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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


This executive summary accompanies a more detailed report thal presents infonnation collected 

by the Drug Use Forecasting (DUF) program over a 9~yeUI period and discusses its implications for drug 

policy and research, The following sections outline the background, development. and purpose of the 

DUF program, discuss the DUf methodology iJnd sample selection. its limitations, provide an overview 

of drug uSe trends for .he yeOIS 1987 .hrough 1995, and the future po.en.ial of DUF, 

BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION 

The information gathered by DUF provides perha.ps the most comprehensive and compelling 

findings notionally of the level of drug use among arrestee.Ii. Starting in 1987, the Drug Use Forecasting 

(DUF) program, c:ofunded by the National InSlitute of Justice (:KIJ) and the BUreau of Justice AssIstance 

(BJA), gathers information in 24 urban sites from booked arrestee:;: on their current and past use of 

drugs. l By cotleeting urine samples and interviewing arrestees on a quarterly basis, DUF has become a 

tool for tracking drug use trends among this difficulHo-srudy popuJatioo. 

AU of the sites participating in DUF are major urban area.ii, located in the four regions of the 

country-Northeast, Midwest, South, and West. As of 1995, adult male data is collected in 23 urban 

areas and adull female data is collected in 21 urban areas,~ 

Complemtmting the results from urine tests. the interviews conducted with DUF participants 

inform about pasl and recent drug use. demographic background. drug and alcohol treatment hIstory, and 

AIDS risk ,behaviors, 

It is impommt to nOie thai the subjects involved in the DUF program ~ booked ..a.rrestees, Le" not every one that hilS been 
arrested. This repon will use the term "arreslees" when referring to the study population. 
1 The origin",l 12 nur sites wen:: Chic<lgo. II...; Detroit, MI; Fen Lauderdale, FL; Houston. TX; lndianapoli$, IN; Manhattan, SY; 
Los Angeles, CA; J'l<c:w Orleans, LA; Phoenix, AZ; Ponland, OR; San Diegu, CA: and Washington, DC In 1991 the fullowing 
cities were added: Atlanta, GA: Birmingham. AL; Cleveland, OB; Dallas. TX; Denver. CO; Kansas Cily, MO; Miami, Fl.; 
Omah.,. NE; Philadelphia, PA; $1. Louis, MO: San Antonio. TX; and San lose. CA. So dala on females are c:ollected in Chicago, 
Miami, and Omaha. Data on juveniles are collected at the following 12 DUF sIles; Birmingham, Cleveland. Denver, Indianapolis, 
Los AngeJe~, Phoenix, Puniand, 51, Luuis, San AntoniO, San Diego, San l{}Se. and WashinglDn, DC. 
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Executive Summary 

DUF is !Jnique among nalio'nal studies on drug use tn several important respects. DUF provides: 

.. 	 Objective measures through the use of urine samples: 

.. 	 Quick and time1y information on a quarterly basis to identify recent trend changes in 24 U.S. 

urban locations; and 

• 	 Information on a population among which illicit drug use, especially the use of harder drugs 

such a.~ cocaine and heroin. are more common than among the general population . 

.j W~ile DUF was not designed to be nationally representative of the arrestee population, its 


findings have been used to identify drug use patterns throughout the US. For example. in 1995 a spread 


of ~ethamPhetamme drug use across the DUF 5ites located in the southwestern pan of the country was 

I 

identified (NIl. 1996). Initial findings from some Midwestern cities indicale that this problem may be 

sprelding easrwards. 

At the present, plans ure underway [0 e~pand the DUF program 10 a total of 75 sites. Thi5 

proP9sed expansion. known as the annual Arrestee Drug Abuse Monitoring (ADAM) Program. will 

makl DIJFIADAM a more representative sample of the criminal population in the IJ.S. (Riley, 1997). 

I 
DUF. METHODOLOGY AND SAMPLE SELECTION 

Once every 3 months. for about 14 consecutive days, staff at each 5ite interview and obtain urine 

samples from individuals who have been arrested within the previous 48 hours. The arrestees participate 

vOluJtarily and remain anonymous, 


Because the environment in which DUF has to operate places constraints on the selection process, 


the 	DUF sample is nOt a random sample. Inslead the DUF sampling strategy is site~specific. All femaJe ,, 	 . 
arrestees are eligible to be included in the DCF sample, By contrast. the large numbers of male 

arres~es require that a seleclion is made. MaJe arreslee.<; arrested for vagrancy, loitering, and traffic 

violations are excluded. Other arrestees are selected by type of charge in the following priority order: 

1 
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Executive Summary 

(1) Nondrug felony charges. (2) nondrug misdemeanor charges. (3) dnig felony charges. (4) drug 

misdemeanor charges, and (5) warrants for any charge. It is also specified that only 20 percent of males 

arrested and charged with drug offenses should be interviewed (Chaiken and Chaiken, 1993). 

On an average. 90 percent of those recruited agree to participate and 80 percent of these adults 

provided an urine sample. The 101al DUF sample from 1987-1995 included 213.898 adults consisling of 

156.159 males (73 pert:ent) and 57.739 females (27 percenl). 

UMITATIONS OF THE DUF DATA SET 

The DUF program has been criticized for not being representative of the arrestee population and 

for providing information that has only limited value for national estimates of drug use or for 

comparative purposes. These limitations exist because DUP was originally developed to reflect the 

~ituation and needs of each individual site. 

The DUF program nevertheless represents a valuable source of information on arrestees' drug use 

not just for the individual sites participating but also nalionaHy. Chaiken and Chaiken (1993) reviewed 

DUF procedures and findings showing that: 

• 	 There are few differences between arreSlees thar did and did not participate in DUF; 

.. 	 Except in a few sites, no changes in booking or snmpling procedures occurred that were 

significant enough to prohibit within-site comparison over time; 

• 	 For most sites, the unweighted DUF drug use slatistics are reasonable cstimates of drug use 

among aU arrestee..;; for serjous offenses; and 

.. 	 Estimates based on the DUF samples did nol diffcr substantially from estimates based on 

weighted data. 

CSR, Incorporoted v 



Executive Summary 

. In another study Baumer (1994) concluded that the population and arrest characteristics of DUF 

dties closely resemble those of the 58 largest cities (Le .• cities with populations of 250,000 or greater), 

sugglsting that DUF sites are representative of large US, cities. 

These studies show that the DUF data provide reasonable estimates for drug use trends among 

arres~ees, especially when they are analyzed in connection with other data sources (i.e .• VCR and census 

data),• 

DUF RESULTS FOR ADULT ARRESTEES 1987-1995 

While the DUF program may require further adjustment to increase its usefulness and jts 

comparability, especially on the national IeveJ, these findings encourage an assessment of the DVF data 
J 

over yme and across sites. The analyses presented in the following sections are based on aggregates 

from all sites for the years 1987 through 1995, 

1The following seclions present (I) an overview of the characteristics of the 1987-1995 DUF 

sample, (2) national aggregates of the 1987-1995 data set, and (3) a comparison of site specific 
I 

aggregates. 

cha,Lte'istics of the 1987-1995 DUF Sample 

Between 1987 and 1995, DUF collected data On a total of 213,898 arrestee, of whom about 

27 percent were female. 

The DUF sample showed the following characteristics: 

• The majority of <he sample was black (56,1 percent male; 51.8 percent female); 

• White male arrestees accounted for 24.5 percent of the male sample; 

• While female arrestees accounted for 33.7 percent of the female sampJe~ 
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Executive Summary 

• 	 Eighteen percent of the male and 12.9 percent of the female DUF sampJe was Hispanic; 

• 	 On average, the female DUF sample (m == 29.82 years) was only slightly older than the male 

sample (m = 29.45 years); 

• 	 More lhan half of .he male (55,4 percent) and female (58,4 percent) DUF ilJTestees had a high 

school degree or GED; and 

" 	 Most male acrestees were employed fuB rime (39.6 percent) while most female arrestees were 

on welfare (25.7 percent) or with no income (14.7 percent). lHicil income (e.g., dealing and 

prostitution) was reported by 3 percent of the male arrestees and by lOA percent of the 

female arrestees. 

DUF Arrestees Testing Positive for Drug Use 

Overall the DUF data show that: 

• 	 Approximately two-thirds of the adult male and female arrestees tested positive for drugs; 

• 	 The percentage of male arrestees testing positive increa. ..ed from 59 percent in 1990 to 

65 percent in 1993. Since then the percentage remained at 65 percent; 

• 	 The large:;t increase in positive drug tests for adult maJes wa.s ~lmong lho:;e under 21. The 

percentage rose from 45 percent in 1990 to 64 percenl in 1995: 

• 	 Different from their adult male counterparts, adult female arrestee:; under 21. those between 

21 and 25. and those between 26 and 30 reported a decrease in the percentage of positive 

drug tests; 

eSA, Incorporated vii 



EXGCtAtfve Summary 

• 	 If 19,90 IS used as the baseline year for interpreting data for adult male and female arrestees, 

there are only few trend differences between the two genders. The matn difference IS among 

those under 2J where drug use among young males increased while it decreased among 

. young female arrestee:;; and 

• 	 Approximately one third of the adult males and females tested positive for two drugs or more. 

Trend changes in multiple drug use generally foUowed lhe trends outlined for any drug use. 

Arrestee Drug Use by Race/Ethnicity IBetween 1990 and 1995, increasing drug use was reported for adult male arrestees of all races. 

Only adult Hispamc males who tesled posltive for drug use showed a decline in 1995 (59 percent in 
I 

1994 to 56 percent in 1995). 

DUF data also indicate: 

• 	 A decrease in the percent of both black (74 percent to 67 percent) and Hispanic (58 percent 

to 50 percent) adult female arrestees testing positive for drugs from 1988 to 1995; 

• 	 The percent of while adult females who rested posilive decreased between 1988 and 1991 

(from 70 percent to 61 percent), rose to 69 percent.n 1993, and declined again iO 66 percent 

in 1995: and 

• 	 Among adult male arrestees. Hlspanics had the highest rate of testing positive for multiple 

drugs, while whiles hud the highest rates of multiple drug u~e among adult female arrestees. 

Arrestees Testing Positive by Type of Drug 

I 
• 

I 	Among adult male arrestc:es included in the DUF sample: 

I 
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Executive Summary 

• 	 Cocaine was the moSt frequent drug detected (1990, 41 percent; 1991.44 percent; 1995. 

39 percent); 

• 	 Marijuana was the drug with the greatest percentage increase detected (1990. 21 percent; 

1995. 33 percent); 

• Posi';,'e teslS for opiates decreased slightly (I percen,) between 1990 and 1995; and 

" Positive tests for methamphetamines increased from 2 percent to 6 percent between 199 t and 

1994 und decreased in 1995 by I percent. 


Among female arrestees: 


• 	 The most frequent positive drog test was for cocaine (52 percent in J988; 47 percent in 1990; 

52 percen' in 1992; 45 percent in 1995); 

• 	 The percentage testing positive for marijuana decreased from 1988 through 1991 (25 percent 

to 12 percent), increased up to 17 percent in 1993 and remained at that levellhrough 1995; 

• 	 Positive lests for opiates decreased between 1988 and 1995 (from 17 petcenlto 

9 percent); and 

• 	 Positive tests for methamphetamines rose from 0 percent in 1990 to 8 percent in 1994 and 

decreased to 7 percenl in J995, 

Drug Use Among Arreslees by Charge 

Not surprisingly, the OCP data indicale that adult male and female arrestees charged with a drug 

offense showed the highest percentage testing positive for drugs across all years: 

CSR, Incorporated 	 i. 



Exeeutlve Summary 

• 	 Positiye teSts for male arrestees with drug charges rose from 77 percenr in 1990 to 82 percent 

in 1995; 

• 	 Positive tests for female arrestees charged with a drug offense decreased from 1988 

. 	(80 percent) to 1991 (74 percent) but increased in 1992 and have remainechelatively stable 

since then (80 percent); 

• 	 The second highest percenlage of positive drug tests for males was. among those charged with 

a property offense. while among female arrestees, it was for those with miscellaneous 

charges; and 

• 	 Prom 1990 through 1995. there was a slight decrease in the perccnt of females testing 

positive for drugs arrested on charges of violent. property, and miscellaneous crimes. Among 

males testing positive for drugs, there was a decreasc for those arrested for Violent and 

miscellaneous crimes, 

Drug Use Among Arrestees and Academic Achievement I"'ggregate site dala showed the following relationships between adult arrestees with positive drug 

tests and educational status: 

• 	 Those who earned their OED had the highest percentage of positive drug tests: 

• 	 Those who were in a GED program at lhe lime of their arrest showed the largest increase in 

positive drug tests (1990. 30 percent; 1995.58 percent) hut alwaY5 represented (he lowest 

perce mage testing posilive; and 

• 	 Increases in the percentage testing positive for drugs were found for those who had either 

earned their GED or were high school dropouts, 

eSR. Incorporated x 



Executive Summary 

There was only a slight decrease among females who had a high school degree, a OED or who 

had dropped out of school and who tested positive for drugs between 1989 and 1995. Adult female . 

arrestees who were enrolled in a GED program at the time of arrest had the lowest percent of positive 

drug tests, 

Comparison of 1987-1995 DUF Data Trends in Different Sites 

While the comparability of DUF data on a national level is limited, site~specHic aggregates can 

be used for analyses across jurisdictions. These comparisons reveal the following: 

• 	 The percentage of drug users among the DtJF populations varies considerably. In some sites 

the median percentage of positive tests among male arrestees' never reaches more than 

62 percent (e,g .• Dallas, Kansas City, Omaha. and San Amania), while the median percentage 

in other locations is more than 70 percent {e.g" Chicago. New York. Philadelphia, and Sun 

Diego). 

• 	 The direction of drug use trends in individual shes considerably varies over lime. Some sites 

experienced a sleady increase in the percenrage of drug abusing arrestees. olhers an almost 

steady decline. While drug use among the male DUF population remained relatively stable in 

Some siles others experienced dramalic increases in positive drug lests among male arrestees. 

• 	 The percentage of specific types of drugs used in DUF sites varies considerably overall and 

over lime, Cocaine is the predominant drug male arrestees test positive for in most sites, but 

not in all, Opiate use is relatively high) in only 7 sites;4 in most other sites, it reaches 

between 3 and 6 percent. 

• 	 West coast sites recently reported increasing percentages of methamphetamine users. In San 

Diego, CA. for example, methamphetamine has become the number one drug adult male and 

female arres[ees tested positive for since 1994 and 1993. respectively, 

) At leasl 15 percent and above among the male and female population in almosl all years . 
• Chicago. lL: Los Angeles. CA; Manhattan, NY; Ponland, OR: San AntOniO, TX: $.1n Diego, CA: and Washington. DC. 
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Executive Summary 

" The distribution of positive tests for specific drugs in locations where methamphetamine use 

is high indicate a shift from using other hard drugs. 

The commonalties among DUF sites are as follows: 

• 	 Among all sites across and aU years, mate arrestees generally show considerably higher 

percentages of positive drug tests for marijuana than their female counterparts; 

~ 	 Female arrestees have higher percentages of cocaine use than males; 

" 	 Female arrestees show, on average. a higher percentage of drug users acro!\s till years than 

male arrestees; and 

• 	 At most siles, cocaine IS the main drug male and female arrestees test po!\itive for. 

SUMMARY ANO CONCLUSIONS 

As a program. DUF offers a rich data base for local programming and planning. and it provides 

several advantages to researchers and decisionmakers On a national level. These include the following: 

• 	 It provides an objective measure of individual drug use; 

• 	 It gathers data on a subpopulation of drug users that is difficult to reach. bUl responsible for a 

significanl portion of the Cosls related to drug abuse; and 

• 	 It represents an exisling research "infrastructure" to contain the cost of other research projects 

and 10 provide timely information. 

The aggregate data indicate the foJlowing; 
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Executive Summary 

• 	 Drug lise among male and female arrestees, especially use of hard drugs, remained high 

throughout the past decade; 

• 	 Cocaine is the main drug arrestees test for positive; , 

• 	 Cocaine use among female arrestees is in many cases higher than among male arrestees; and 

• 	 In those locations were significam methamphetamine use among 'arrestees was reported. the 

data indicate that different types of hard drugs may be imerchangeable. 

Today, DUF presents a valuable, still largely untapped data source. Further research could, for 

example. be perfonned to: 

• 	 Compare data within sites that collect data on the county and city level; 

• 	 Compare data on a regional basis; 

• 	 Compare data within sites that have a catchment area that covers only part of their respective 

cities; and 

• 	 Conduct more extensive analyses by combining DUF data with other data sources. 

As the DUF program continues to increase the type and number of booking facilities reporting. 

and the DUF catchmem areas, it will increase its value as a national and local analytical tool. The 

planned expansion of DUF 'imo ADAM will launch new programs that help to chart the progress of new 

and existing policies imended 10 address the nmion's drug problems. 
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The Drug Use Forecasting Program: An Examination of Drug 
Trends Among Adult Booked Arrestees (1987-1995) 

Substance abuse and drug-related crime and violence continue to affect the lives of countless 

Americans in urban, suburban, and rural areas. Drug use and criminal behavior are closely linked as 

evidenced by over 50 years of research on drug users and criminals. Drug-dependent offenders are 

specifically responsible for an extraordinary proportion of crime (Chaiken, 1986; Johnson ct a1., 1985) 

and heavy drug use accelerates criminal behavjor among drug-involved offenders (Speckart and Anglin 

1986; Collins et aI., 1985). 

In order to develop adequate anti-drug and anti-crime policy responses, solJd information 

regarding the relationships among drugs and crime is needetl. The Drug Use Forecasting (DUF) 

program. cofunded by the National Institute of Justice (NIl) and the Bureau of Justice Assistance (BlA). 

is an important source for estimating the number of drug users involved in the criminal justice system, 

for determining the resources required [0 process them.' and for planning (he services needed, especially 

drug treatment Started in 1987. DUF gathers informarion in 24 urban sites from booked arreslees on 

their current and past use of drugs. l 

This report provide.', an overview of the information colJected by the DUF program over a 9-year 

period and discusses irs pOlential for drug policy. programming, and research. The following sectfons 

outline the background, development, and purpose of the DUF program; present the DUF methodology 

and sample selection procedure. as well as its limitations; provide an o'lrocrview of drug trends for the 

years 1987 through 1995; and discuss future DUF research. 

BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION 

The information gathered by DUF provides perhaps [he most oomprehensive and compelling 

findings nationally of the level of drug use among arreSlees, By collecling urine samples and 

! II is imponam to note thut (he :mbjec15 involved to the DUF program are tR)oked aITes!ee.<;., Le" not every one that hot: 
been arrellted. ThIs report will use the term "arrestees" when referring to I~ study popul:.nion (i.e .. booked urre5tees). 

CSR. InCOrporated 1 



The Drug Use Forecasting Program: An examination of Drug Trends Among 
AdoR Booked Arrestee. (1987-1995) 

interviling am;stees in more than 24 urban sites on a quarterly basis. DUF has become a consistent 

tool fori tracking drug use trends among this difficult-to-study population. 

DUF estimates indicate that hard core drug users, many of whom come into contact with the 
I 

crimina! justice system at one lime Or another. account for the largest share of drugs consumed in the 
I 

United States (ONDep. 1997). As such, hard core drug users are the main contributor to the 

undergr~und economy of the illicit drug market and account for a significant proportion of societal costs 

associat~ with drug use. The 1997 ONDep Strategy Report recognizes that the best way to reduce the 

overan1demand for illicit drugs is to reduce the number of chronic, hard-core drug users. This can only 
I 

occur i\ communities. couns, and correc~ions facilities develop effective responses. especially treatment 

programs. for those that need them. 

