrest Record: 1l-Yes, 2-No, 3-Unknown
Defendant Arrested Past Five Years
Alias: 1l-Yes, 2-No, 3-Unknown

Number of Previous Arrests

Number of Previous Arrests/Crimes against Persons
Any Convictions: 1-Yes, 2-No, 3-Unknown
Any Convictions Past Five Years
Defendant on Conditional Release

e

g

s
% a‘
5. e

g

Separate data files,

Table 3. paTa ELI MENTS EXTRACTED

FROM PROMIS DATA BASE (continued)

Release Type

C?urt Charge Charge #1
Final Action Reason #1
Special Program Type #1
Cgurt Charge Code #2
Flna} Action Reason #2
Special Program Type #2
Court Charge Code #32
Flna} Action Reason #3
Special Program Type #3
Court Charge Code #4
Final Action Reason #4
Special Program Type #4
Cgurt Chargce Code #5
Final Action Reason #5

Special Program 7T

Type #5
Cqurt Charge Code 56
Flna} Acticn 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

anvicted Imp Possession
V}ctlm—Defendant Relationship
Victim Arrest Record

V}ctim Heroin or oOpiate
Victim Alcohol

Victim Sex

Victim Age

Victim Employed

Victim Time in D.cC.

Created for each Year from 1973 through 197s.

including data for aljl defendants,

were
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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 collected in two
different formats. The more detailed information was collected
for each panel memker for the panel period (August 21, 1974,
through April 30, 1975), with a total of 27 data elements for
each panel member as listed in Takle 4. For the period May 1,
1275, through December 31, 1978, only 8 databelements were
collected for each defendant (see Takle 5).

Drug treatment information concerning individuals
processed by the Alcohol and Drug Atuse 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 kase, see Takble 6.

Table 4. DATA ELEMENTS FOR BAIL AND
SENTENCING DATA-~PANEL PERIOD

Found Case Jacket

Initial Bond

Amount of Bond

Conditions of Release

Failure to Appear

Number of Times no Bench Warrant
Number of Times Bench Warrant
Number of Times BRA

Numker of Rearrests

*For more detailed information about the collection of kail and
sentencing data, see Appendix D.

i}

TalLle 6.

Table 4. DpATA ELEMENTS FOR BAIL AND SENTENCING

DATA--PANEL PERIOD (continued)

Number of Changes in Release Conditions
Bail Days 1In

Any Chgnges in Dollar Amount of Bondg
Disposition .

MQSF Serious Convicted Charge
Minimum Time {in days)

Maximum Time (in days)

Probation

Suspended

Fine

Is fine alternative to incarceration?

Federal vYouth Corrections Act
NARA

Other Sentencing Conditions

Sentencing Days In (through 12/31/78)
New Case Number

Takle 5. DATA ELEMENTS FOR BAIL AND

SENTENCING DATA--NON-PANEL PERIOD

Current Case Numkber
PDID

Found Case Jacket

Bail Days 1In

Most Serious Convicted Charge
Sentence

Sentencing Days In

Other Sentencing Conditions

DATA ELEMENTS FOR DRUG TREATMENT DATA

Unit or Clinic

NTA Identification Numker
Master Date

Last Name

First Name

Race

Sex

Date of BRirth

.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 urinalysis 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
0ld 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 1273 through 1277. PROMIS 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 PROMIS
files exceeded the number of individuals with urinalysis data.
Clearly, therefore, for a number of arrestees in PROMIS no
corresponding ‘':inalysis data would be availatle.

The first step was to combine PROMIS and urinalysis data
for a given individual. In order to make sure that informatiocon
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 19272 and 1©74, because these

were years for which urinalysis data were taken from ADASA's

i

L
PR
it

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 pPapering date (from PROMIS) and date

of urine testing (from the urinalysis data base). The third

criterion w i i
as 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 ky more

than one week were considered unacceptatkle.