I 
Since the DUF program is based on interviews and drug tests of persons arreMed lind brought to 

bOOkjnJ facilities, lest findings provide an objective measure for levels of drug use among this specific , 
population. This information indicates what drugs are u<)ed in specific jurisdiclions and allows for 

I 
tracking changes in drug use patterns among this population over time. It is important to note [hal drug 

•
abusingbrrestees represent only a subsection of all drug users. Nevertheless, these data inform the 

I 
criminal justice system about the number of drug users enlering lhe system. their drug use patterns, and 

I 
~ 

any changes that will impact resource needs. 

A short synopsis of the data available from the 1995 annual DUF report provides insight into the 

broad utd importanl implications of the DUF data for programming, research, and policy. Although 

importa~t differences exist among the populations included at the individual sites by age. gender. and 

Other aJestee characteristics. the following selected summary results are instructive of drug use among 

this poJ.,lation over time (NU, 19%); 

• Cocaine use among adult male arrestees has declined over time: 

I
Marijuana use among adult male arrestees has increased over time; 

1 
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The Drug Use Forecasting Program: An Examination of Drug Trends Among 

Adult Bookad Arrestees (1987-1995) 


• 	 At every site, a majority of adulL male arrestees tested positive for at least one drug; 

• 	 Tw(:nty of the 24 sites reported increased use of marijuana among the youngest male 

arrestees; 

• 	 Ten perccnt of maJe arrestees and 14 percent of female arrestees stated that they were in need 

of drugs or alcohol at the time of their arr~st; and ' 

• 	 Thirty-one percent of both male and female arrestees reported that they were under the 

influence of drugs or alcohol at the time of their arrest. 

The Development of DUF 

In the early 1980s, NIl unde~ook a comprehensive review of then current research on drug abuse 

and crime and observed a large discrepancy between arreslees' self-reported drug use and their drug test 

resulLs (Toborg and Kirby, 1986). Overall, it was foun,j that arrestees significantly underreported their 

drug use (Wish, 1987). This finding, along with the need to investigate the relation between drugs and 

crime. led NlJ to launch the DUF program. An outgrowth of similar but more limited studies conducted 

in Manhattan and Washington, DC, the DUF program has become well established and documented. 

When DUF began in 1987, 12 original sites were selected for panicipatio'n: Chieago, Illinois; 

Detroit, Michigan; Fort Lauderdale, Florida; Houston. Texas; Indianapolis, Indiana; Los Angeles. 

California; Manhattan, New York; New Orleans, Louisiana; Phoenix. Arizona; Portland. Oregon; ,San 

Diego, California; and Washington, D.C. By 1991, 12 additjonal urban sites were participating in the 

DUF.program: Atlanta, Georgia; Birmingham, Alabama; Cleveland. Ohio; Dallas, Texas; Denver, 

Colorado; Kansas City, Missouri; Miami, Florida; Omaha, Nebraska; Philadelphia, Pennsylvani~; 

51. 	Louis, Missouri; San Antonio, Texas; and San Jose, California. Data on adult male arresLees are 
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cOlleetl at all si;es; data On female adult arreslees are gathered at all sites except Chicago, Miami, and 
I 

omahal 
All of the sites participating in DUF are major urban areas, and all but Fort Lauderdale have 
I 

populations of 250,00 Or more (see Appendix A for a list of current DUF sites. their catchment areas, 
I 

and tOtal DUF sample sizes). The inclusion of Fort L3uderdale and other relatively smaller sites (e,g., I . 
Birmingham and Omaha) has helped to provide informarivn that is applicable to a broader range of the 

I 
countryis metropolitan areas. 

I 
The focus on cities iocated in the four regions of the country-Northeast, Midwest, South. and , 

West-is one of the strengths of !he DUF program. With trend data for a particular sile. drug use 

pattemslcan be tracked for that specific location. With information from siles located in one of the four 

geographic regions, drug use patterns: can be compared and changes in partkular trends discovered. 

FinallY+he combined infonnation from all DUF sites provides insight into drug use trends among 

arrestees throughout the Unired States. As outlined in the following section, the multiyear data collected 
I 

by DUFI serve a number of important purposes. 

The Multiple Purposes of DUF 
I 

The primary purpose of DUr has been to monitor illegal drug use among booked arrestees: in 

major A~erican cities. DUF data provide criminal justice agencies and policymakers at the 24 sites 

with inftrmalion about current and past drug trends among arrestees. DUF data provide these officials 

with inf!rmation about the effectiveness of their local drug policies and practices and provide a solid 

basis fol resource allocation decisions. For example, data coHected in several ~ites that focus especially 

on identifying drug treatment needs enabled program administrators to provide needed treatment 

alternalites (BJA, J991). Further, when DUF findings in New Orleans indicated a serious PCP problem 

amo'ng 10ung arrestees. the city responded by launching a drug prevention program (FOli. 1993). 

, Juve~ile data are collected tit me rallowing 12 DUF siles: Blnningham, Cleveland, Denver, Indianapolis, Los Angeles, 
Phoenix, Portland, SI. Louis. San AntoniO. San Diego, San Jose. and Washington, D.C. 

I 
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Researchers have used DUF to provide additional insight into the Hnk between drugs and crime 

(e,g" Baumer, 1994; Valdez. Kaplan. Curtis. and Yin. 1995), (he patterns and prevalence of drug use 

(e.g., Harrison. 1995: Mieczkowski. 1996), (he reliability and validity of self-reported drug use (e.g .• 

McElrilth, Dunham, and Cromwell. 1995; Stephens and Feucht. 1993). and the characteristics of booked 

'fTCSlee' who are a( risk for AIDS (Decker .nd Rosenfeld, 1992). 

Current research efforts gather basic information regarding arrestees' substance abuse treatment 

history and their current need for treatment. Analyses of these data help treatment providers idenlify 

gaps in needed treatment !'ervices, modify Ireatment protocols, and anticipate and report changes in 

substance abuse patterns. 

NU, in conjunction with the Office of NationaJ Drug Control Policy, supplemented the DUF to 

examine drug rnarkels and drug procurement. The instrument js being used in six cities and focuses on 

recent users' participation in cocaine, crack and heroin markets. the structure of drug markets, llnd 

panems of drug purchases and usc. Another project examines the relationships between different 

measures of heroin and cocaine abuse. using DUF, DAW~-Emergency room, DAWN-Medical 

examiners, ilnd police arrest data on drug trafficking and possession. It is expected that the combination 

of these data sels will help to forecast, explain, and respond effeciively to the drug crishi in communities 

across the Nation, The DUF data are also used to monitor the crack epidemic and to estimate the 

relationship between price and demand for cocaine and heroin. 

Even though DUF was not designed to be nationally tepresentative of the arrestee population, its 

findings have been used to identify drug use patterns lhroughout the Coiled States. For example. the 

1995 annual DUF repon identified a spread of methamphetamine drug use across the DUF sites located 

in the southwestern pan of the country (NU, 1996), Initial findings from some Midwestern cities 

indicate that this problem may be spreading easlward. Information such as this helps jurisdictions to 

identify and be prepared for emerging drug trends, 
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I 

DUF Today and Tomorrow 

ITOdaY the DUF program provides valuable multiyear data on drug use among booked arrestees. 

Complementing the results from urine tests, the interviews conducted with DUF participants capture 

inform~tion about past and recent drug use. demographic characteristics. drug and alcohol treatment 

hiS[O~. and AIDS risk behaviors. This two~staged methodology expands the usefulness of the DUF 

progrJn to the criminal justice community and policy makers. 

IDUF is unique among national studies on drug use in several important respects. Previous 

slIJdieJ had uncovered a high degree of undelTe-porting of drug use in arrestee populations (Harrison. 

1990)·1 Unne testing is a more accurate measure of recent drug use than the self-repon data. Also. by 

providing information on a quarterly basis, DUF data represent a unique opponunily lo quickly identify 

recentltrend changes. The only other database that provides information on drug problems of individuals 

handier by the criminal justice system. the Survey of Stale and Prison Inmates conducted by the Burea~ 

of lustice Statlstlcs, is conducted only every 4 years and capwres a smaller sample of this high-volume 

I 
I . 

drug use population. 

Ano.her advantage of DUF is i.s focus on booked arrestee', a population .hat is no. included in 

other dnlg use databases such as the National Household Survey of Drug Use and Monitoring the Future, 

While llhe household and student surveys provide valuable estimates of drug use trends among the 

general population, they fail to provide information on the population involved with the criminal justice 

systeJ where iJlicit drug use, especially the use of harder drugs such as cocaine and heroin. js more 
I 

common, 

Over the years, the ,DUF program has ondergone some changes. extending lis uses from building 

an information base for local criminal justice systems and for individual research projects to becoming a 

source' for local. regional, and national drug trend indicators. In its development, the program has 

benefiled from input by NIJ offiCials. DUF si •• directors. researcbers, andthe DUF program review 

paneL! Their combined expertise and efforts have led to suggestions about how findings can be used 

more ~ffectiveiy by both national and local officials and how the DCF program can be refined. 

J 

I 
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It is also important to note that DlJF data are not only accessible to those located at the program 

site but are published and disseminated nationally both quarterly and annually by NU. Recent changes 

have been made to shorten the time required to record and analyze quarterly site data and to make public 

use data sets available. As a result of these changes, decisionmakcrs will have more timely information 

aboUl drug trends that enables them to better plan for and respond to changes. 

Currently, plans are underway 10 expand the DUF program to a total of 75 sires. This proposed 

expansion will be known as the annual Arrestee Drug Abuse Monitoring (ADAM) Program. While the 

focus in selecting new sites will suU be on urban areas, the geographic representativeness of the sites 

will be increased. Strong emphasis also wilt be placed on increasing the validity and usefulness of the 

samples selected within the sires, The program wHi, for example, include an outreach componem for 

which sites wiH collect more detailed information on specific population subsamples defined by each sile 

(e.g., suburban. rural. and African American) (Riley, 1997). 

DUF METHODOLOGY AND SAMPLE SELEC110N 

The DUF dam collection crfon is based on a combination of obtaining urine sumples and 

interviews from booked arrestees in the panicipating sites. Once every 3 months. for about 

14 consecutive days. tniined local staff at each site interview and obtain urine samples from individuals 

who have been arrested within the previous 48 hours and are ryeld at a designated booking facililj\ DUF 

panicipanls are teste-d and interviewed within 48 hours of arrest 10 maximize lhe probability that their 

urine contains <ldequute levels of delectable drug metabolites. Some sites have utilized an even more 

stringent requirement, requiring that an arrestee be tested within 24 hours or less after arrest (Chaiken 

and Chaiken, I ~93). The arrestees participale voluntarily and remain anonymous. 

Specific procedure.1i have been developed for all the datu colleclion tasks to ensure a high leve) of 

uniformity among the ~i{cs as well as rigorous quality controL The following sections provide a short 

overview of the DUF sample selection and data collection methodology. 
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I 
DUF Sample Selection 

I 
ftc DUF sample is not a random sample. It was determined early on in the development of the 

DUF program that selecting random samples would not be feasible in the environment in which DUF 
I 

would have to operate. Based on studies examining the appropriateness of different sample sizes, the 
I 

size of)the DUF sample for male arrestees was set at 200 (Chaiken and Chaiken, 1993). In most sites. 

225 males are now interviewed each quarter. For female arreslees, the goal is to interview at least 100. 

1-- . 
fhe DUF samplIng strategy is site specift.,;, and participants are not statistically representative of 

all arrestees. Because few female arrestees are available for interviews at most hooking centers, DUF 

procedJres pennil that any female arrestee is interviewed, independent of her arrest charge. By contrast. 

in man~ sites. more than sufficient numbers of male arrestees are available. and intervtewers must 

ChOOSe\Which arrestees Lo include in the sample, Guidance provided by NlJ to DUF sires outlines that 

the selection is to be done by the DUF project coordinator based on informaLion from arrest or booking 
I 

slips. Males arrested for vagrancy, loitering. and traffic violations are to be excluded from the DUF 

sampleJ Other arrestees should be selected by lype of cuarge in the foHowing priority order: 

(I) non~rug felony charges, (2) nondrug misdemeanor charges, (3) drug felony charges, (4) drug 

misdeJeanor charges, and (5) warrants for any charge. II is also specified that only 20 percent of maJes 
I 

arreste, and charged with drug.offenses should be interviewed (Chaiken and Chaiken, 1993). 

On average. 90 percent of those recruIted agree [0 participate in the DUF program, and 

80 perc~nt of these adults provided a urine sample. The lotal sample of booked arrestees included in the 

DUF plogram from 1987 through 1995 included 213,898 adults consisting of J 56, 159 males (73 percent) 
I . 

and 57':139 femaJes (27 percent). 

I 
The DUF Interview 

krer participants are selected by the'DUF project coordinator, trained staff Oblai~ the urine 

sample land conduct the interviews. In several siles, AUlO DUF, a compulerized interviewing procedure, 

has been implemented, This laptop-based process is designed to detect response errors and 

inconsiltencies. prepare reports, organize responses. and link the duta obtained. 
I . 

I 
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The DUF'inierview collects information on the arrestees' drug use behavior (i,e., current ~Ind past 

drug u:;e, past und presenl drug treutment, age at first drug use, level of drug use, percepfion of drug 

dependence. knowledge of new drugs on the ;;treel. and history of injecting drugs and sharing needles), 

arrest information O,e" most senous charge and hours since their arrest). and demographic characlerhaics 

(i,e" dale of birth, sex. race/ethnicity, marital status. employment, living situation. ,md academic 

achievemem) (5ee Appendix B for a li5t of the national and site-specific variables collected). 

The DUF interview guide has been revised twice; once between 1988 and 1989 and again in mid 

1995, Both revisions were intended to increase the U!~efulness of the DUF dlHU and provide for more 

uniformity in the data collection. The early changes (Le .. 1988-1989) to the DUF interview were 

designed to collect more specific information on employment. drug treatment, und frequency of drug use. 

The most recent revision to the DUF interview (conducted in mid 1995) added quc~tions to indicate 

where the al'fCf!lee currently lives and the location of the arrest. This information hclps to identify lhe 

DUF ca.lchment area and 10 apply geographically defined law enforcement data for a more rigorous. 

comparative analysis. Also added was information on the arrest history and whether the arrestce: Wa:-i 

ever hospitalized for an episode related lO drugs. This permits the eSlimmion or recidivi:-;Ol, the level of 

harmfulness of the drug abuse, and Ihe arrestee~' need for suppor!. 

Finally~ in Ihe early 1990s, an ice and heroin addendum was udded [0 Ihe il11ervicw. The purpo:-iC 

of these additional questions was to gain a be Iter understanding of Ihe a ....ailabili!y of these drugs. the 

Iypicnl method of usc (e.g., snorting or injecting), how the drugs wcre packaged. and whether Ihc~c 

drugs were consumed in combimHion with any other drug, These addition<il questions were included in 

the 1995 inlerview revi:;ion, Desplrc the various ch.:mge.;; Ihe DUF inlerview hu.;; undergone. the key 

variables ill the d3(a SCI remained the same over {he cntire data collection period. <illowing for Ircnd 

analysis for almost a fu!1 decade, 
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Urine Specimen and Urinalysis 

Immediately fo~lowing the interview. study subjects are asked to provide a urine specimen. Urine 

samples are submitted to a centrallesting laboratory to minimize any specimen test biases,3 Lab, 
specim~ns are analyzed using the enzyme-multiplied immunoassay test (EMIT) for 10 drugs: cocain~,, 
opiates~ marijuana, PCP, methadone, benzodiazepines. methaqualone, propoxyphene. barbiturates. and 

amphelamines. The sensitivity of EMIT for detecting use of various drugs has been reported to be as 

high a1 0,95 (Stephens and Feucht. 1993), Nevertheless, if a specimen tests positive for amphetamines. 

gas cJomatography is performed to eliminate the possibility of a false positive, 

I 
THE UMITATIONS OF THE DUF DATA SET 

I 
poe DIJF program has been criticized for collecling data from a sample thal is not representative 

of the arrestee population and for providing information that has only limited value for national 
I 

estimation of drug use and crime. These limitations exist because the DUF data collection and analysis 
I 

methods. while carefUlly designed and tested. were origmally developed to reflect the situation and needs 

of eachl individual site. As a result, the arrestee population actually included in the DUF program varies 

from site to site and is not necessarily representative of the arrestee population al that specific location 

and nOI'representative of the arrestee population nationally. In addition lO variations in sample selection, 

the sizJ of the sample population varie!\ considerably among different sites and within shes over lime, 

Atlanta~ for example, collected information on 1.134 arrestecs in 1990, hut only 745 in 1995, From 

1991 lO' 1995 Phoenix included 5,067 arrestees, while Miami included only 4.402 during the same time 

period. Differences in these sample sizes become important when comparisons among sites are 

undertaken. 

I 
The following is a summary of the main limitations of the DUF data: 

• Only booked arrestees charged with certain offenses are included in the DIJF sample; 

j Fo+ period of time. Phoenix and Portland had drug testing done at a local lab (NU. 1991), 
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• 	 Some booked arrestees at some sites are released quickly llnd not interviewed; 

• 	 In some sites. only arrestees ffOm tI specjfjc booking facility are included; 

• 	 The catchment area from which arrestees are drawn cun vary OVer lime. dependlng on which 

booking facili[y participates in the program; 

• 	 Types of arreslees seleeted for DUF differ from .site to site: and 

'" 	 The v;!lidi!y of urine samples and interviews obtained in a booking or delcnllon facility at a 

timc when' arrestees are generally at a very emotional stage, 

Dcspite the;.;e hmitations, the DUF ptogram is a valuable souree of information on arrestees' drug 

use for the individual participating sites and for national policy. progrllmming. and research purj)l:1scs. A 

recent study (Chaikcn and Chaiken, 1993) analyzed DUF data in relation to UCR tlrreSl dutu ilnd showed 

the rollowing: 

• 	 COOlrary 10 the concerns of ""orne, there <lrc few discernlhle differences between lllO.~!'! 

arre$tees (hal did and did not participDle in tbe Dur program: 

• 	 Excep! in a few sites" no change;.; in booking or sampling procedures occurred tbm Were 

significanf enougb to prohibit within-site comparisons over time; 

• 	 For most sites. lbe unweighted DUF drug use sw(istics arc reDsonuble c.'>timulc" of drug us~ 

among all arre"~tees with serious offenses within the catchment areD: and 

'" 	 U.sing weighted DUF samples, !he study "howed tbtH selected estimates in each site did nOI 

differ $ubstantially from the unweigblcd e!~limute;;, However, in some C!tSC.", thc overall 

trcnds in cacb "itc were different 
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I 
IWith regard to the national represcntativenes$ of the DUF data. Baumer (1994) concluded that tbe 

populntion and arreSt churacteristics of DUF cities closely resemble those of the 58 largest citie!' (i.e" 

cities lith populations of 250,000 or greater). suggesting that the siles participating in DUF are at least 

I , fl US" ' representatIve 0 arge ., cItIes. 

lverall the studies undertaken and the experiences of the DUF sites show that. if the sites adhere 
I ~ 

to the data collection prOiocoIs established, the DUF data provide reu~onably reliable e~tima!e;; uf drug 

moe treJds among arres!ees. especially when the daw are analyzed in connection with other availallic dala 

sources!(ie.. jurisdiction·specific UCR and census dara) and. when appropriate. weight> for sampling 

changes.