Tc explain separately each match-and-merge sequence used

would be curbersome. A detailed description of one match-and-

lmerge procedure is provide” below. The fcllowing 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 ke the most proklematic

criterion. Names were often misspelled; first and last names

s

L 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 INSLAW was used in the
match-and-merge piocess. The file containing the urinalysis
data and the file containing the PROMIS data were sorted on the
three key fields previously mentioned, and a FORTRAN program
was used to match records.

Matching was attempted using different combinations of the
criteria (e.g., different parts of the defendant's name). The
process continued until all comkinations of the availaltle
criteria had been tried or until further match-and-merge
sequences produced only a few matches ketween urinalysis and
PROMIS data.

Because later match-and-merge sequences used less
stringent criteria, the output file of matched urinalysis and
PROMIS data was checked visually to ensure that the data were
indeed properly matched. Incorrect matches which were
discovered were deleted from the file and added to the files
containing unmatched PROMIS and unmatched urinalysis data, and
were thus accessikle for use in subsequent match-and-merge
seguences.

For 1275 through 1277, urinalysis data were based on
ADASA's new tracking form (see Table 2) and were used to
The new tracking form

formulate case files for those years.

provided additional criteria which were used as the key fields

PR

T inapes

ot

to match-and-merge urinalysishénd PROMIS data. These criteria
included:

PDID (police department ID number)
docket number

urinalysis testing date
name

date of birth.

Criteria taken from PROMIS data included:

PDID

Current case number
(identical to docket number )
papering date
name
date of birth.

The same FORTRAN program used to create the case files for

1273 and 1974 was used in the formulation of case files for

1975 through 1277. Several match-and-merge seguences were

checked visually to ensure that the data were correctly matched.
When the match-and-merge process was complete, some
unmatched PROMIS and some unmatched urinalysis data remained

for 19723-77. 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, along with individuals who were not processed by the
court but who came to the ADASA voluntarily. The unmatched
urinalysis data were therefore not included in the case files.
Unmatched PROMIS d&ata, however, were a necessary component for
the case files because we wished to maintain the original
number of defendants found in the PROMIS data for the years in
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 PROMIS 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 kecame 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 PROMIS data, with
blanks for the missing urinalysis data), the "matched/

unmatched" variakle was given a value of 0. All records containing

PROMIS data matched with urinalysis data were given a value of 1.

The following list of drug variakles was also devised, based

on the test results taken from the urinalysis data, and attached

to each case file:

Morphine Codeine

Quinine Cocaine

Methadone Barbiturates

Legal Methadone Any Narcotics (Mo/Qui/Meth/Cod)
Phenmetrazine Any Stimulants (Pre/Amph/Metha/Coc)
Amphetamines Summary of drug results variakle
Methamphetamines

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 O was ascsigned.

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 numkered
consecutively from an arbitrarily selected point (e.g., June 1,
1970, is day 1, July 4, 1970, is day 34, etc.).

Cc-12

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 variakles 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 Two," below.

JII. FORMATION OF THE DEFENDANT FILE

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 information knowrn as record
types;

(C) the 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 infeormation, record type two, consists
of all cases for each panel member subsequent to his panel
case, through December 31, 1978.

Recoré type three includes all cases for each panel memker
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 1280.

Drug treatment information was located for

812 of the 7,087 panel members.

B. Formation Of Record Types

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 1874 and
1975.

The procedures by which 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

yvear.) The 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, 1274 (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 meThers' 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, 1274, through December 31, 1974, were

added to this second file. (Mcre detailed bail and sentencing

data, as described earlier, had been gathered for the panel

period than for the nonpanel period. Again, see Talkle 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 memkbers'

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.cases for persons



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
Takle 2) was availakle for 1974. 1In 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 1874, a file of typé one
records for 1975 was created.

First, information on all panel members was extracted from
the 1975 case file and divided into: (1) a file containing all
panel members' cases occurring between January 1, 1975, and
April 30, 1975 (panel period), ard (2) a file containing all
members' cases occurring between May 1, 1975, and Decemker 31,
1875 {nonpanesl period).

The second file created here thus contained panel memkers'
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 porticn of the panel period, was used tc create the record

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 1, 1975, through April 30, 1975.
(Bail and sentencing data were described in Table 3.)

Nex*t, cases which occurred on any of the 139 selected days
were extracted from this file. (Cases which did not occur on
one of the 139 days were maintained in a separate file. How
these cases were processed will ke 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 cone of the 139 selected
days within the 1975 file. To ensure that there was only one
panel case per panel meuber, it was necessary to determine if
any one 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 1¢75 (type one records). These 40°
cases w.: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, énd subseguent 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 kail and



sentencing data. Urinalysis data based on the old tracking
form was available for 1¢75. 1In order to have the most
comprehensive urinalysis data, we merged data from the old
tracking form with the file of 1275 cases. |

The files containing type one records for 1974 and foi
1975 were then merged. The final record type one file for 1¢7¢%
contained 2,704 cases; adding these to the 4,283 panel cases
for 1974, the resulting file contained 7,087 cases.

Record Type Two--Post-panel Cases

Type two records for the defendant file consisted of all
cases for each panel member subsequent tc his or her panel case.

All panel memkbers' cases occurring after April 30, l§75,
through Decemker 31, 1978, were type two cases. Separate files
of these cases were created for each year, 1876 through 1978.

It was possifle 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 was more complicated.

During the process 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
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stored separately for use in constructing a file of type three
records.

2t 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 1, 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 1¢75; and

(4) panel members' cases occurring within the panel period
but not on one of the 129 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). BAll 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 availakle 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 1, panel members' cases for the nonpanel
period.

Files 2, 3, and 4 already contained tail and sentencing

information, which had been added during the creation of the



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 1; and after
merging and condensing, this file was then merged with File 1.
Thus, cne 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 1274 (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 filg for 1978, a file was
used which contained PROMIS data  for panel members only.
Urinalysis data had been collected for 1978 for panel members
(see Takle 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 kail and sentencing data for
1978, a sequence number was added to the file containing PROMIS
data fcr panel members in 1278. The same sequence numker 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 TWO RECORDS

Employment Status

Marital Status

Narcotics Use

Narcotics Type

Client Classification

Last Center

Client NTA ID Number
Urinalysis Code

Veteran Status
Prokation/Parole

Referral Status

PDID

Sex

Race

Date of Birth

Quadrant: 1-NW, 2-NE, 3-SE, 4-8SW
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) 1l-Yes, 2-Nc, 3-Unknown
Length cf Residence

Employment Status
Victim/Defendant Relationship
Alias: 1l-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 TWO 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 Type 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

O
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substantially the same as data included in type two records;
see Table 7.)

The process of creating a record type three file for 1¢74
was more complex and involved two: files which were élready in
existence:

(1) a file containing cases occurring prior to the panel
period (which began August 21, 1974); 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 rearranged the data to fit the
record type three format, we merged this file with type three
records, for 1973 and 1974, resulting in one file for all panel

members' cases occurring before the panel case.

Record Type Four--Treatment Information
p

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 c¢linics to which individuals were referred, and
(See Table 6 for a list of all

any transfers between clinics.

data elements in the drug treatment data base.)



The drug treatment data contained one record per
individual. Each record contained 1,200 bytes {characters),
including some blank fields. Software was developed 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 memkers.

The procedure is described below.

A new file was created by extracting data from the record
type one file, including defendant's name, date of birth,

client NTA identificatien 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 Lirth, and the NTA

identification number as criteria. (For a list of the

match-merge seguences used, see Table 2.)