I 
DUF RESULTS FOR ADULT ARRESTEES, 1987-1995 

I 
Given the limitation..- of [he DUF data, analyses were conducled to examine trends in drug usc 
I 

urnong rOked arreSlees. The analyses are based on aggregates from all sites for (he years 1987 through 

!995, The mformation used includes only the results from the urine tests in combinauon with lla~ic 

demOgrtphic information for the arrestees. Findings for male and female arre~tees are presented 

separa,l'Y' D~ta for juvenile arrestee, were excluded from thi' analysis, 

The following section? present (1) an overview of the characleristics of tbe 1987-1995 OUr: 

sample.lm nalional aggregates of the 1987-1995 datu sec and (3) a comparison of site-specific 

aggregates. 

Characteristics of the 1987-1995 DUF Sample I ' 
Between 1987 and 1995. DUF collected data on J total of 213,898 arres.tces, 27 percent of whom 

were fC~lale (see Appendix A). The majority of the DUF arrestees were black (56.1 pcrcen! male: 

S 1_8 pellent female): white male Urreslees. accoun!ed for 24,5 percent of the male ~ulllpJe and while 
I

femule arrestees for 33,] percent of thc fcmale samplc. Eighteen percent of the male and 12.9 percenl 

"' "" '1"" 00"="" ~. eo".' ~,., " 
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Table 1 

1987-l15 DUF Sample by RacelEthnicily 

Rac:elEthnic:ity 

Blacl< 
I Male 

56.1 
I Female 

51.B 

White 

Hispanic 

Olher I 
24.5 

16.0 

1.5 I 
33.7 

12.9 

1.5 

. 

I 
On average, the female DUF sample was older than the male sample. The percentage of males 

under 21 W,IS considerably higher (17,8) than that of females in this age group (10.9), The percentage1i 

of each age group incJuded in (he total DUF sample are presented in Table 2. 

Table 2. 

1981-95 DUF Sample by Age 

Age Maie Female • 

Under 21 11,8 10.9 

21 1025 22.4 23.0. 
26 to 30 19.9 24,3 

31 to 35 17.0 20.1 

36 to 40 11,1 1'.B 
• 

!41t045 • 6.0 5.1· 
; 46 and over , , 5.8 4.1 

The majority of the male (55.4 percent) and female (58.4 percent) DuF arrestees had a high 

school degree or OED. Nevertheless. the percentage uf DUF arrestees who had neither a high school 

degree nor a GED represents a large group (41.4 for males and 40,2 for females). 

As s.hown in Table 3, the percentage of adult male arrestee:; receiving income from employment 

is considerably higher than the percentage of adult female arreslees. Nearly 4 out of 10 adult maJe 

arreSlees included in the DUF sample were employed full time (39.6 percent). compared with 2 out of 

10 among adull female arrestee:;. Illicit income (e"g., dealing and prostitution) was reported by 3 percent 

of the male 3tI'cstces and by 10.4 percent of the female arresteeS, 
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. 

Tabla 3. 

1987-95 DUF Sample by Source of Income 

I 
, 

Source of Income Male Female 

Full-time employment 39.6 21.9 

Part-time employment 14.4 8.9 
Other legal employment 4.2 4.7 
Welfare 8.1 25.7 
No income 14.4 14.7 

Prostitution 0.3 8.2 
Dealing 2.7 2.2 
Other 13.5 11.2 

.
NatIonal Aggregates of the 1987-1995 DUF Data 

I . FO provide a general overview of drug use trends among aduil booked arrestees, the data from all 

participating sites for all years were aggregated and analyzed. The following sections present summary 

statistiJs ror adull male and female arrestees (1) testing positive for drugs, (2) testing positive by 

race/etJnicity, (3) testing positive by type of drug, and (4) testing positive by level of academic 

achieve~ent. Median percents (and site ranges) are reponed for each indicator. 

I 
DUF Arrestees Testing Positive for Drug Use 

I . 
Overall, the DUF data show that between one-half and two-thirds of the adult male and female 

arrestee1s tested positive for drugs from 1987 through 1995. For analyzing data for male arrestees, 1990 

was sel~cted as the baseline year for comparison because the above described priority charge system for 

selectink DUF arrestees was not fully implemented at all sites before 1990. Using 1990 as the baseline 
• 

year, the median percentage of male arrestees testing positive for drugs increased from 56 in 1990 (San
I 

Antonio, 52; San Diego, 82) 10 68 in 1994 (San Antonio, 52; New York, 82). The median percentage of 

adult mtle arrestees that tested positive for drugs was 65 in 1995 (San Antonio, 51; New York, 84) 
, 

Exhibit 1. 

The aggregate data also show that the largest increase in the percentage of male arrestees testing 
lpositive for drug use was among the age group under 2·1. In 1990, 45 percent of this age group tested 

I 
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Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for Drugs 


by Gender: 1987·1995 
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POSitivt and by i995 that number had increased to 64 percent. However, the groups that typically tested 
I 

the highest for drug use in any given year were adult males ages 31 [0 35 and 36 to 40 (scc Exhibit 2). 

As explained above. the priority charge system for selecting DUF participants does not apply to 

female arrestees. Accordingly. DUF data for all years available can be compared. However. since the 

number of female arrestees included in the DUF sample in 1987 was very small. 1988 is selected as the 

baselinl year for comparison. 

I 
Ifhe analysis shows that in 1988.68 percent of all female adult arrestees tested positive for drugs 

(Indianlpolis. 52 percent; Detroit, 81 percent). This median percentage declined to a low of 63 in 1991 

but rosJ t~ 67 in 1993 and remained at this level through 1995 (San Antonio. 42; New York. 85). 

Exhibit I. 

Different from their male counterparts. adult female arrestees under 21 and those between ages 
I . 

21 and 25 reported a decrease in the percentage testing positive for drug use (20 and 17 percentage 

points. 'espectively). Female arrestees ages 26 to 30 also showed a decline in the percentage testing 

Positive!(from 82 in 1988 to 68 in 1995) (Exhibit 3). 

If the same baseline year (1990) used for male arrestees is applied to interpreting data for female 

arrestee!' the trend differences between the two genders become less dramatic. Similar to male 

arresteeJ, female arrestees 'of all age grou~s. except those under 21. show increasing drug use between 

1991 an~ 1994 and a decline in 1995. The main difference between the genders remains, however. 
I 

among trose under 21 where drug use among young males increased while it decreased among young 

female arrestees (Exhibit 3). . 

! 
The data also show thaL between JO'and 30 percent of the adult males and females who tested 

positive lere using two or more drugs, Trend changes in multiple drug use generally followed the 

trends o!tlincd for any drug use (Exhibits 2 and 3). 

CSR, tncrpor.,ed 15 



Exhibit 2 

Percent of Male Adults Who Tested Positive for Drugs and Who 


Tested Positive for Two or More Drugs by Age Group: 1987-1995 
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Exhibit 3 


Percent of Female Adults Who Tested Positive for Drugs and Who 


T~sted Positive for Two or More Drugs by Age Group: 1987-1995 
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Arrestee Drug Use by Race/Ethnicity 

Between 1990 and 1995, generally increasing drug use was reponed for male arrestees of all 

races (Exhibit 4). Only adult black males who tested positive for drug use showed a decline in 1995 

(71 percent in 1994 to 69 percent in 1995). 

DUF data also indicate a decreasing trend in the median percentage of both black and Hispanic 

female arrestees who tested positive for drug use from 1988 through 1995 (Exhibit 5). The median 

percentage of black female arrestees testing positive declined from 76 to 67. The median percentage of 

Hispanic female arrestees testing positive declined from 59 to 52. The median percentage of white adult 

females who tested positive for drugs also decreased between 1988 and 1995 (from 75 to 63). 

Arrestees Testing Positive by Type of Drug 

Among all adult male arrestees included in the DUF sample, cocaine was the most frequcntly 

detected drug. From 1990 to 1991, the percentage of male arrestees testing positive for cocaine 

increased from 41 to 44 but decreased to 39 in 1995. At the same time, the drug with the greatest 

percentage increase detected among male arrestees was marijuana. In 1990.21 percent of the male 

arreStee,~ tested positive for marijuana. By 1995 this had increased to 33 percent. The percentage of 

male arrestees wbo tested positive for opiates at arrest decreased slightly (I percent) between 1990 and 

1995. On the other hand, the percentage of male arrestees who had used melhamphetamines before the 

arrcst increased from 2 to 6 between 1991 and 1994. In 1995 their methamphetamine use decreased 

slightly by I percent (Exhibit 6). 

The most frequent positive drug lest for adult female arrestees, as with their male counterparts. 

was for cocaine. The percentage of females testing positive for cocaine decreased from 52 in 1988 to 47 

in 1990. This number increased 1052 percent in 1992 but declined again to 45 percent in 1~95 

(Exhibit 6). 

Trend analyses for adult female booked arreSlees indicated that, unlike male arreSlees, the 

percentage te5ling positive for marijuana lise decreased 14 percentage points from 1988 througb 1991 
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Exhibit 4 
rercent of Male Adults Who Tested Positive for Drugs and Who 

Tested Positive for Two or More Drugs by Race/Ethnicity: 1987-1995
I 	 . 

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

' ~ 


... 	 l' "" "" ..... ".. ' .. ' ............. , :.: :,: ... :' ::w: ;.' II" _ 

......................... ~-Q-n:== =: - ".
'''' '''''-''''''-''''""~ ­.......... 
 .._.,_., .... " .... " ..-', 	 .,...... ., ...... .,_ ............ . 
............ ,.-'
I 	 -.,-.. ­

0% -~--~---,--~-----.__--~----~------~-===~ 
1997 19$9 1990 1991 1992' HI93 1995 

Years 	 "" 

100% 

I
80% 

I
50"

I 
""" I 
'''' 

BO% 
I 

I 
'0% 

,. 

'" 

. ~ , ..... , .. _... _............. ", 

-""'" .. 
....... , ........ _.- ... ::.::,..­... -----­

'" 

.... _--,.---., 

' .. " .. , 

... 

I 
"j 

Black White Hispanic Amer, Ind. Asian" Other" 

• 	The vertical line indicates when the priority charge sys.lern for selec..1:ing the OUF sample was tully Ifrplemenlett 
Prior 10 this lime, OUF slles were nOI reQuired to nave an adult rna e sample where leslIlhan 20% had a drug chafge. 
ThefflfoT(l, the data for 1990 am eotlsidered lhe base~ne. 

t 	 . 
~ In l!lese trend analYl>fts. data across all OUF sites. were aggregaled. Ag!,fre!,faled dala are nIX lWa~ablit tot" 11m 

. ""'1"""'0'" "W,' "'A""" ,,' ·Ot".,· ,,','" 199'. 



Exhibit 5 

Percent of Female Adults Who Tested Positive for Drugs and Who 


Tested Positive for Two orMore Drugs by Race/Ethnicity: 1987-1995 
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Exhibit 6 


Rercent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for Cocaine, Marijuana, 


Opiates, and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1987-1995 
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(from 25 to II. respectively), Between 1993 and 1995. it increased to 18 percent. The percentage of 

female ,arrestee:; Whll te$ted positive for opiates decre;},..;ed 10 per<:emage points between 1988 and 1995 

(from 18108. n!speclively). a much smaller decrease than that for male arrestees, The median 

percentage of positLve test..; for methamphe(;!mines rose to I percent among female arn.!Slces in 1995 and 

less th,m 1 percent for male arrestees (Exhihil 6), 

Drug Use Among Arrestees by Charge 

Nol surprisingly. the DUF data indicate thaL adult male and female arrestces ch~lrg-cd with a drug 

offense showed the highest percentage testing positive for drugs across all years. The median perccnlage 

of adult male arrestees with drug charge!> {e~ting positive rose from 76 in 1990 to 83 in 1995 

(Ex.hibit 7). The percentage of female arrestees charged with a drug offense showed a gradual dccn:asc 

in positive drug tests from 78 in 1988 to 71 in 1991. followed by an increase starting in 199::! that rose 

to 81 percent in 1995 (Exhibit 8), 

The second highesl percentage of positive drug h::sls for aduh m;lles rept1l1Cd hc!wccn 1990 and 

1995 was among tho~e charged with a property offenM: {ranging from 60 in 1990 10 64 in 1995, 

(ExhihiI7). From 1988 through 1995, female arreSlces wbo had a mlseeHaneous Charge showed the 

second highest percentage lesting positive for drug . ..;. 

From 1990 through 1995, there was it slight decrcas.e in the percenwge of female arrcstees who 

tcsted pO;.;illVC for drug:; for three of the. four charge types (i.e .. ~'iolent. properly, und misccllu!l(:ous) and 

for two of the charge Iype:; (violcnce and mi;.;de!l)canor) for malc:;'(Exhibi[ 7). 

Drug Use Among Arrestees and Academic Achievement 

Aggregate :;ite analyse:; indicate that adult male ,lrreSlee:; who earned tbeir GED had the bighest 

pcrccntagl': tcsting positive for drugs compared to GIber educalion groups in the DUF :;ample (i.e., tbosc 

who bad earned tbeir high scbool diploma, lhosc in a GED program. and tho,"e who were high school 

dropouts). 
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Exhibit 7 


Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for Drugs by 


Type of Charge: 1987-95 
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Exhibit 8 


Percent of Male Adults Who Tested Positive for Drugs and Who Tested 


Positive for Two or More Drugs by Academic Achievement: 1989·1995 
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Trend analyses further show that while male arrestee., who were in a high school or GED, 

program at the time of their arrest showed the largest increase in positive drug tests (28 percent positive 
! 

in 1990 and 56 percent in 1995). they always represented the lowest percentage testing positive for drug 
I 

use. Because this group represents only a small portion of the entire sample, the simple aggregates I . 
presented here should be interpreted with caution, The median percentage of adult males who had either 

I 
earned their OED or who were high school dropouts and tested positive for drug use gradually increased 

I 
to 199( By 1995. the median percentage of both groups teSling positive for drug use decreased. . 

Finally. in comparison with males having other levels of academk achievement. tho:;e who had earned 
I 

their OED always included larger proportions testing positive for drug use (ranging from 65 percent in 
I

1990 to 74 percent in 1994) (Exhibit 8). 

lIn general. there was only a slight decrease in testing positive for drug use among females who 

had a high school degree or a GED or who had dropped out of school between 1989 and 1995 

(EXhiJit 9). Adult female arrestees who were enrolled in high school or a OED program at the time of 
I 

arrest ,had lhe lowest percent testing positive for drug use.4 

comL'ison of 1987-1995 DUF Data Trends in Different Sites .IAs already outlined. the compa/ability of DUF data acros, sites is limited as a result of sile­

specific differences in the arrestee population selected, Site-specific DUF data provide an overview of 

drug Jse trends of arrestee population in specific locations and also paint a picture of how different lhe 

drug Jroble~ presents itself in various jurisdictions. Exhibits 10 through 33 in Appendix E present the 

aggreJated data for each DUF sjte in alphabetical order. Using this informmion. the following sections 

sum4ize the differences and commonalties among all DUF sites. 

Differences Between DUF Sites IIn comparing drug use trends among sites. the percentage of drug user< varies considerably. In 

some locations (i.e., Omaha and Kansas City}, the percentage of drug users among male arrestees never 

I 
I 

~ Considering the low number in this group, the results should be viewed with caudon. 1nere may alS{! be other factors 
that influence thi~ OtItcome (e.g" age). 

I 
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Exhibit 9 


Percent of Female Adults Who Tested Positive for Drugs and Who Tested 


Positive for Two or More Drugs by Academic Achievement: 1989-1995 
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re.Chel more 'han 60. In others (i.e., Chi~ago, New York, Philadelphia, and San Diego), 'he median 

perceJtage exceeds 70, never dropping below 67 (Appendix OJ. 

. 
Additionally. the direction of drug use trends in individual sites over time varies considerably, 

Using 1990 as the baseline year, some locations (e,g., Denver) show a steady increase in the percentage 

of drug abusing arrestees. In other places (e,g .• Houston and Miami), an almost steady decline in the 
I 

percentage of male drug users is deserved. On the other hand. in locations such as San Antonio, drug 

use aJong the male DUF population remained relatively stable, while other ciries (e.g., Indianapolis and 

Omah:) experienced dramatic increases in pt.)sitive drug tests among male arrestees (Appendix D). 

Furthermore, the percentage of specific types of drugs used in DCF sites varies considerably 

overaJl and over time. For example. cocaine is the predominant drug male arrestees lest positive for in 
I 

most sites, Opiate use is relatively high (i.e., at least 15 percent and above among the male and female 

POPUI~tjOnS in almost aJl years) in seven sites (e.g., Chicago. Los Angeles, Manhattan, Portland, San 

Antonio, San Diego. and Washington, D.C). In most {lther sires rhe percentage of opiate users lies 

be,weJn 3 and 6. 

O~ special interest recently has been the regional development and assumed spread of 

methamphetamine use among DUF arrestees. West coast sites reported increasing percentages of 

metha~phetamine users. In this regard, the most extreme development has been observed in San Diego 

where ImethamPhe,arnine has become the number one drug tha' male and female arrestee. tested positive 

for in 11993 and 1994, The percentage of female methamphetamine users in San Diego reached 50 in 

1993 Jnd 1994. In 1995 this number declined but was stil140 Percent. At the same time, even East 

Coast tles that t"raditionaHy report high rales of drug abuse among arrestees (Le .• Manhattan and 

washi~gton, D.C.) do not report any or only marginal methamphetamine use among DUF arrestees. 

These results support (he assumption that drug trends are regional. A closer look at the 

distt'ibtltion of positive drug tests for specific drugs in those locations where methamphetamine 

conSliLtes a significant percentage among arrestees (e.g., Los Angeles, Phoenix, Portland, San Dlego, 

and SJn Jose) seems to indicate that the increase in methamphetamine use ·did not significandy increase 

I . 
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the lOta! percentage of arrestees testing positive. Rather, a shift from using other drugs such as cocaine 

and opiates to methamphetamines seems to have occurred. 

Commonalties Among DUF Sites 

One trend thaI is universal among all sites acrOfiS aU years is lhat male arrestees onen show 

considerably higher percentages 'Of positive drug tests for marijuana lhan their female counterparts. 

Female arrestees, on the other hand, have higher percentages of cocaine use than males. Exceptions are 

Birmingham, Houston, New Orleans, and San Jose, and for a few years onj), Dullus, Philadelphia, 

Phoenix. San Diego, and SL Louis. where"u higher percentage of males than fdrwJes rested positive for 

cocalfle. 

Another similarilY across all sites is that lhere is a higher percentage of female arrcstees than 

male arrestees. In all but 7 of the 22 sites that test female arrestceS, the percentage of positive drug tests 

was higher for female arrestees than for males (Appendix. D). 

A striklng observation for all sites is (he predominant and high use of cocaine among male and 

female arrestees (Appendix E). \Vith very few exceptions (i.e., Omaha, Phoenix, San Antonio. San 

Diego, and S~m lose-sites that report relatively high methamphetamine use). DUF sites reported almos! 

every year at least 40 percent of male and female arrestees tes~ing positive for cocaine. This indicates 

lhat cocaine abuse is the number one drug problem presented by arrestees. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

As a program, DUF offers several advantages to researchers and decisionmakel~ on II national 

level. First, because DUF is the only source of individual drug testing data collecled over lime for 

muhipJe locations, it provides objective measures of indivjdual drug use. Second. DUF garhers datu on 

a subpopulation of drug users thal is difficuH to reach. This is especially important when one consjder,~ 

lhat this group is responsible for a significant portion of the costs related to drug llbuse and the need :0 

develop responses that are effeclive jn dealing with this populalion. Third, the DUF data collection 

represents an existing research "infrastructure" (i.e., the DUF sites and their staff, the NIl project staff, 
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and 1DUF review board) that has the potential to reduce lhe cost of other cnminal justice research 

projeJts and to shorten the time lag between data collection, analyses, and reporting to national and local 
, I 

audiences. 

The usefulness of DUF to State and local'decisionmakers has been demonstrated by tbe fact thut 

a number of States have duplicated DUF collection efforts in other sites with State funds to increase 

their i~formation base (NlJ. 1993), 

II Other studies have shown that a careful analysis of DUF dala in conneclion with other databases 

provides a usefuJ too) for estjrnating drug use trends among the arrestee population in specific locations, 

regioJs, and throughout the United States. It is important to nOle that aggregated DUF data show a 

trend tmilar to that of the drug-related emergency room episodes reported by DAWN, Both daw sets 

show ~ drop indrug use from 1988 to 1990 but a steady increase since then (S,,"'.1HSA. 1995) 

Despite the differences and limited comparability of DUF data on a national level, there are a 

number of conclusions one can draw from assessing the individuaJ site results: (1) drug use among male 

and fJrnale arrestees, especially use of hard drugs, remained high throughout the past decade; (2) cocame 

use a~ong female arrestees remains high. in many cases higher than among male arrestees; and (3) in 
I . 

those locutions where significant methamphetamine use among arresteeS wtL<; reported, the data indicule 
I 

that different types of hard drugs may be interchangeable. 

, j If DUF data can be combined with other data sources (e,g .. demographic and arreslee data from 

the inaividual catchment areas}, better estimates for drug USe trends III a specific location can be 

develJped. If these data are combined with more detailed information on the sample seleclion at each 

sile, t~e DUF data should provide a reliabJe, solid basis for local. regional, and even national trend 

analyJis, The results from the urine tests alone provide an objective measure for drug use and crime 

trendS~ The additional information gained 'from the interviews proVide valuable information aboul 
I 

trafficking and use patterns and arrestees' background and treatment needs, 
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Today DUF present, a valuable, still largely untapped data source. Further research could, for 

example. be performed on those sites that collect data on the county and city level (e.g., Phoenix and 

Maricopa County). Differential analyses of those adults booked in the central city and lhose adults 

booked in the neighboring county may support, for example. urban and suburban comparisons in drug 

trends over time and assist in resource allocation decisions. 

More research could be conducted on a regional basis. As was done in the July-September 1989 

Dl'F report (NIl, 1990), sites can be divided into Northeast, Midwest, South, and West regions. Further, 

updated analyses of these groupings may. shed some insight to regional drug use trends among the 

arrestee popUlation. Such geographic concentration of data may help to explain changes over time in 

usage patterns of different drugs and how they move from one part of the country to another. 

For the :wo sites that have a catchment area that covers only part of their respective cities (i.e .• 

Los Angeles and New York!I\tfanhattan). it may be useful to examine more closely how similar or 

differern these DUF catchment areas are from other sites and from the rest of the city. In conducting 

. such a study, researchers could utilize existing crime (e.g .. UCR data) and poverty (e.g., Census data) 

indicators. Researchers (e.g., Baumer, 1994; Chaiken and Chaiken. 1993) have demonstrated the 

feasibiliry and benefits of this method. 

As the DUF program continues to more dearly specify the spedfic selection criteria and the type 

and number of booking facililie); reporting and to further define the Dl!F catchment areas, it will 

increase iLl; value as a national and local analytical tooL DUF alrcady scrves as an important resource to 

many criminal justice and drug research programs. The planned ex.panslon of DUF into ADAM will 

help launch new programs [hat can chart the progress of new and existing policies that address lhe 

Nation's drug problems. 
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Appendix A 


Current DUF Sites, Catchment Areas, and Total Sample Size (1987-1995) 
I ' 
: DUFjSlte Catchment Area Male Female Total , 

iAtlanta Entire city 4,775 2,221 , 6,996, , 

Birmjngham Entire city and part of county , 5,526 2,293 7,819 i, 

Chic~go Entire city I 6,950 
, 

105' 7,055, , , 

, Ctev~land Entire city 
, 

5,731 1,846 7,577 I, 
I . , I , 

a as n Ire coun I , , , ,,o II E 1 ty 7655 3210 10865 

Denyer Entire dty 5,614 2,416 8,030 , 

Oetr91t Entire city 5.692 1,571 7,263 ! 

Ft L8uderdale Entire county 6,152 2,629 
....~-:--

8,781 

Houston Entire city 7,106 2,867 9,973 

, Indianapolis Entire county 
, 

6,307 2,435 8,742,, . , 
, Kan<ias City Entire city 3,682 '. 1,590 

, 
5,272,, 

i Los ~ngeles Part of city and part of county , 9,170 4,493 13,663 

! NewjYorkiManhat1.an Entire borough of Manhattan 7,804 , 2,846 10,650, 

: Mian]i Entire county " 
, 4,402 

, 
4,402, I -

INew/Orleans Entire parish I 8,030 
, 

2,943 10,973, , 

, Entire city 5,075 352 
, 

5,427,Omaha, , ,, , , 

• Philadelphia Enllre city 8,254 
, 

3,239 11,493I 

i Pho~nix. Entire county 8,016 , 
4,253 12,269, 

Portland Entire county 7,463 , 3,048 10,511, 

Sf. Louis Entire city 
, 

6,595 
, 

2,590 9,185, 
, I- -'.'.' 

San ~ntonjo Entire county ! 6,028 , 2,718 8,746 

i San piego 
, 

Entire city and part of county 7,472 , 2,872 , 10,344,_. ,, 
: San ~ose : Entire county 6,285 ! 2,727 9,012 

: Wasnington, DC i Entire city 6,375 
, 

2,475 8,850,r ' 
Totals 156,159 57,739 213,898: ! ,, 

,, 

, 

I ' 
\ The sites of Chicago. Miami, and Omaha either colle<:ted adult female data lor a limited lime (i.e .. a year Of less) Of not at ail 
(iA!t, Miami). Therefore, these siles are considered oon-arlult lemale DuF !ocaliQns. 
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Appendix B 

Overview of National DUF Variables for Adults' 

Background Characteristics of Interviewer and InformatIon About the Interview 

• Initials of interviewer, their date of birth, their race/ethnicity, their marital status 
" Date of interview 
• Language Ihe interview was conducted in 

" DUF site 


Background Characteristics of Adult Booked Arrestee 

" Age, sex, racelethnicity, and marital status 
.. 'Academic achievement, employment, and income 
• location of residence and living situation at residence 

Charge and Arrest Information 

• Most se~lous charge, type of charge, hours from arrest 

" Charged with a warrant or on probation 

" Precinct of arrest and location of armst {zip code) 

" Previous arrest history (e,g., the number of times booked in the past 12 months) 


Drug Information 

.. 

.. 

.. 
'. 
.. 
.. 

': 
.. 
.. 
.. 

• 
.. 
.. 

Present and past drug use {selt-report) 
• Age first tried drug(.)' 

Drug use in the past 30 days? Use in the past 3 days? 

Number of days using drugs in the last 30 days 

Knowledge of any new drugs? 

Drug Treatment History (self-report) 

Dependent in lasl 12 months? 

Now recelving or in the past have you received drug treatment? 

Do you need drug treatment now? Which drugs? 

Drug Infection (sell-repor1) 


• 	 Do you inject drugs? Which ones? Last time injected? IDrugs and the accused crime 
At the lime of arrest did you need drugs? 
At the time of arrest were you under the influence of drugs? 
Drugs and ER incidents (self-repOrt) 

Ever in the ER for a drug incident? In the past 12 months? 


For which drugs? 

Drug test results: Name and number of drugs in their system (EMIT results) 

, 
, ThIS overview plesents. variables from Ihe current aUF interyiew lhOt was revised in the middle of 1995.

I 	 ' 
t Drug questions focused on !oe following 15 drugs: alcohol, tobacco, mtv,juana, crack, powder cocaine, opiates (her<lir'l, 

black tar, dilaudiC!, mOrphine), PCP/angel dust, amphe1amines/speed, oO"W')6fslbarbilurales, qoaa!udeSlludes, Street methadone, 
crystallmeth. .. valium Qf other tranQuililerS, LSD/acd, and inhalanls 

I 
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Appendix D 

Median Percent of Adult Arrestees Testing Positive 
for Drugs by Site and Year' 

•Male 
, . ' 

'r'D:.U~;F,--=s"ite=-__-+,..:1~9.::87,-+,-=-19::8::8:"'f-1;.:9~8-=-9_1--=-=19~O : 1991 19921-':19;.:9~3-t'_1~9~9_4-t'--,1:.,995:.=-r-:M",e=:-de.-ia","-'---1 
f-'A....t+I..'--n,::la'-__-t'__~'__f-_+~~62.1 • 63.0, 69~0 72.5 69,4, 74.1, 68.6 

Bilmingham I • 72.2 54.2 63.5 63.2+,_6=:-4C:'0=-tc::6c:7c:.7+:.,69;.:.2::.,-·_6:.:8c:.2=-r-·--,6:.:6=:-.1_.., 

~C~h+;IC=.~g~O~__c:._7c:2=,8,-+~7~9c:~8=-r-~7=3.....9~~7~3~,3=-r-'~7~4.2+-6c:9_.0+'--,8_0--,.8_li_78_._9+,_7_9_.4+-7_6_~2--i 
'Cleveland 68.4 66.3 54.8 55.9 64~1 64.1' 66.0' 65.4 62,4 

• 65.9 64,7 55.9 55,9 59.4 61.5, 57.2, 60~3 59.9 


Denver 


Dallas 

47.7 50.5 60,5 I 64.4 1 67,0 66.6' 59,3 

f-D~eT·tc::mc:lt_~_~_6=5=,9~_6e.-7c:~9=-r-'~62=~:.:8_1__ ~3~,_c:5--,5c:~2+=57_~_6-t.~62.9~c:6:.:5c:.5+.... 2+--,-60c:._4~'5~1.... 67_~.... 
• Ftl Lauderdale . 65~0 62.2' 66,2 59.9 60.7 I 64.41 61.3' 5SA 58,0 61.1 
, • t--~--+.--t--+,--+-----i 
, Hquston 64.0, 65.0 65.2 64.2 64.7-l-'~5~9~:.:5_'_5=S:c,2=t-c4--,7.:..~7-c'r--"5_7,....9--t'_:.,60:.;~_4-1 

Inblonapolis ,53.9 56~2 46.4 44~B, 51.7, 60~5 69,3 64.3, 56,3 ! 


K~nsas City I i 53,S! 60.0 1_4c:5c:,,'-.:-'~52=~.::6+--,6:.:0c:.3'-i'__":'___-+--'1-~54c:,:.,5-i1 

i Leis Angeles I 69~0 I 75,2, 69.5 65,6, 61.5. 66.9 66.1 66.4 62,1 66.4' 1 


i M,mhattanl NY 1 80~51 82~91 78.7 75.sl 72,S 1 76~6 78,3 82~O' 83,8' 78~8 
IMiami I 75.3' 70.2 I 67,7 i 66.2: 69.6 66~3 56.S. 66.2 

i New Orleans I 70~9 I 70~3 I 69~ 1 61 ~O I 58~7 I 60,5 I 61.7 I 63.1 66.4, 64~1 

r'O~~ra_h_a______+i__-+1_5_6~.5~1____ i~3_0_'~I._3~6_,4~I~_48_,5+-5~3~.8~1_5~9_~3~5~4~~5~1~_48~,0~~i 
:-:1Pc:hf'il.::ad=eC!IP::.:h.::ia~_II-_+1--=8:.:0c:.7-11_8=1--,~3:"1-,-75=-7J 73~71 77.8 76:41 76.0! 76~l' 77.0 I 
r'p::C~foe=ni_x___1;-:54-:-..:..6.!.ic:6..:2...:~8-11_5=7:-,.7:-'1~ ..~351 42~21 46.8 624 64~7 ' 62.8, 56~2 i 

Pgrtland 70~5' 74~3' 63,6 62A I 60.6' 60.1 : 62.6 65~1 654 I 54.6 
1 San AntoniO I I 62.6 I 52.6 SO,8' 49~3 538rl-5-S.-3+5-'-~7+-50'-~8""""',--5-2-4--11 
r's.:..~,..:n_D,-,..:e",-go,--_--,-1--,-67_~.:..5,,"!_8_1_,6+--,8_1.c:8_l-~8,2 i 75,1, 76.7 784 I 79,1 72.71 77.4 

r-::sa~n:...J=o::se=-__-1I__-r-_+~:1__·3 55,0 58:.'. 49.7 544 55,' 51.8. 54~6 

51, Louis I I S5~7 , 63~9 53.5 59.0 I 63.6 67~9 73.6, 76~7, 54~8 
'~~-+,--~~~~-I-~~,~~~-+~~~~~+,~~~ 

v.(ashlngton. DC 66.7 56.2' 59,1 59.6: 60~4 64~0 64,2. 61,4 

.:..1M.:..:fed.:..l.:..an___......J16.:..8~-=2-'--6_8_,_'L;6:.:S.:...2.:..L -=-59_._9.!.'_S..:9_,0.:..1 6.:..0...:S-,---6-=2.:...9--L6:.:6",.O,-"-..:6=S..:..4--,,_:.,61,,:':.,9--.J 
. p~ior to 1990, the priority Charge sys!em ~or seleCfioglhe DUF sample was no! fully implemented a'1d DUF sites were nOI 
required !o have an adult male sample tor whiCh less 1han 20% (lad a drug Charge, Therefore, the dam lor 1990 aro 
considered toe baseline. 

I 
~~ le ,ea" 1990 .meugh 1995 we" used In reponing ,an", data. 

CSR, Incorporated 
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Appendix 0 (continued) 

[ Fe"~-~Ie 
~....­

1991 : 1992 : 1993 T 1994 11994 •: DUF Site 1987' : 1988 1989 1990 Average 
..._­ , 

72.41Atlanta , 71.2 ' 69,9 65A 1 72.4 I 68.2 i 89.5, 

I 
65.4 ' 

, 
83,1 • 57.41Birmingham I 55.9 86.6 61.5 59,4 . 63,1 61,3 i---­ , 

____M. 

I IChicago 76.2 I 1 76.2,-
! Cleveland 73,2 79.3 74,0 61.6. 61.6 . 70.9 , 76.9 I 

60.6 . 83.4 i 
, 

: Dallas , 64.7 , 47,6 55,9 66.2 63.1 58,5 59,8, 

roenver 1 55,1 53.6 80,81 67.S 67,5 68.6 61.8 I 

_g~trojt , 81,3 74,2 67.9 • 72.3 61.81 61.8 i 77.5 I 71.9 i 
: Ft Lauderdal9 82.9 68.3 i 63,6 61.5 82,4 • 62,5. 60:ti 62,8 I , 

Houston ,, 58.1 58,6 59,4 53,8 , 47.8 47,7 I 49.7 53.3 
....-­

Indianapolis 52.2 I 44.7 39,3 54,0 I 49.8 69,4 69,4 i 71.2 575 ; 
..._-' 

Kansas City 70,2 74.4 64,31 63,5 72.8 , , 69.1, , , 
~,,--

____M. 

: Los Angeles 79.5 76.0 78.3 71.4 i 74,6 71,6 71,8 72,0 l 677 73.0 i , , 

l~anhattanl NY 1 83,3 80.1 ! 75.5 70,8 76,8 89,6 
, 

84.6 : 84.6 89.6 : 81,5 , 
....-->. 

Miami . : 
, 

i -. 
New Orleans 45.7 i 55,0 63.9 59.8 50.4 51,8 31.9 32.21 50.8 i 49.0 .._­
Omaha 

, ,
58,4 58,4 55,6 i 57,4 

- 75.61 75.0 I 
____M. 

Philadelphia 79.4 81,9 77.8 75.5 75,3 : 76.5 : 76,9 
, 

r--­ .. .. 
66.S i 630 i . Phoenix 69.4 60,5 696 58,2 61.3 i 63.4 66,8 63.7 

Portland 71.0 79,3 70.2 61.3! '68.2 73,1 73.8 73.8 68,1 I 71.1 
.---~., 

41.7 iSan Antonio 50.9 ; 48.0 41.8 i 45,3 44.5 : 390 38,9 42.8 , 
~ - I , 

San Diego 86.8 78.3 77.0 75,2 : 73.1 : 72.4 75,6 75,6 i 73.3 • 75,~ 
, ,,- .._­ ""'--­

ISan Jose , 59.0 57.2 i 51.81 565 I 60.91 60,9 49.31 56,4: .
ISt Louis I 44,4 62,1 56,1 : 53,9 : 70,0 • 75.5 75,5 69,6 • 65.9 , 

, ;m_ , 
; Washington, DC : 82.9 73.1 I ..74,6 i 71.5 i 67.4 67.3 64.S 71.7r.: - , ,, 

64,3 : 63,5 ' 1: Median 75.3 ' 67,8 63.9 66,2 . 67,4 i 67,3 66.6 65,9- __M. 

, A smaH nWlT'ber of adult le~alB5 parlicipaled in 1987, so !he data fOf 1987 should be viewed cautiously_ Thercle'e, the 
daiS lor 1988 are considered the baseline. 

CSR, Incorporated 



, 
APPENDIX E 


SITE-SPECIFIC RESULTS, 1987-1995 . 



Exhibit 10 


ATLANTA: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for 


Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1990"-95 
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Exhibit 11 


BIRMINGHAM: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for 


Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1988*-95 
I 
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"" 
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• Prior to 1988, this site was nol partldpaUng In DUF. 

I 
•• Prior 10 1990, ltIe priority charge system tor solecting tho DUF sample WB9 not lully Implemented and DUF slles were nOI 

'required to how en adult mele sample where less than 20% had a drug charge. Therefore, the dala lor 1990 ere 
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Exhibit 12 


CHICAGO: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for 


Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1987-95 

~% -,------------------------------------------------------, 
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• Prior to 1990, ttie priority charge system lor selecting tho DL1F Mmple- was nO!' fully impI91TIfInled and l)UF BIteS were nell 
required 10 Ilnvo an adult male sample where les8 !tIan 20% hat! a drug: CharlJO, Therefore, the data fOr 1990 ate 
considered !ho bMeline. 

•, Adul1lemnlo data worQ collected only In 19ge. 



Exhibit 13 


CLEVELAND: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for 


Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1988-95 
I 
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lroqUired \Q have eo.adult mallt sampht WI'll!lfe less !han 20% had a drug Charge. TheHlfuu~. the dala b¥ 1990 are 
~c.onsiderltd the baselinE!, 
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Exhibit 14 


DALLAS: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for 


Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1988*·95 
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fGquired ttl haV9 an adult male samplB where less thai'! 20% had 0 drug ctwgl1. ThOf'efore,!tIe deta kif 1990 Bra 
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Exhibit 15 


DENVER: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for 


Cocai7e. Marijuana. Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1990*-95 
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Exhibit 16 


DETROIT: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for 


Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1987-95 
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oonsid&roo the baseline • 

•• Adult farnakl data cc~eetlon beg<ln In 19B6, Aduillemalo del 



Exhibit 17 


F9RT LAUDERDALE: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for 


Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1987-95 
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Exhibit 18 


HOUSTON: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for 


Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1987-95 
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Exhibit 19 

INDIANAPOLIS: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for 


cocaiTe, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1988*·95 
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Exhibit 20 

KANSAS CITY: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for 


Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1988·92" 
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• 'This sit. bogl1f1 parliClpalion In DUF In 1il88 end stopped atter 1992. 