Takle 8. DATA ELEMENTS EXTRACTED FROM RECORD TYPE ONE
AND MEPRGED WITH DRUG TREATMENT DATA
ELEMENT SQURCE
Name Urinalysis Data

(0ld tracking form)

Urinalysis Data

f BRirth .
pate © (0ld tracking form)

Urinalysis Data

rame (new tracking form)

Date of Birth

NTA Identification #

Name

Date of Birth

Urinalysis Data
(new tracking

Urinalysis Data
(new tracking

PROMIS Data

PROMIS Data

form)

form)

Table ©. MATCH~-MERGE SEQUENCES USED T0O MERGE DRUG TREATMENT
DATA WITH EXTRACT FILE FROM TYPE ONE RECORDS
SEQUENCE DATA ELEMENTS FROM DATA ELEMENTS FROM
# RECORD TYPE ONE DRUG TREATMENT DATA
1 PROMIS Data -~ First First Two Letters of the
Two Letters of the Last Name
Last Name
PROMIS Data - Date of Date of Birth
Birth
NTA Identification # NTA Identification #
2 PROMIS Data - First First Four Letters of
Four Letters of the the L.ast Name
Last Name
PROMIS - Date of Birth Date of Birth
3 Urinalysis Data (new First Four Letters
tracking form) -~ of the Last Name
First Four Letters
of the Last Name
. Urinalysis Data - First First Letter of
k 3 Letter of First Name FPirst Name
i (new tracking form)
i
; PROMIS Data - Date of Date of Birth
i BRirth
4 ! JUrinalysis Data (old First Four Letters of
! tracking form) = Last Name
: First Four Letters
i of Last Name
i
. PROMIS Data - Date of Date of Birth
! Birth

§ ; From this procedure we obtained treatment records for 862

panel members. Each record included information extracted from

i
§
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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 matched to his Or her drug treatment data. The
final file contained £12 matched records. (See Table 10 for a

description of the final file for record type four.)

Table 10. DpaATA INCLUDED IN TYPE FOUR RECORDS

Unit or Clinic
TA ID Number

Master Date

Race

Sex

Date of Rirth

Treatment Status

Number of Histories

(admissions, discharges, transfers)

History Records 1-20

Unit Codes 1-20

Dates of Contact 1-20

cC. Data Processing

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 four record types, and the data
configurations differed for each file.

The defendant file consists of logical records and
physical records. al1l data pertaining to any one defendant are
included in one logical record, which, in turn, may include a
varying number of physical records. a rhysical record is one
continuous line of data followed by a line feed.

Each input file was first sorted by PDID, record type and
bapering date so that the final defendant file would contain
one logical record ber panel member. Within each logical

record, there would be a numkter of physical records: the panel

I
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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 klank for defendants who had not
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 reccrd 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 céses 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 records. Each record type two was compared with 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 record
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 OQutput: The Defendant File

The record for each defendant consists of seven types of
physical records. (See Table 11.) The first three physical
records for each defendant contaih all information 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.

Takle 11. DISTRIBUTION OF LOGICAL RECORDS
AND PHYSICAL RECORDS

Maximum No.

No. qf of Record

Physical Types for
Record Type Records BEach Defendant Total
1 3 1 3
2 1 10 10
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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 ang 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 abcocut the panel case of each
defendant (coded on a '"long form"), and less detailed
information was collected about all subsequent cases for each
defendant during the follow-up period (coded on a '"short form").

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 searched and recorded. The printouts contained
5,088 panel and 4,301 subsequent cases. Coders went through
eaéh case jacket corresponding to each defendant's cases and
recorded the requested information on the appropriate form.
There was ample space on the computer printout for notes and
guestions, and coders were encouraged to write enough about the
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
transierred to a keypunch entry sheet. In this process, notes
and problems were addressed before the narrative information
was translated into numbers ready for data entry. This

procedure was followed fcr 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 validity checks were made on the data during

data collection. Following the training 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 quality check.

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 information,
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such as case number and PDID, was copied correctly: questions

in the margin were addressed and codes applied; transcription

eérrors were found and corrected. and digit readability was

checked before keypunching.
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