.. Pt101 to 1990. tho p-lorf.y CtIafgo sy$tem lor Mlec:l'ing ttte DUF stlmpla was nol fujly implBmented and OUF siles were nol 
mquired to halltl on ElO\jIt main $ample where Jan !hen 20% had It drug charge. Thltfe1ote. !he diUa lot 1990 are 
considered the baseline, 



Exhibit 21 

LOS ANGELES: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for 

Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1987-95 
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• PriOr" 10 1990, tNI priority charge system !Dr selecting the OUF sample was not tully ImpiementlKi and DUF filtes were not

Itaqliff;d to haW an adult mala sampla whemless than 20% had a drug ctUirlla. Therefore, U'le d!Wllor 1990 arG 
COOSIdarod ttle baseline, . 

I
"A$Il'UlIl f\t.IlI'f!bm of adult Wmales participated", 1007, $0 \he dala lor 1987 should be ¥lowed cautiously_ Therefore. 
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I 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

I 

I 

rhe 1997 National Drug Control Strategy; focuses on youth and identifies motivation of 

America's youth to reject illegal drugs and substance abuse as its number one goal. To assist in 

providi~g a foundation for effective prevention and education efforts. CSR. ]nco1porated. conducted a 

series dr focus and discussion groups with youlh from the Washington-Baltimore metropoHtaIl area who 

were/aJ involved in drug trafficking, The purpose of this investigation was to better understand both 

bow ant why youtb become engaged in seUing drugs. 

Arrest reports and research studies that include data on youth drug dealing show that (l) fhe 

numbeJ of youth selling a yariety of illicit drugs or participating in activities that facilitate the sale of 

these d~gs are increasing; (2) youth are becoming involved a1 increasingly younger ages; and (3) the 

introduJtion of crack-cocaine into local urban drug markets appears to have influenced the increase in 

adolesclnt drug trafficking. However, a review of recent literature on youth and drugs2 found IittJe 
I 

systematic research conducted specifically on adolescent drug trafficking, This lack of research is a 
I 

result of the relative recency of widespread panicipation by adolescents in selling drugs. I . 
locus and discussion group participants described their family backgrounds, their school 

experiences, their introduction into drug use and drug selling, and their perspectives on preventing youth 

from ge1ting involved with drugs. Highlights from their responses include the foHowing: 

• Youth In the focus groups all had a history of using and selHng drugs. However. there was 

no sIngle social. economic. or family characteristic that described those most heavily involved 

in using or selling drugs. Youth who came from what appeared to be the most disadvantaged 

family circumstances (Le., very little social, economical, or emotional support) were nOl the 

most heavily involved in drug dealing nor were those who carne from the best family 

circumstances the leasl involved in drug dealing~ 

eSR. Im::orporated Ii 
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Executive Summary 

• While t~e literature suggests an association between low school auachmenl and drug deaHng,1 

a number of focus group participants described themselves as having been good students and 

gelling good grades in hIgh school. Some described how being a good student was a good 

cover because as long as they received good grades, their parents were less suspicious of 

them being involved with drugs: 

., The association between family history of alcohol and" drug problems and youth drug selling 

found in the IiteratureJ was echoed by many of [he foeus and discussion p:rrticipants, In fact, 

most of (he focus group participants reported that they were given their first :sub~tance by a 

family member; 

• Drag usc and drug selling were frequently described by focus and discussion group youth as 

ways of fitting in, The majority of focus group participants did not credit their initintion into 

drug dealing Lo the influence of people in their own age group or to peers pre!'suring tbem 10 

sen drugs. For tbe most part. {his group of young dealers suggested that they took the 

initJUtjve to become dealers in order 10 emulate tbe aClivilies of someone who Wax much older 

than (hey were al the time they starred dealing: 

• Parents of focus group participants apparently did not notice, acknowledge, or intervene in 

their adolescern's drug use or selling. Several youth mentioned selling drugs from their 

homes. purchasing expensive clothes and olher items, and spending on .lavish lifestyles, yet 

there wm; little memion of parent!"~ interferenee with or acknowledgment of these beh'lvion; 

among Ihis sample of drug deaiers; 

• The literature reports a significant number of inner-cJty youth who are nondrug users that 

become involved in drug traffiddng.4 However, most of the youth participating in the focus 

and di!'cussion groups who were drug dealers were fir:;t drug users. They sold drugs either to 

ensure their own supply or because they knew from their own use the income potential o~ the 

drug business and wanted a pan of it 
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• 	 The focus group youth who reponed that they had stopped selling drugs were those who were 

heavy users of multiple drugs. Many of these youth were motivated to quit either because of 

legaJ consequences or because they just got tired of being so "messed up." The focus group 

participants did nor report they quit selling drugs because of any new insights or attitudes 

specmcally about drug dealing; 

Overall, it would appear that local law enforcement activities alone are insufficient to deter 

adolescents who are heavily involved in drug activities {using or dealing), In mOl'l cases. 

drug dealing was cunailed when drug use was stopped through prosecution andior treatment; 

and 

• The unanimous response from the discussion group participanLIO was that there is nothing [hal 

can be done to keep youth away from drugs or from trying drugs when the drugs are so 

readHyavailable. Severa1 youth made jokes about the ineffectiveness of the ceJehrity 

advertisements or the personal testimonies that appear on television. There was a mjxed 

response to whether educalional programs. such as those presented in schools, were effective 

or useful. 

While auention to targeted prevention efforts has increased in recent years, additional research 

must be \undertaken to deepen the understanding of (I) the risk factors for drug usc and drug trafficking 

among y'outh and (2) the resiliency factors that might be supported through prevention and intervention 

efforts tj miligate risk and deter drug trafficking by adolescents_ Research in this area can provide the 

[oundatiJn for targeted prevention and intervention efforts that will reduce the escalation of drug 

traffickidg .by America's youth. 
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YOUTHFUL OFFENDERS: THEORY AND PRACTICE OF 
ADOLESCENT DRUG TRAFFICKING 

INTRODUCTION 

Adolescent drug trafficking is a small but growing phenomenon among youth of all social and 

economic circumstances. To better understand both how and why youth becom~ engaged in selJing 

drugs, a series of focus groups and group interviews were conducted with drug-involved youth (ages 

18-22) from the Washington-Baltimore metropolitan area. The data (including an extensive gJossary and 

taxonomy of drug-related tenns used by focus group participants) derived from these focus groups were 

compared and contrasted with findings from an extensive literature review to provide the Office of 

National Drug Control Policy (ONDep) with new insights that might be used to help shape U.S. drug 

policy. 

The emphasis of the focus groups and group interviews was [0 determine how the youth became 

involved in drug dealing and what. if anything, helped them to discontjnue their involvement with drug­

dealing, The youth were asked to describe (I) their famBy background and childhood experiences; 

(2) school experiences and relationships with [heir peers; (3) how they were first introduced to drug use; 

(4) how and when Ihey began selling dl1lgs; (5) their life as a dl1lg dealer; (6) what. if anything. helped 

them discontinue their drug trafficking; and. (7) what they thought could be done to prevent other youth 

from geuing involved with drugs, It should be noted lhat this sample of adolescent and young adult 

drug dealers represents primarily a drug~using population that also has engaged in drug dealing. often in 

order to suppon their drug use habits. It should be funher noted that there is another important 

population of juveniles who participate in drug trafficking but who, for the most part. do not use illegal 

drugs. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

An examination of the recenl research on youth and drugs reveals a suhstantial body of lilerature 

descrihing the relationships between use of illegal drugs, other drug offenses, and delinquent behaviors. 

yet little systematic research has been conducted specificaUy on adolescent drug trafficking. This slems 
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I 
from the fact that ,widespread participation by adolescents in the sale of drugs is a relatively recent 

pheno~enon brought Z1bout. in part, by the widespread introduction of crack~cocaine into local urban 

drug Jarkets. ·Arrest reports and research studies that do include data on youth drug dealing show thal 

the nukbers of youth who are selling a variety of ilHch drugs or panicipating in activities that facilitate 

the sal~ of these drugs are increasing and that youth are becoming involved in drug trafficking at 
I 

increasiq.gly younger ages. There also is evidence that some of the increase in violence related to drug 

sales i,\,he direct result of the more aclive partictpation of youth in the drug business.' 

•
}l is estimated that during the 1980&. about 10 percent of youth engaged in selling illegal drugs. 

which represents almost 10 times thc number reponed in the early .19705.' The risk for drug dealing is 
I 

especiaHy high among youth living in low-income. inner-city neighborhoods where recent studies have 

docume~ted thaI between 26 and 45 percent of youth may be actively involved in the sale of drugs.
I 

Data collected from the Pittsburgh Youth Study, the Rochester Youlh Development Study, and the 
f 

Denver ~outh Survey suggest that rhe percentages of inner-city youth involved in drug trafftcking are 

26,37. and 45. respectively.s Drug trafficking is increasingly the crime by which youth come to the 

juvenile~ustice system. A study of drug-involved youth in Miami revealed that the first crime 

commiU!d by 67 percem of the youth interviewed was a drug sale or some other drug~related illegal
1 

actlvity.y Nationwide in 1993, approximarely 89.100 drug offense case~ were disposed of by juvenile 

CQUns, which reprcsents a 24 percenl increase over the number of drug offense cases disposed of in 

1989. Fhr jurisdictions that' made a distinction between drug trafftcking and drug possession, trafficking 

was the ~ore serious charge in slightfy less than one-half of all drug cases in 1993.10 

. I 
The literature suggests that. for most youth, selling drugs is just one of a wide variety of epi.~odic 

delinqueJt behaviors and something thaI rarely lasts more than a few months or extends beyond a 

limited nLmber of transactions conducted among acquaintances, These occ~ional young dealers do not 

have flaglandy delinquent lifestyles and rarely come tOo the attention of the authorities. Even frequent 

sellers wdo operare more in the open seU primarily to their peers and do not otherwise ha~e seriously 

delinquenllifestyles. However, youlh who are heavy users of multiple drugs often sen in the adult 

~"1 '~'"' .~'", "'''~"·.'= ""'~"'"' '"m~, ~, 
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Only a sm~H proportjon of young dealers (less than 2 percent of all adolescents) are heavily 

involved in drug sales and other forms of serious crime, According to both self~reports and official 

crime statistics, this group is responsible for committing more than 60 percenT of all property and violent 

crimes committed by youth,u This group also is more likely than other young offenders to continue 

commItting crimes when they reach adulthood." 

Characteristics of Youthful Drug Traffickers 

The information currently avaHabJe on juvenile drug traffickers 1S quite limited. MoSl studies are 

based on selected samples of urban drug users and dealers. and the few larger representative surveys that 

are available include only a few drug traffickers. Official statistics likewise include only limited 

demographic information thaI could be used to gain more insight on the drug-trafficking population. 

The lack of a dear profile for juvenile drug traffickers is also due to the fact that drug dealing by 

juveniles lends to be a fairly common occurrence conducted by a diverse youth population, 

Nevertheless. evidence Ituggests that adolescent drug dealers have a profile similar to (hat of 

chronic offenders, That is. they are more likely to be nonwhite. from lower socioeconomic backgrounds, 

have lower IQs. spend fewer years in school. and have Jower school achievement levels. Ii A number of 

data sources point to a disproportionately high number of African Americans involved in drug 

trafficlcing. Regarding drug trafficking (most of which was found 10 be small-scale). Gaines notes (hal , 
among more sophisticated urban minority YOUlh, 

There Jsn't any better economic opportunity to be had [than local cocaine drug~ 

selling c<trtels}.... Meanwhile. suburban white kids are not so organized. They have 

, failed Lo nurture such flourishing alternatives to blocked mobiHty. And so they 

look up to minority kids, city kids. for their superior economic organization on the 

street. n 

Some of these data. however, may be skewed by the facl that most studies on adolescent drug 

trafficking focus on high-risk, urban areas or use readily availabJe arrest data, Even though whites 

constitute the majority of drug users and probably a large proportion of drug sellers, minorities dominate 
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the exlosed drug selling areaS in the inner city, making them easier targets for arrest. Therefore, most 

data c~rrently available present a demographic picture of adolescent drug dealers that may be more 

reflective of law enforcement activities than of [he population involved in seHing drugs. 14J5 

\with regar~ to gender distribution, arrest data indicate that males represent the largest group of 

adole.'iJent drug traffickers. Although research on the general youth population suggests that young , 
women' are more likely 10 be involved in selling drugs than was previously believed. other data indicale 

that yo~ng women are not as involved in drug trafficking as they are in other criminal ac!i vities. I&J1.,& 

I . 

IA variety of studies indicate thai many adolescent drug dealers experience problems in school, 

and mahy do not complete their high school educalion.9
,Lul; This corresponds with studies of 

jncarce~ted adult drug dealers which show thar members of (his population are less likely to have 
I

completed high school than are adults incarcerated for other crimes. Similarly. drug-dealing youth are 
I 

more likely than non-drug~de,aling youth to engage in a variety of delinquent behaviors; to be more 

, t 
involved in adult behaviors, such as early sexual activity; and to consume alcohol and tobacco more 

frequently. The data also suggest that the more involved youth are in drug trafficking, the more likely 

they "",;to be regul.r users of multiple drugs,"''' 

Difficulty in school and other problem behaviors, however, are not necessarily indications of the 

adolesc!nt drug dealers' lack of scholastic ability or mental capaCity. To some extent, (he research 

SUggeSTS: that youth who engage in drug dealing have an entrepreneurial nature and that those who are 

successful in the drug business are skHlful and are high achievers., Descriptions of psychological and 

behavio}al traits of entrepreneurial drug traffickers show that they are similar to their noncriminal 

enrrepre~eurial counterparts." Most adolescent drug deaJers. however, do not have the skills necessary 

10 succe!d at drug d~aling and either SLOp dealing Or become so dcpendem on drugs that they quickly 

come tolthe atlen,ion of law enforcement authorities. 

Extent of Adolescent Involvement in the Drug Market 

I 
Drug markets vary considerably with respect to level of organization. centralization. presence of 

social CO~lrOls, and stability. Generd! infonnation about social distribution and volume of deaiing, 

I 
• 



You'tllful Offenders: Tileory and Practice of Adolescent Drug Trafficking 

however, reveals little about adolescent drug dealers, their clients, patterns of drug selling. or the social 

struCture of drug sales by adolescents. The limJted information available indicates that adolescent drug 

dealing generally is concentrated in marijuana sales and crack-cocaine distribution and that high­

frequency drug sales are concentrated among a smaU proportion of young deulers, 

Researchers have found a strong reciprocal relationship between drug use and drug sales. Since 

marijuana is quite accessible and relatively inexpensive. it has always attracted a large number of 

part-time sellers who work in a wide array of socioeconomic seuings. Distribution of marijuana among 

youth mos! often i~" conducted by small-scale dealers for small profits. and selling lakes place primarily 

in private Jocations where there is Hule risk of arrest or violent confrontatIon, 

AJthough there are regional differences, Ihe rate of cocaine use has increased among adolescents. 

even though cocaine use among adults has been on the decline.22
.2J Given the strong relationship 

•, between cocaine use and seiling, there are reasons to bcJieve that cocaine dealing among youth also is 

on the rise. Cocaine is favored by adolescents who use multiple drugs, and first cocaine use frequemly 

occurs before age J3. Youlh'who have been using drugs for some lime and dealers of mulliple drugs 

often tend to prefer cocaine, in some fonn, followed by marijuana. However, data on heroin use and 

sales suggeST that YOllIh involvement has been low. Heroin distribution generally is controlled by slable, 

organized crime groups. and selling is con~ucled by widely dispersed, small-scale street dealers: thus. 

heroin dealers generally are older than those seUlng other drugs, Current dam, however. suggest that 

heroin consumption by adolescents is increa<;ing. which may aJso affect their level of involvement in. 
heroin selling.13 

The introduction of crack-cocaine into the drug market in the mid-1980s fundamentally altered 

the slructure of drug-dealing networks from loose confederations of freelance sellers 10 vertically 

organized dealing groups and organizations. The expanded distribution system that developed with lhe, 

introduction of crack~cocaine made il possible for youth 10 move up in the ranks of drug setHng in a 

way that was not possible before. Drug dealers began using juveniles to serve as lookouts. couriers. and 

sellers because they could pay them less than they would have !O pay an adult and because the juvenile 

justice system returned juveniles arrested for drugs crimes to the streets in a very short time, Drug 
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selling\qUiCklY c''1'e to domin.te the activity of young criminals and continues to attract increasingly 

younger cohortS to its ranks. 

Laddition, the violence associated with drug trafficking i. a phenomenon specifically related to 

the salJ of crack~cocaine and is often directly related to the increased involvement of youth. The 

vOJume~ of cash generated by crack-cocaine saJes and the competition for turf it engenders have led to an 

incrcas~ in the number of weapons involved; those weapons often are used by youth who have no 
• 

experiehce with firearms and who have been desensitized to violence by the circumstances in which they 
I 

IIVe""r" 

There also are indications that the hierarchical nalure of crack-cocaine distribution encourages the 

use of Jiolence to enforce discipline in the ranks. Crack-cocaine markets encourage and reward violence 

and attrlct violent individuals to serve as drug sellers. The increase in murder arrest rates between 1985 
I I 

and 1992 for youth ages 15 to 24 is directly related to the increased participation of youth in crack­

, 'd I" , 'cocaIne' ea 109, 

Risk Jctors Associated with Adolescent Drug Trafficking , 

It addition to descriptive studies of adolescenl involvement in the drug trade, the literature also 
1 

highlights a variety of risk factors associated with adolescent drug involvement. Although the research 

is primJilY focused on adolescent drug use and other delinquent behaviors, it provides some insight 

regardinl which risk factors are likely to be associated with drug dealing. A chare of the individual risk 
I 

factors highlighted by currenl research IS located in Appendix A.ll It is important to note that while 
I 

some risk factors appear more frequently in [he research than others. the frequency with which they 

appear rJf1ecls currenl research priorities, easier access to some sample populations, and the availability 
I 

of specific background information more than it reflects their importance in adolescent drug dealing. 

I 
The risk factors associated with adolescent drug trafficking have been grouped into five broad 

categorie\: 'individual risk factors, family characteristics, ecological and neighborhood risk factors, 

econOmiJ risk factors, and other social risk factors. Individual risk factors include drug and alcohol use, 

delinqueJcy, early inv~lvement in adult behaviors, gun poss.ession, low school anachment and 

I 
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achievement. and an external locus of control. Family characteristics found to correlate with adolescent 

drug trafficking include family alcohol and drug use, low family auachmem, lack of supervision, and 

low parental achievement. 

Research dating back to the early 19205 supports the notion (hat neighborhood and community 

contexts increase the potential for specific youth outcomes. even though we are just beginning to 

understand what mechanisms are at work and how influences are Iransmitted" Current research 

underscores frequenl exposure to drug activity, eontact with adult drug traffickers, community acceptance 

of drugs, lack of opportunities for personal suceess, and lack of alternative aClivtlies as the neighborhood 

or community elements that put youth at risk for drug trafficking. 

Economic ri~k factors include a weak labor market for low-skill jobs, the low wage potential of 

available jobs, and the presence of a strong drug market. Several social factors. including the youth's 

peer group, contact with drug-dealing adults, the perception of minimal legal deterrence, and a lack of 

other social activities a.lso are acknowledged as significant risk factors for adolescent drug dealing. 

It is important to note that none of the research eSlablishes a causaJ relationship between 

adolescent drug trafficking and a.ny of the risk factors identified. While some studies identified a 

sequential progression toward drug trafficking in reiation to spedfie risk factors. most studies showed 

only associations, One of the strongest risk factors appears to be the individual's own drug use 

(including alcohol and tobacco), Studies indicate that a high proportion of drug traffickers report using a 

variety of drugs, and one of the primary reaSOnS for getting involved in seHmg drugs is to increase 

access to the drugs they need for their own personal use,~,~B,29.3031 Furthermore, although research has 

shown that cr'"dCk-cocaine has reversed the temporal sequencing of drug use and selling, with many 

young dealers initially avoiding the use of crack-cocaine. most youth who stay involved in the crack­

cocaine trade eventually become drug users. t!> 

What can be concluded from the existing literature is that the risk. factors related to adolescent 

drug trafficking are many, bur (he interrelationships among them are nol yet well understood. There are 

very few concrele answers to why some youth engage in drug trafficking while many other youth who 
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are exksed 10 Ihe same environments and social relalionships do not. Whal appears to be a vasl 

amouJt of infonnation about adolescent drug involvement Jacks a focus on drug trafficking, thereby 

Hmltin~ our ability to develop a more precise risk profile of young drug deaJers or to hypothesize about 

causal [relationShiPS. 

METHODS 

IAdOlescents "rarely begin drug use alone. and oflen do so a$ pan of nalUral processes of 

experimentation and peer solidariry:,n Thus, the initiation into drug uSc is gencfl.lUy a sociai process 

invOlvi~g dislinctive actions. rituals, and beliefs, Such social processes can often be best understood 
I 

through qualitative, in~person. and ethnographic research methods, such as focus groups, rather than 

quantitttive data-driven survey methods. Delinquent youth are highly wary of adults and can generally 

only bJ reached by means of patient, face-lo~face talking, This methodological consideration may be 

~ne reJson why much criminologicol research. based as it often is On large surveys. has had Iittle success 

uncoveling the fundamental motivations and contexts of adolescent drug users. I . 
Urban sociologists have long advocated qualitative, fieJdwork~ba$Cd studies of U.S, criminal or 

deviant'populations, The National Institute on Drug Abuse (N1DA) has lon'g been active in conducting 

sociotolical or ethnographic studies on drug abuse and was a primary sponsor of a book' on the use of 

etbnogr~phie methods for studyjng drug use and abuse in natural settings.n More recently, two NIDA , 
Research MonographsJ4

<!! have summarized the slate-of-the~art of ethnographic drug abuse research 

methodi. Thus, the primary methods used to address the research questions posed earlier are multiple 
I d . .foeus groups an group mlervlews. 

I 
Overall. 15 individuals ages 17 to 31 living in the \Vashington, D,C. and Baltimore. Maryland. 
I 

metropqlitan areas who sold drugs during their teenage years participated in two fonnal focus groups 

that we:e conducted in April 1996 and May 1997. Each focus group was tape·recorded and the resulting 

lapes wtre transcribed for anaJysls. (See Appendix B for examples of questions used in the focus 

groupsJ In addition, three discussion groups were conducted with drug-involved adolescents and young 

adults f'um Fairfax County. Virginia (five participams), Washington, D,C (four participants). and 

MontgoLery County. Maryland (three participants), Although none of these discussion groups was tape~
I 
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recorded, numerol..!s nOletakers were seated oround the room during the 'discusstOJiS to record as much of 

the resulting conversation as possible. Since none of the four participants in the Washington, D.C., 

discussion group were willing lo acknowledge ever having sold drugs. data from this group has been 

excluded from this report. A full description of focus group methodology is provided in Appendix C 

For the purposes of reporting. the focus groups and discussion groups have been differentiated as 

follows: 

• Focus Group I (Baltimore, Maryland; April 2, 1996) 

• Focus Group 2 (Washington, D.C.; May 6, J997) 


,. Discussion Group 3 (Annandale, Virginia; January 29, 1997) 


• Discussion Group 4 (Rockville, Maryland; February ]3, 1997) 

This identification system allows each focus group or discussion group participant (represented . 

anonymously during the discussions and in all analysis cases by a lener, A~H) 10 have a unique identifier 

such as "C2" (i.e" participant C in Focus Group 2). 

Focus Groups 

Focus Group I was conducted on April 2, 1996, in an East Baltimore high school with seven 

African American males, ages 18 to 31 (average age 24 years), This focus group, which ia<;;red almost 3 

hours, was moderated by a respected African American community leader and researcher, The 

moderator recruited the focus group participants and assured them that their anonymity would be 

respected. Participants each received a cash honorarium for their participation. 

Focus Group 2 was conducted on May 6, 1997, in a Northeast Wmihinglon, D.C, church with 

eight white partkipants (5 males and 3 females}. ages 17 to 21 (average age 19 years), The group was 

moderated by a 40~year~oJd white maie. who recruited aU of the participants from an addict recovery 

program'thal he direeted; he also is a recovering addict Each participant of this focus group was given 

a cash honorarium. 
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IB~lh groups were provided a free dinner of pizza and soft drinks. All participants came of their 

own vJlilion and ~ere guaranteed compJete anonymity; no names were used Or requested, either oraHy 

or in )riting. Each participant was identified by a letter which was set on the table at his Or her seut 
I . 

and the,grou p was asked to refer ro each other only by this 1etter. Bolh focus groups were tape-recorded 

by using a micro..casseue recorder with an omni~directionaJ microphone to generate verbatim transcripts 
r 

for late\ analysis. 

Discussion Groups 
I 
The three discussion groups were conducted in early 1997, Although the sessions were no! tape~
I 

recorded, each session had several notetakers who attempted to capture as much of the discussion as 

possible' AU participants were paid $20 in cash at the end of lhe sessions. As mentioned earlier, data 

from ont of Ihe discussion groups is nO! included in this report. 

Discussion Group 3 included five Fairfax County, Virginia, residents (two black males and three 

white fe~ajes). ages 17 to 21 (average age 19 years). It was held in a private room at a restaurant in 
I . 

Annandale, Virginia. The panicipants Were served lunch while responding to questions posed by a CSR 
I 

staff moderator. The discussion group laMed one-and-one-half hours. All five participants were brought 
I 

to the restaurant by nonuniformed 10callaw enforcement officials and picked up by these same officials 

at the dole of the discussion. Only the participants and CSR" staff were in the room during the 

discussiot with the exception of a single restauranl wait person. The three femaJe participants were 
I . 

under Federal Court order, under the terms of their paroles, to relate lheir experiences. as a method of 
I 

community service and prevention educalion. 

DLuSSion Group 4 took place in a private room at the Rockville (M.ryland) Police Headquarters 

with three~ Montgomery County. Maryland, residents (one Pakistani male and two white females), ages 

18 to 20 (~verage age 19 years) Participants were offered the opportunity to order pizza and sodas. but 

they decli~ed the meal in hopes of completing the discussion sooner. The youth were enlisted by and 

brought to'the meeting by members of the Rock~i1Ie Police Department. (It was unclear if the male 

participant' was in police custody at the rime of the meeting. but reference wa, made to his having been 

arrested 0tier that day.) The two female partieipants were in treatmcntJrehabilil~tion programs as a 
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\ 

result of police interve~)tion into their drug activities. and one of them mentioned the possibility of 

getting "credit .. for her participation. The discussion lasted approximately 1 hour. 

ANALYSIS 

The following section discusses the meihods used for analyzing the transcripls from the two focus 

groups and notes from the two discussion gmups. 

Focus Group Transcripts 

Preparation Hnd analysis of the focus group transcripts involved the following steps: 

• 	 Step 1.-Conducting preliminary analysis of the transcript to identify emergent themes~ 

• 	 Step 2.-Reduction of the transcript by deleling irrelevant or off~topic text (resulting in 

transcripts of 61 and 42 pages. respectively, for Focus Groups I and 2)~ 

• 	 Step 3.-Regrouping of participants' re!'!ponses by corresponding questions (e.g" for Focus 

Group I, all seven participants' responses to Question 3 were rearranged to form a new 

sequence of text consisting of comparable responses made by AI, B I. CI, D 1, Ei, PI, and 

GIl; 

.. 	 .filep 4.-ldentification of a set of six overarching issues (i.e" Family Background~ School and 

Self-PerCl!plion; Introduction to Drug Use: Introduction to Drug Selling; Life of the Drug 
, 

Seller; and. Prevention-thoughts on how individuals "get clean" and how society at large 

mayor may not be able to deal with youth drug problems) thllt correspond to transcript 

contenl and respond to ONDCP research needs; 

.. 	 Step 5.-ldentification of and inclusion in the analylic narratives of participants' relevanl 

direct (and often lengthy) quotations which support and form the foundation of this anaJysi!:'>; 
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• 	 Step 6.:--Ulilizing the reduced transcripts and direct quotations to construct analytic narratives 

for each of the two focus groups' six issue areas?tlJ1,)U9 

Discussion Group Notes 

Since most of the discussion group participants were enlisted by local law enforcement officials. 

and since several participants participated to fulfill their parole. CSR decided not to tape~record these 

discustons. Instead, several notelake~ were seated around lhe roo'm and were responsible for recording 

the distussion as fully us possible, While CSR recognizes thal such nOlelaking represents. at best, an 

interpr~talion of what was actually said. this method wali deemed necessary to ensure participant 

anony~ity and an acceptable leveJ of comfort. The notetakers were able to capt~re the essential flow of 

the diS~USSjon and to record the major thematic elements of the content. 

!CSR has endeavored, for each of the two discussion groups, to compare and collate the notes of 

the individual notetakers. to confirm (as a result of multiple similar renderings) the accuracy of 

interprJtations. and thus to develop a set of thematic statements thal summarize the contents of the, -
discussion groups, These data were compared with and contrasted to both the research literature and (he 

data fr~m the focus groups, lhus complemenling and confirming or di<conflTming findings from those 

other data sources. 

I 
Basic demographic information about the discussion group participants was obtained from the 

responJs to the several questions asked during the course of the discussion. Examples of questions 

addressld in the focus and discussion groups are provided in Appendix B,I 	 . 
FINOINGS 

I 
The focus groups and discussion groups were centered around two basic issues: (I) what 

facihtut!d the youths' entry into drug dealing and (2) what. jf anything, helped them get oul of drug 

dealingJ The data provided by lhe focus group and discussion group participants were analyzed and the 

foUowiJg eight topics emerged as central organizing themes: (1) family background and early childhood 

experieJccs; (2) personal cha:racteristics; (3) school experiences and peer group relatIOnships; 

(4) intn!tuction [0 drug use; (5) how and when the youth began their drug-selling careen;; (6) their lives 

I 
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as drug dealers; (7) what. if anything. helped them get out of drug dealing; and (8) effective prevention 

strategies, For each theme. a series of sununary statements was developed that is illuslrated by direct 

quotations and observations. The following sections present those statements, illustrative quotations. and 

obser\'ation data, II is imponam to note that ,the findjngs from the focus and discussion groups cannot 

be generalized to all drug trafficking youth. nor should any discrepancies between Ihe research literature 

and those findings be misinterpreted to indicate new or emerging lrends. 

Family Background and Early Childhood Experiences 

• 	 No single demographic profile emerges from this sample of adolescent and young adult 

drug dealers.-Equal numberS of focus group and discussion group participants came from 

intact or sUlble family backgrounds or had experienced family disruption due 10 parents' 

separation, carelaker illnesses. or absentee parents. Several of the youth came from what 

appeared to be upper-middle·class family circumstances. several were from famiJi~'\ living in 

poverty, and the remainder had family backgrounds that represented a spectrum of middle 

class situations, It was not always lack of finandal or material resources that propelled youth 

into selling drugs. 

The partiCipants: differed considerably regarding the number of siblings present in the household 

during their childhood, the types of neighborhoods in which they grew up, and {he presence of factors 

often linked to personal success or achievement. Based on their comments. severa! youth appeared to 

lack specific career plans and goals while others were very focused on what they wanted to attain. In 

shan, no particular family factors appear emerged to dh.tinguish why these youth were drown to drug 

dealing. 

• 	 Degree of family altachmell1 prior 10 becoming heavily involved in drugs did not emerge as 

a significant background variable.-The participants' descriptions of their family lives 

revealed considerable diversity in the degree to which they felt their parenls were supportive 

of them. Some of the discussion group participants mentioned having difficult horne lives 

and made comments suggesting lhat they were not very attached to their patents ("J was 

abused from like the age of 8 /0 15,.,and its when the abuse started when.I started like going 
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crazy".," [C2]; "My father disappeared when he thought my'mom was pregnant with me.,,1 

was like kicked out at least once a year since lhe first grade-foster homes, group homes, 

!auf! like thaI." [A2]; "I've been through a lot of shit. My dad's not so understanding but 

he's been there for me. We've never gotren along, ever.uhe yelis, I yeU".he verbally abusive· 

always ha,'i been ., [E2]; "Alii really remember aboul her tmmherj is her gettin' high most 

of the time; she wa.v real abusive towards me and my brother ... my little sister was born, 

things really got bad around the house... " [A!)), Others, however, des:cribed very positive 

family relationships ("I was happy as a lark. you know, a reaily happy kid. And, I was really 

spoiled rhen." [B21; "/ come from an inlaCI home, I have really loving and supportive 

parenrs... .1 was really happy. I'm stillilapp)'." [D2J; "My parents was there; they'd give me 

anything I wanted... " £PI}) and expressed concern about how their activities were affecting 

their families ("I ended up moving to South Carolina with my grandmother... where 1 tried 10 

make a change because I knew that I couldn't do that with my grandmother because oflor 

one her being ar her age and for two knowing that she couldn " really take rhe pressure... " 

[G I). Severn! of the youth mentioned having had good relationships with their parents until 

they began using drugs, while olhers described more contentious: relationships. Youth who 

came from what appeared to be the most disadvantaged family circumstances (i.e., very little 

roclal. economic, or emotional support) were not the most heavily involved in drug dealing 

nor were those who carne from the best family circumstances the least involved In drug 

dealing, 

• 	 Acceptance a/illegal suhsro.nces is oflen learned in Ihe home.-Several focus group 

participants revealed that at least one parent had some type of suhstance abuse or addiction 

problem ("My mother was an IV drug user."," [AI]; "My dad W(J,t an alcoholic ..... [F2]; "My 

nlOm."was one of those anxious Iwusewives, who they prescribed Valium/or... " [82J: "My 

grandfather is an alcoholic. My grandmother's an aicoholic ...and she threw liquor on us ... ., 

(E2]. This was confirmed by descriptions given by discussion group participams. one of 

whom described a father heavily involved in rucohol. another whose father was described as 

an "acid-head", and another who referred to her mother as a pili-popper. Other participants 

mentioned that drug use was prevalem among sihlings and other extended famBy members. 
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( ..... my.mom 's family."they drink beer and fight and smoke weed and smoke cigarettes, " [E2]; 

" ... first time I ever tripped was on peyote and I did that wirh my miter brother,.," [F2]: " ... my 

lillie brother was an alcoholic." (H2]; "".and I would !.-ay no to drugs and everything. 

because I could see what il had done lO my mOlher and grandfaTher," rAl)). This prevalence 

of heavy alcohol and/or drug use in rhe family provides a source of behaViOral modeling: as 

well as suggesting a sense of familiarity with drug-related activities, 

., 	 Drug-dealing youth do not necessarily come from families engaged in criminal 

activities.-Some of the focus group and discussion group participants mentioned, directly or 

indirectly. that their parents were law-abiding, hard-working, or good citizcns, Participants 

referred to family invoJvemenl in religious andlor church activities and access to loving 

grandparents and other "protective" faclors. (l come from an upper middle family ... my 

p<1renl!:' bUlh liave really high paying jobs. They're both professionals. I come from an imact 

home. I have really caring. supportive parents. I h!lve no idea what happened to me...And I 

was really happy. I'm still happy. j had a happy childhood. My parents were really loving 

and caring and I lived near a lot of other family, who also played a good role in my life, 

tried co be there for me,,, "I grew up in church and 1 really, never ever did anything wrong 

except for doing drugs until 1 probably turned 18"." [D21 

• 	 Drug*related activities often occur within the oversight of the family but are not effectively 

challenged.-Although lack of supervision has been shown to have an impact on youths' 

delinquent behavior. this may not be the most effeclive way of describing the circumstances 

that allowed this samplc of youth lO engage in serious drug use and trafficking. Several 

youth mentioned selling drugs from their homes: purchasing expensive clothes and othcr 

items. including a new Lexus·, spending on lavish lifestyles; and frequent heavy drug usc, 

which should have signaled parents that their adolescents were using and selling iHega1 drugs. 

Yet. there was little-lo-no mention of parents' interference with or acknowledgment of these 

behaviors among this sample of drug dealers. In fact, several participants described how their 

parems and other family members were amu$ed when they saw them intoxicated at farruly 

evems, or how parents believed that the money to buy a new car came from a parHime job, 
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"/ ain'~ want nobody "know / was hustling. 'Cause nobody ~'vou~d ever guess. I ain 'I Jel 

nobody know. I had a spot right around Ihe corner from my house and / was making loo/. 

And she never, never knew .... " [AI]; "/ was aboul . probably a Jevenrh grader when J first 

sold a drug and if was pOl. I'd buy it and seU i1 and I'd CUI il with oregano if 1 felt like iL.l 

never got into selling pot, flried it for a lillie while",So rlrat was basically a waste of time 

and I started 10 get into cocaine, which was my, you know, the drug that 1 've done the most, 

the drug that paid for my car, the drug thaI paid for my iwbif and fhe drug thai paid for my 

limousines and jancy restaurants and all thut good Stuff. And J starfed doing dwt in eighth 

grade. "[B2] Parents' denial or lack of awareness of the warning signs for drug use and drug 

dealing may pose an even greater risk for drug behavior than lack of supervision. 

• 	 Youth engage in drug use and drug dealing in spite of efforts by parents to overcome some 

of the known risk jacli>rs.-Focus group and discussion group participants shared examples 

of how their parents and grandparents tried to overcome disadvantages such as poor 

neighborhoods, difficult family situations, and bad schools to beuer ensure their children's 

safety and success (" ...bUI you had a mother lh£l( was doin' all she could to try to heJp me 

develop, so she took me oul of public schooi, put me in parochial schooL."' [B I]; " ... my 

gmndmolher came and got me and my Jinle sister, and we stoyed with her ... who has such a 

big hearL." [At]; "My mom's really loving ..<She's real understanding. She's helped me out 

through my whole life Ihrough a rack of shit." [E2J). Yel, these positive efforts were n01 

sufficient to overcome other innuences in the their lives such as peer group activity and easy 

access to drugs. 

Personal Characteristics , 

I 

• Youth who are drawn into or aUrocted to drug dealing may be those who have risk~taking 

or thrill-seeking personalities.-Although the direction of the causal relationship or 

association is not clear, most of the focus group and discussion group participant') related 

stories about a variety of recfdess, high~spjrited. and dangerous activities in which they had 


I
engaged, often directly related to their drug dealing (and frequently related (0 episodes of 


drug use). In addition. several focus group participants described how their curiosity aboul 


• 
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drugs ~t an early age had them sneaking prescription drugs from their parents and 

grandparents just to experience the impact (" You never knew if it was going to make you feel 

good or make you go to sleep, or whatever ... .. [e2l), which provides some indication that 

tbose who become heavily involved wilh drugs may have a greater urge 10 experience Ihe 

unknown and the forbidden. 

• 	 Adolescent drug dealers view themselves as Houtsiders," as not quite fitting in with thei, 

peeTS or family.-Whether it resulted from being exceptionally bright or gifted, from heing 

treated as learning disabled. or from being one of oniy a few ethnic minority students in a 

school, the majority of the focus groUjJ and discussion group participants felt that they were 

outsiders. ",,,I've struggled Wilh learning disabilities. like. aU my life. you know, and I never 

reall)' boughl ir. You know. 1 was on Riralin and that really lucked me up... .! felt like 1 Wat!'7 

nonnal and they were telling me 1 had fa do - do drugs. rake drugs to be nonna/, You 

know, so that'J where my drug addie/iarl popped in." [E2] Many of the youtb also described 

themselves as being loners ("... 1 got my own world. rm not crazy, but ... l'd ralher be by 

myself.. " [E 1]; "I was always a lon~r when 1 was a kid .. .! really liked to read, 1 liked 

hanging oul by myself. .. " [C2]). 

The feeling that they did not fit in with whatever group they were comp~ng themselves with 

often surfaced as they described why (hey became involved with drugs and drug dealing. 

Drug use was frequently a way of fitting in, becoming part of a group, or a way for younger 

kids lO fit in with an older crowd ("Even tbough he was 10 years older than me ... everyrhing 

he did, I. I somewhat emulated hjm ... ., Ie I] and "I was the only one I knew that was like my 

age dojng drugs or drinking. Iltung our willt a much older crowd from my nejghborhood­

like all rbese 17 and 18 year olds .. ./ was dealing when I wtJS ... probably /4... " [C2J). 

Focus group and discussion group partkipants menlioned race/ethnicity as a component of 

feeling like an outsider. In Focus Group L wbich was composed entirely of African 

American males. references were made to the burden of tryjng to make good in a white world 

(" ... where I was the only black kid ... it was rough .. .{havingJ 10 deal with the color harrier of 
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my skin and not understanding what the problems were and having things thrown at you... il 

made me bitler, it made me angry ... " [Sl); " ... it's the money .. .it's the respect: ii's the 

acceptance. You want to be important; you want to also have some pride in yoursel/ ..a lor of 

our young, black sisters will not accepl us as men unless we have somerhing," [B r); and 

" ... you have one world over here {hat ),OU want (0 be accepted by. bur then you have 10 live 

in rhis world over here, and be a totally different per,wn .. ';!'s hard to do rhat at 15, 14, 13 

because if you don', have norhin 'j you gOI (1 mother thm works-grandmother or 

whalever-and... it's nOi like Leave il to Beaver, . .in our community. .when you gel home, you 

might won'! have nothing 10 eat." [DID, 

In the discussion groups the raciallethnidty themes included the differential treatment of whites 

by the ,police during searches and arrests: the racial polilics of drug busting; the pressure to use drugs to 
I 

show that you can fit in wheo you are not part of the elhnic majority; the different cultural perspectives 

00 drul use: and the suspicion of being involved in drugs Or not. based on raceJethnicity or other 

appear!nce~relaled variables (e,g .. clothing, tattoos. and hair style), Most of the ethnic minority youth 

mentioted tbeir belief that their minority status represented an obstacle to either economic and social 
I 

success, 

• 	 Adolescent drug traffickers crave the social slatus thai dealing fJestows.-Drug dealing also 

sel these youth up as a focal point, so Ihal other youth were drawn 10 them as a source of 

drugs, which gave the appearance of popularity or of having more friends ("Dealing drugs 

wa.~ just something Jdid 10 help everyone au!. I juS! wanted everyone 10 be happy, " [C21). 

Several focus group members stated that they especially enjoyed having lhe pO,wer of the sell 

over other drug users (".,.even though we treated them like shit, they were stillthere... because 

we had the drug .... "[A21 and "It ','i like a ....ense of power ... you feel like God or something.. , " 

[F2]). 

• 	 Many adolescent drug dealers have an eagerness UJ work and 10 develop their awn business 

skills-what might be consider~d entrepreneurial spirit,-Almost ~II of the focus group and 
, 

I discussion group particlpants mentioned having had some type of paying job whHe they were 
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in 	high. school (e.g., auto mechanic. fast-food clerk. cosmetics salesperson, receptionist, or 

cloth.ing store clerk). Some of the youth started finding ways to make money quite early 

(",,'; was gain' to Iry 10 make my way, go find, eli, odd jobs ... '; had a whole bunch of jobs. 

delivered papers, 1 ell! grass, pumped gas, washed windows...swept !tair in the 

barbershops..." [A lD. Some of the youth continued with legal paying jobs while they were 

selling drugs, while olhers mentioned the desire for more income as the reason they moved 

on 	to a drug-selling career ("And, it was, like a big waste of time and I wasn'l really hringin' 

ill 	enougll mOlley,.,so I slarted dOl'n' liule srufffor Idrug dealer}.,," (All and "[Legal work] 

jis' dMn't etu the mustard. It WaS jis' not, never enough money." {BID. 

Scnool and Peer Group Relationsnlps 

• 	 Youth who gel involved in selling drugs fJre often both bright and capable.-A large 

proporthm of the focus group participants described themselves as having been good students . 
and achieving good grades in high school ("I did really well in .{choo/...maintained all A 

average all my life." [D2]; ",.,my thing was schooL.l was one of ,he smanesf kids in tile 

sclwoL.ojfered scholarships ... " [D1]; "1 was pretty good in schooL.always got decem 

grades." [C2]; and "My grades have always been oUlstanding ... 1 gradualed school willi 

honors, the top 15 percent of my class." [F2]), Even those who did nOl consider school 

important or apply themselves gave evidence of ability ("".school wasn'l really nMII;n' to 

me,,, I knew the work, lain', never go that much .. .J go arowrd fesl times. I passed the leS1 

and-well, it was easy-l never worked." [EI)). 

Several of the discussion group participants also described how they had been good students 

until they became engaged in drug activities. Some described how being a good student wa.1i 

a good cover becaus~ as long as they got good grades, their parents were Jess suspicious of 

their being involved with drugs. "My grades have always been outstanding.,,'! gradualed 

school with honors, the top 15 percent of my class. And then '[ got to the University and 1 

lefl home and OIGI'S when things went downhill, because like, I didn'l have anybod)' 10 hide 

my shit from anymore, like, no focus. " {F2] "Orlce my father passed away, 1 JUST gOI wide 

open, ju.~t didn't care" .. 1 made it to the twelfth grade middle year. That's when my father 
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passed away, and I took two weeks out of school and then after two weeks I just said, bump 

school, I ain'J gonna go back to schooL" [Fi] 

• 	 Peer group influence may be less of a risk factor for drug dealing than it is for drug use; 

adolescent drug dealers are not just following the crowd.-The majority of foc1;Is group 

participants dld nOl credit their initiation into drug dealing to peer pressure or even to the 

influence of people in their own age group. For Ihe most part, this group of young dealers 

suggested that they took the initiative to become dealers Of were trying to emulate (he 

activities of someone who was mu~h older than they were at the lime they started dealing ("I 

was thai Uttle boy up the street that nobody .'iUspecled he was doing anything wrong .. ,1 started 

my own lillIe en/uprise. IJyou can do it. and you can make money, I can do it too ... " [BJ]: 

"I bought some cocaine from I!;m {to selij."even though he waJ 10 years older Ihan me, ... 

everything he did, I Jomewhar emulated." (ell; ",,,my girlfriend's older brother".he was 

sellin' drugs so I slGrled ouf doin' little stuff/or him,""" (AI]; "",so the older guys, .. WGS like, 

OK shorty, what y'an want? Well look, I got $50; femme buy a ounce.nond I would take it 

I and roll all that L.and jis'seU all of 'em 10 the :~ch(J{J1. " [D I); "I think I was about 15 when 

my folder} brother encouraged me to [sell drugs} ... ·< IA2].
I 

I• 	 Adolescent drug dealers are often independent dealers ralher than gang members selling as 

I part of their gang responsibilil.J/.-Several of lhe discussion group participants mentioned [hal 

police described them as gang members. but that they did not belong to any gang. These 

youth stated that they tended to "hang out" with members of their own ethnic group, but thaI 

they were not engaged in any group activity that could be labeled at; gang activity. "} was 

that little hoy up the street that nobody suspected he was dOi,!8 anything wrong. and he could 

sit Ihere, Sitting on lOp of something ... a liule lunch bag or whau:ver, and nobody would pay 

any aflention to me. I gOf in/a iI, 1 got into it. I starled my own {Wle enterprise." fBI] 

"~ used to run drugs for my boyfriends when I was, urn, probahly a nimh grader, [maybe} /6. 

Bu! Ihe only time I was ever really selling my own drugs was once I gOI to college . .. {D2] 

Some youth felt that the police make false assumptions about any group associations when 

drugs are involved. 
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Introduction to Substance Use 

• 	 First drug use oflen occurs in the fami~v, usually as a result of a fami(v member offering 

the drug.-Most of the focus group panicipanls were given tbeir first substance by a family 

member (Hl siarred t() drink...when I was like, little; I drank like a whole beer and J be like 

on Ibe iloor...buzzed and riding in my Dad's hoaL.Ive gotten high wilh my motller and 1 

aCIually - my dad smoked pOT when I was 6 years old." rB2J~ "I'd be at my uncle's house 

and he'd be like, here's a beer man .... " [E2); " ... when I was a bahy they used EO put brandy 

on my teeth so I would stop screaming." IF2]: "Drinking and smoking reefer witll my older 

cousillS." [A1]; "When J was 12~ me and my cousin got one of Iimse Jirl/e sharry boules of 

Cisco.. _and just walked around MiamLdrinking aU night long." [GI1: "My bratller 

introduced me 10 a/coiwi for the firsl time in like 4th or 5rh grade . .. [H2]). 

• 	 Intoxicating and illegal substances are a significant part of youth's everyday worJd.~Focus 

group participants described frequent encounters with alcohol and drugs as part of Iheir 

everyday life (" I 'd go to a park, like family functions, and there would he mass amounts of 

alcohoL.my uncles and their wives smoked weed ... ,. [E2J; "."my friend's house and, you can 

basically go anywhere in the house and find reefer .. ,rhere'd be a candy dislt sittin' on Ihe 

dining room table, full up wit' reefer and they'd have all these kinds of pipes.,." {Fl]. One 

youth even mentioned how, after going through a D,A.RE. (Drug Abuse Resistance 

Education) course. he told his mother that his uncle was smoking marijuana in the bathroom. 

but .she denied it even though the smell wa,t; obvious around the house. 

• 	 Some youth are introduced UJ drugs as a way of controUing their beha'l'ior; drug use 

becomes familiar as a way of dealing with personal problems.-Several focus group 

participants described how eifher drugs or alcohol were used to calm them down as babies or 

bring tbeir behavior under control at scbool {"J was pl.l1 on Ritalin when J was real liule ... and 

that kind of gal me high ... " [H2]; "1 was on Ritalin and that really fucked me up ... l fell like 1 

wasn't nonnal and They were telling me i had to do drugs, take drugs to be normai," rE2J~ "I 

come from this reaiiy dysfunctional neighborhood. ..eyery singie girl is thin and beautifuL.and 

maybe 7th grade, and I was doing a lor of over-lhe-coumer-speeds", we were just eating il at! 
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the lim~." [D2]; "When I was a baby."they used to pur brandy an my teelh ... so I would stop 

screaming."when my teeth were coming in." (F2]). 

How and When Youth Began Drug Dealing 

• 

• 

• 

Youth with heavy drug habils often larn to drug deaUng to finance their own use.-Most of 

this group of young drug deaJers were first drug users, often starting with alcohol and 

marijuana, before they began selling drugs. They sold drugs either to ensure"their own supply 

or because they knew from their own use the income potential of the drug business and 

wanted a part of it ("",by the time I was 18, I was just using way [00 much If I had a full­

time job I couidn 'r pay Jor iL.l jusr did il so I could have enough drugs, " [D21; "".ar jirsl I 

didn'l care abour the money because ... 1 was smoking my proJit ... f'd gel paid in bud." fEl]; 

"My primary purposeJor doing that was 10 get more drugs and to ... you know. I wanted 

money. but Like money for drugs. " lG2]), Most of the par1icipants had tried a variety of drugs 

by the time they began dealing drugs, and firsi drug use frequently was a[ an earJy age (i.e .. 

age 12 to 13). Those drugs that focus group partJcipants mentioned having sold are 

marijuana. cocaine, heroin. hashish. crystal methedrine. :\1D:\1A (Ecstasy). and psilocybin 

mushrooms, 

YQuth who become in~Qived in detIling drugs before using them rarely avoid becoming 

users al a later dale.-At least twO members of Focus Group J appeared to have panicipu!ed 

in drug trafficking aClivities (e.g,. as lookouts or runners) at vel)' young ages and before 

slarting their own drug use. Even so, lhey began using alcohol and drugs. usually marijuana. 

before age 20 and continued on to heavier drug use (i.e., "[ripping acid and poppin' pilii'. ") 

Drug dealing is an aIlun'ng and lucratiye business for youth who alread~y envision 

themselves as "Qutsiders, "-Youlh are drawn into drug dealing because it offers big rewards 

and some control over income at a time in their Jives when these things are not otherwise 

available. Focus group and discussion group participants made frequent references to their 

need for money, whether it waS 10 suppOrt Ihemselves and become independent from their 

parents or to buy things they ~needed to filin with their peer group ("I'm growing up around 
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people who had nice shoes and everybody was dressing if, slick pants ... } at least wanted to be 

able to blend in. .. " [Bn; "Before I had. a job and my mom never gave me any money ...as 

long as J had drugs it was like a safety kind of thing, " [A2]; " ... cocaine...paid for my habif 

and... paid for my limousines and fancy restaurants and all thaI good sTuff," (B2]; " . ., I was 

basically selling LSD in large quamifies so 1 could lour [with the Grateful Dead! so I would 

have food and money and what flO!. .. {F2}; '".1 sold drugs to feed my addiction and to feed 

myself sometimes. When 1 was homeless. I'd h(1'¥e to sell dmgs to like eal." [H2]). 

The discussion group participants who ack.nowledged having sold drugs were almost evenly splil 

belween those who began their selling careers qUite informally (i,e.• Slarted with an occasionaJ sale to a 

friend or acquaintance) and those who consciously entered into drug dealing for its lucrntive returns. 

The scopc of their drug seHing careers, however. Wa:-; nol totally dependent on what initial path they 

took. into dealing but rather was dependent on other factors s.uch as friendships, success or failure at 

dealing, and degree of drug use. 

Life as a Drug Dealer 

• 	 Heavy drug use among adolescerus is associated with drug traificking,-As the focus group 

and discussion group participants described their drug-dealing careers.. it became very clear 

thai those who were engaged in the largest volume of drug transactions (multiple drugs for 

large pmftl,s) during their leenage years also were the heaviest users of II variety of drugs: 

their drug use and drug dealing were totally interrelated. Those youth with more limited 

personal usage (i.e., only marljuana or prescription drugs) were engaged in more limited 

seHing (Le" they sold only to a few friends or acquainuLOces). However, this strong 

interrelationship between drug use and dealing may change as the dealers gel older and 

experience the consequences of (heir drug dealing. The older focus group panicip;mts. many 

of whom were in their late 20's had been convicted and served time, described a much more 

business··like approach to their drug deaJing; their comments suggested that they were much 

Jess involved in drug use. 

• 	 Drug trafficking represents a ratWnDi choice for youth who have some connections to the 

drug world.-Whether they live in neighborhoods with widespread open drug marketing Or 

CSA, Incorporated 23 



\ Youthful Offenders; Theory and Practice 01 Adolescent Drug Trafficking 

stmpl), have friends. who use marijuana on an occasional basis. teenagers today are 

knowledgeable about drugs and knowledgeable abou! where to obtain a variety of HiegaI 

substances. Most of the youth who admitted selling drugs related that they did so for the 

money-whether it was for an occasional extra $50 10 $100 (0 spend on themselves or for 

several thousand dollars to bail a friend out of jail: the youth also acknowledged that selling 

was easy, Le., they didn't have trouble either getting the drugs or finding a buyer, For some 

focus group members, drug dealing was the only way they could imagine making what they 

considered adequate income ("You gotta pay jor probation... ] owe my lawyer mone),,,.i was 

saying.,,/ don 'f wanna go out tbere an' hustle, aU the way up IO the day before I went to 

coun,.! want a job",bul...I knew I wasn'f gon' git no job... making no money 10 hit my lawyer 

up. And you gotEa hit your lawyer to slay aut an the streets." [E I]; "As a 

laborer ... nonskiUed"j couldn't make more than maybe $5 to $7.50 a hour. (As a druK 

dealer] I 'm making $5,Q{)() a month,,,1 could become a milljonaire-wouldn'l have been a 

problem ... • , [81]). 

Selling drugs was more lucrative and, to some degree. more accessible than were other ways 

for youth to meet their need for cash. The youlh who were engaged in he<lvy drug ~ales 

described how they began by selling marijuana but wem on to hardcr drugs (primarily 

cocaine) because the money was beuer. Marijuana netted small profits and. in many cases. 

no profit because the dealer often used the whole supply before he or she could sell iL 

(", ..back when I was goin' 10 school, like a nickel bag was like 15 jOints, So you could gel a 

nickel and like,..smoke some weed, Kit your money back, and that was jis like selling it on a 

large, small scale," [Dl1: "So I stopped messing wit' weed cause Joint gon' leI em make no 

money off weed. " [EI]; "J was about, probably a 7th grader when I first sold a drug and it 

was pOf, I'd buy it and seli it and cuI II with oregano if I Jelt like iLlhar was basically a 

was!e oj time and I slarted 10 get into cocaine ... ., {B2]: "When i started dealing drugs I was 
, 

JUS! like a happy hippy ... dealing drugs I potl was just something I did to help everyone oul. 

Once if got past pot it got really bad. J stoned dealing IEcstacy} ant!.,,!t was craziness,,,J'd 

walk oUIloJ a club] wilh a lot of the cash," [C2]; "I was like J4 and,.,seliing pot ...kids knew 

char I could gel it. And, this dude, he'd like ... give me the herb and I'd sell it and he'd give 

,
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me, li~... a lillie money here and rhere ... and lllen 1 slarred selling acid ... coke and crystal. ..and 

J ended up making like money ..... fE2]; "[ remember seiling people weed because I always 

had .weed and people just knew I always had it .... 1jusl did II,at s(ll could gel more ... 1 got 

introduced to coke by my drug dealer".sbe ,old me we could get more drugs and that our 

dealer would pay us in drugs 10 selllhem"." {G2).) 

• 	 Yoptl, who engage in either drug use or drug dealing find their outlook on life becomes 

very grim.-The focus group and discussion group participants described how their lives 

changed after they started using and selling drugs (",,,once I slOrted like puffing in th(1 mad 

loot. like I did,,'! cart about any!hing, about anyone." [e2l;, "You know, I'd fuck people over 

like filar, screw with people's heads. I was a really. reaiiy mean person." [B2}; ..... my dealer 

WaS a prosrilltlc and was trying 10 get...us into like the whole Ihing".il's 1101 that I don 'I think 

I wouid {'ver have dane it I would not have done that if il wasn't for using and seIling 10 

keep using," [02]; "Violence isn', necessarily slamming somebody's head with a basebaii 

bat: violence is being disrespecrfui to tile Ones lilat you love. un, imposing yourself. mind 

manipulation, ..1 did a lot of those things, " (B I"j: "Wilen I left my house and got in my cor to 

go Oll.t and sell my drugs .. } was true, crude, crudball downright money-oriented business 

man. lei J). 

Since drug use and drug dealing were so interrelated in the lives of tbe,sc youth, it is difficult 

10 separ~le the impact of lhe drug trafficking from tbe effects of being only users (e.g., fear 

or paranoia). The inability to separate the impact of one from the impact of the other also 

was noted by severa! of tbe panicipant<; ("/ tlu'nk bOlh the dealing and the using impacted me 

like (!qually tbe same .. ,lhinking Iha: all humans are scum. seeing what people do for drugs, ,. 

[H2]~ "I JUST laoked in the mirror one day and I couldn't recognize myself and I was a shell 

of a pers""." IG2J). 

• 	 Drug dealing srmjects youth w a tJ.'orid of violence.-Like most aCliviLies that involve large 

amount!\ of money, drug dealing generates violence. When asked how their lives changed as 

a result of their drug dealing, tbe focus group panicipunts responded by reJating a wide range 
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of vio!~n[ events ("The police are Ihe easiest Ihing 10 deal with. ..anolher hustler, uh, stjck~up 

boys will kill you, They will rape your mother, beat up your girlfriend, rape her 100; shoot 

your children.,.lhose kind of people don 'I make a lot of noise when they come into your 

house, " [B I}; " ...some guys got kilt, shot in the head: guy's mothers got kilt; guys families 

got burned up,,,a 101 of different things happened (0 really ... it made me become real violent. " 

[D I]), 

Several of the focus group participants mentioned the use of guns, either for their own 

protection ("/ carried a Glock around all fhe time. ! had a switchblade on me all the 

lime, "[C2];) or having been involved in shuations where guns were used by others. Some of 

the slories they related jnvolved seeing or hearing about a close friend who was shot .md 

killed because of drug-related acLivity. While these episodes of violence were djsturbing to 

the youth involved, these events did not ullimately discour.age them from their own drug 

activities ("" ..one day the guy who J was hustlin' for...gol killed-right 'dere while I was with 

him ... ! knew about a halfa-kee that he had back in his house ... That's when 1 went and found 

i it, up there with my cousins and they shoa>ed me what to do wit' iI. And that's how, and 

when! first slarted hustling . .. (A 1]; "I've had to pUI myself in a 101 of like close-Io~dying 

situatiD1l!l from like ... either buying or selling." [H2]~ ..... the vicious part about it was 'dar I 

watched a loua' guys gil kill 0" my side".guys died in my hand,.,: we kilt guys ... and you know. 

it was like. il was a business. " [D I].} . 

Gun~relaled violence also was described in the discussjon groups., One female participum 

described an incident in which a friend was shot in the face and could only be identified by 

the 	person who was with him at the time, She tried to escape the vio)ence by moving out-of­

state and stopping her drug selling; however. this only lasted a few weeks before the urge to 

be back with friends and drugs found her resuming her prevIous activities. 

• 	 Young drug dealers create a world of violence.-Youth involved in high~stakes drug 


lrafncking treat their selling as a business and often resort to violence to both protect and 


increase their income and drug-selling turf ("I'm standing behind this Uzi an', anything 
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movin'-aog, cat, fish, I'm killing".arui dats how it went,," " [Dll; "1 was the only busin.ess in 

the area".ij anyone else was seIling coke, we were obligated to beat {he hell out of tem, So 

we put a gun in their face. " rB2l; "1 treated people like shit. 1 was supreme goddess, and if 
you did" 'I like pay homage to me, like you. could fuck off .. it got really violent" [C2]; "I'd 

sell somebody an ounce of coke and Mr. E would rob them {of it] and so we'd get it 

back .... J'd do crazy shit all the lime like ...go rob houses, just, Uke for the hell oj it...steal cars 

(Ind give them away and take them co Ihe chop shop" [B2]; "[ was cruddy. I would do SlUff 

like ... give my cousin a package; send him nUl the back door: . .inlo the alley and have 

somebody else waUin' around the other way; slick him up, bring Ihe package back /0 me; 

he'd come back and give me a sob story".and I act like / won 'I believe him and he slil! gOlia' 

pay me...1 made him do cruddy things to get my money back...he became my "Fuck Boy. " 

[AI]; '.'Somebody robbed me once and / shot him in 'he foot with a .45 calibre 

automatic-semiautomatic. " {B2]). 

What Helped Youth Get Out of Drug Trafficking 

Although the focus group memberS were nm asked to divulge whether or nm they were still 

engaged in drug trafficking. the responses lO a variety of questions provide some information about what 

mIght help youth gel OUl of drug dealing, It is important Lo note that those who sell drugs primarily for 

the money appear less sanguine about quitting their seIling careers than those who are selling drugs 

primarily to ensure their own supply. 

, 
• 	 Heavy.drug~using youth ltUly be more likely to stop selling drugs because their drug use 

brings them to a crisis PQint.-The youlh who reported that they had stopped selling drugs 

were those who were hea.vy users of multiple drugs. Many of these youth quit either because 

they were stopped by law enforcement ("/ gor bUSied. " [F2]; "Four counts of assault and 

haltery against police offtcers in a year and juvenile inslilUtions" [H2); " ...gelling locked up. 

evading the poiice ... psych wards, Boys Village, inslitutions and jails, et cetera, et cetera. " 

[82]) or because they just got tired of being so "messed up" ("Losing everything, material, 

friendships, losing everything and nOI thinking that I had anything to live for" (A2]~ 

" ... because 1 was a shell of a person; a therapist and rehab got me, clean. ,. " [D2)). 
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Howe\l~r, because drug use was the focal point of their feeling "out of control" or messed up, 

their cessation of drug selling was the natural result of being away from drugs, not because of 

any new insights or attitudes about drug deaHng. What helped these youth the most was 

some form of treatment or rehabilitation program and the abHity to return to supportive 

families. It is important to note that Ihe youth who feU into this category were younger than 

the other focus group participants and were primarily middle-class white kid!J from the 

suburbs. 

The other focus group parti~jpanls, primarily African American males in theiT mld- to I<uc­

20s, described how problems with drugs (e.g., violence. loss of control. and lncarcerlJtion) 

forced them to scale back their drug use or to quil uSing drugs altogether ("Out of my 

incart:eration. ..my counselor fought for me to gil in boot camp .. ,so , got 6 years".' only did 

JO months on my 6...and boot camp kinda put me in the right direction." (FI]), Many of 

them provided few clues about the extent of their current drug selling, although some 

comments were made that suggested some drug trafficking was still taking place. There also 

was evidence that profits from past drug dealing were used to establi,sh one of the participants 

in legitimate income~producjng activities for his future ("J have rental property to this day 

and some oj those cabinets [taken from a drug user who couldn't pay 1are I'n 'em. " (B I]), 

When a drug dealer is tired of using drugs or coping with the problems of using drogs, it is 

ea~ier for him or her to envjsIon a future without selling Ihan it is for those who used <frog 

dealing as a means of supporting an exciting lifestyle with large sums of money and power 

over olhers. For some youth, drug dealing is a business and one that has fewer obstacles for 

getting started from a disadvantaged position' ("Nobody was able to send me 10 coilege ... Jl 's
• 

abOUl money. This isn't about anything else",ij J could git a resume together and show you 

all aJwhat I have done .. ,you'd say.:.this boy realty is a cheap executive in a corporation. J 

have lawyers I've dealt with, frying to gel things together, but 1 had to Jearn the hard way 

because nobody really wan/cd to help me. Even the lawyers took advantage ... but I'm a 

business man .. J JUM want to make money. It wasn't nothing more than that," [BI]). 
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• 	 When youth return to the same circumstances from which they came, they may again 

succumb to the same pressures to engage in both drug use and drug dealing.-Focus group 

panidpams described how returning to their same nejghborhoods after being released from 

incarcermion didJittle to help lhem !\l.3y clean ("Boot camp kinda put me in rhe right 

directiotl at firsl.,"bur once I come /tome, was a different rhing, They said, come home, go 10 

school, get a joh-J go ro school, 1 git my GED...hut rhe.y lfrielldsj was pressuring me ­

violate - so I got bad into {he drug game again . .. [Fl]; "His cousin just go/ oulta jail, like 

3 montlu ago. And Was on home monitor; and had a Lexus coup."Now how you ganna have 

a Lexus if you can '/ drive il? Hls mother do~sn 'r know; Iris boys drive it and park it down 

Ihe stret!t from his house,..he sits up in rhe house wlren she's at work and smokes all day. .. " 

[GIJ. 

Several other youth. both in the focus groups and the discussion groups, mentioned that they 

still. have the desire to use drugs but know that it will just lead them down the same path 

again ("1 was just a horrible person and jusr because".! was in a car accident and 1 couJd 

have died of alcohol pOisoning. plus the car acddenl, And 1 was still alive. you know. made 

me think Ihaf..,there's a second chance," {E2]), They expressed a strong desire not to lose 

the ground they have gained in gettiog their hVC5 back in order as the primary rea.l\On for no! 

using or seHing drugs. For these participants. however, it is not clear that enough time has 

passed to know whether they will be able [0 resist either drug use or drug dealing in the 

fUlure. 

• 	 Law enforcement plo.ys a key role in the rehabilitation of adolescent drug dealers.-Most of 

the focus group and discussion participants stated that they had had frequent encounterS with 

the police while thcy Were involved in various drug activities. The encounters with law 

enforcement were nOl always helpful, however; several of the discussion group participants 

described how police officers pocketed some of the drugs for their own use or smoked 

marijuana with them while promising in exchange to lower or not file charges against the 

youth. In other cases. the youth described the harassment provided by Jaw enforcement as 

one of the biggest irritations and threats to their continued dealing. ("Worrying about the 
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cops ioqking at me strange, calling me by my first name when I don't even know 'em-stuff 

like that." {G 1n. Overall, it would appear that local law enforcemenf activities alone are 

insufficient to deter adolescents who are heavily involved in drug activities (using or dealing), 

In most cases, drug dealing was cunailed when drug use was stopped, which occurred with 

Federal prosecution and/or treatment programs. 

• Violence is a key reason adolescents discontinue drug traIFlCking.-A frequent reason given 

for gelling out or the business were nOt wanling to deal with the ongoing violence associated 

with drug dealing any longer and the need to stop using drugs because of the impact they 

have on physical safety ("Using drugs made me vioient, .. l have 6 years clean; never 

relapsed ... And to this day.,.l have 10 be thaI way because the lifeslyle I used to live. You 

know. (he enemies never go away." [FIJ. 
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focusing on education. Tirey gonna spend $50 million on tllis new sladium,.,lhey need things 

in 'he school.·' [F I Ji 

• 	 Drug use and drug dealing are facls of life and nothing can be done to stop the 

inevitable.-Some youth believe drug use and trafficking are a way of life, (" ...)'ou know, I 

think drugs i." going to be a problem in America and outside America forever. People Itave 

been using drugs and dealing drugs for thou,\'(J.nds nf years, " (E2]; "My parents fOld me tliar 

drugs were bad. and, ..people came in that were-had beeft in recovery.. ,and gave drug talks 

to my schooLl heard lire horror slories .. ,bw I didn't believe that it could happen to me," 

[021; "/ grew up like in tlU! Reagan era wizen ljusr say no' was a posler".and I know .. Jars of 

addicts...who·ve heard fhal slogan, So f don', believe education is gning to do it. Tite war 

on drugs,.Js mnre (J war on the economical environment bec(Juse like rich people aren't being 

warred upon ... !},,:), don't get bUSIed as often as the, you know, poorer people." [H2] 

• 	 Prevention education holds some promise, but not how it is eurrently implemented.-Others 

thought education held some promise but not the way it is currently being applied. Several 

youth made jokes about the ineffectiveness of the celebrity advertisements Ilnd the personal 

teMimonies that appear on television, There was a mixed response to whether the educational 

programs such as those presented in schools were effective or useful C</ don', remember 

hearing anything ahout how drugs were bad till / got like {inaudible} school and by thai time , 
/ was already into it and WIH like, fuck rnat.. ,maybe slarting a program as early as 

elementary sc1lOoLthey understand good and bad .. ,jusl break 11 down into like that and just 

progress lhat education as rlleir edUCaTion progresses." [F2J~ "/ think education is a JOI of 

what needs u! be, one of tile only tfzings that can be fixed. "fe2}). Otber suggestions 

included ("giving people /Mngs to do, keeping 'em busy, keep 'em out of using drugs" [A2J: 

..... but the vice president said It best. we need to deal willI family values. Nobody walliS to 

hear iLir starts from home. The other thing to dn is to...legz'tirnize narcolic.f.. ,and deal with it 

as a health problem.".Tlre other thing is 10 rein on us all with some very harsh rules ilnd 

regufGllons, Such as".get your burt in by dark...control the streets. " (B l]~ "/ reall), hope thar 

drugs oren '( legalized".The)' really need to gel some psych%gisfs ...psychialris/s ... some 
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addicts :orld some program people, who know this stuff, instead of having these bullshit first 

ladies who did nothing anyway bur marry a president... " lD2]; "They need to like slorr 

making some programs for kids, youths-inner city kids, basically. because that's where a lot 

of the hard core drug deaUng goes on. They need to... make sure lhese kids have jobs." [E2l). 

Mandatory jail time also was not seen as very effective (" ...you get thrown in a place where 

there's a bunch of criminals and you're just a bener criminal when you get out It'$ totally 

like reinforcing bad stuff" [82]), 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

I ' rhe literature review and funher investigation of adolescent drug trafficking through focus and 

discussion groups uncovered no clear demographic profile Or risk faclors that would describe the youth 

who rnJome involved in selling drugs. The focus and discussion group panicipants in this study had 

diverse lfamiJY and socioeconomic backgrounds, yet all had been involved in drog use and drug sales, 

Drug-selling youth in the focus groups included youth whose family backgrounds ranged from absentee 
I 

parents to stable and intact families, from poverty to upper middle-class family backgrounds. from 

familie,l described as emotionally supportive to families deseribed as uncaring, and from families who 

were involved in drug use to families described as law-abiding. hard~working. and involved in religious
I 

and/or church activities. This finding points to the care Ihat must be taken not to stereotype youth 
I 

inVOlve, in drug sales, 

GSR's lil.erature review identified a lack of research on adolescent drug trafficking that would 
I 

lead us tOo a dearer understanding of the reasons youth become involved in selling drugs, Most of the 
I , 

reviewed literature pertained 10 specific subpopuJations (e.g" inner~city youth and/or drug using youth 

who we~ not necessarily involved in drug trafficking). Though many of the youth involved in drug 

sales alst are abusers of multiple drugs iJnd began selling to support their own d~g use, other youth" 

have beJome involved in drug sales as a "business venture," sometimes introduced to drug trafficking at 

a very ytung age when older drug dealers pay lhem to be "look outs" to warn of approaching law 
I . 

enforcement officers, 
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Whether or not the focus and discussion group youth had been using drugs when they first 

become involved in drug sales, they had all been drug abusers at some point durmg their drug 

trafficking, The youth participating in the focus groups reponed heavy drug use and dealing that may 

have been facilitated by the lack of awareness and/or Jade of intervention on the part of adults around 

them. especially parents. In some cases it may be that the stereotypes regarding youthful drug 

users/dealers shield them from identification and possible intervention, One of the focus group 

participants gave an example of this when he reported that being a good student served as a cover for 

his drug use and dl1lg dealing (i.e" no one would suspect a good student of being drug~involved), 

The literature review and focus and discussion group findings suggest that parents and other 

caring adults may miss opportunities for intervention in youth drug usc and drug trafficking, This 

finding underscores the importance of the Objective outlined in the National Drug Control Strategy to 

"educate parents or other care givers. teachers, coaches, clergy, health professionals. and business and 

community leaders to help youth reject ,iUegal drugs and underage alcohol and tobacco use," 

The missed opponunHles for intervention by adult& may be the result of any number of faclOfS 

including (l) n lack of awareness or attention to the youth; (2) a belief that the youth does not meet the 

stereotype of a drug user or dealer; (3) a lack of information on signs and symptoms or drug use and 

deaJing~ or (4) a lack of infonnalion on how to effectively intervene, Education effons directed 10 

parents and other aduhs involved with youth could lead to earlier intervention to deter cominued drug 

use and/or drug traffiCking among already involved youth. 

Both the literature and fhe focus and discussion groups uncovered myriad responses to the 

questions of how and why youth become involved with drug trafficking but uncovered little evidence 

that would Jead to an identification of causality that couid serve as <l foundalion for prevention effons, 

The diversity of responses emphasizes the compleXity of the problem, There appear to be multiple risk 

factors involved and no single solution can be expected to halt the increase in the numbers of youth 

involved in drug sales. Additional research i~ vital to deepen an understanding of 0) the risk factors 

associated with dmg trafficking among youth and (2) the resiljency factors that mig hi be supported 

through prevention and intervention efforts to mitigate risk: and deter drug traffiCking by adolescems. 
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Tills larch can provide the foundation for torgeted prevention ~d intervention efforts that will reduce 

the eJalation of drug trafficking by America's youth. 
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RISK FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH ADOLESCENT DRUG TRAFFICKING 


Recent Research Findings 


Risk Factors 

Rrs,k Fae10r link 10 Drug Sample Characteristics 
Dealing (assodation 

Itmd sequence) $Ile Characteristics Ages Author(s) and oate 
,"'tiiVJd'" I RI~k F" .t ' ..... ,;- ..... "' ~ -,:­ "I -.~~, - < ~ -," , -, ~ c,.,\~~;:;~ ;;-'ci '1>;'~~;.1::"1 _W'. "1'" /it~ . ,"," t. .trJ 'Ow'_~,·' ': -~.12 - :" '--~'l#:'\s1-":5 "'~-..,,~n.____.Jl~_: .,!,. ~ O!IS , . '" ... :- \:'" "'-.'".' " ',; ';: ,.2'1:'. ~r-';. _-­ JJ,:tt....:"->:=:~, ~ ',_ .'"~~ :L,....~Z·::r '" .!:" .;·~~",·3.: ~ ''': ':-·'h.: ;.;: k P+, ;-; I. "::: _":;;:t. 's.:;: -' <::'-", ••;~ .:,/J':... 

Drug U$(l Association 387 Minority 9thw and 10th-grade males Brounstein et at, 1990 

Sequence 100 Medlum-siled-cily youth 12-20 Garpomer el al.. 1988 

Sequence 305 Delained yoUlh 10-16 Oembo et a!.. 1990 

Assccialion 1,000 lnrn'1f-city residents 19-26 (40%) Fagan, 1992 
-

Association 50 Inner·city youth 18 and under Fagan and Chin, 1990 
509 Inner-city advlls' Over 18 

Association 91 Incarcerated youth 14.8 (mean) Farrow and French, 1986 

Association 101 Gang membeTS 26 (median) Hagedorn, 1994 

Sequence ." Oeflnquent youth 12-17 !nciardl, Hor()wllZ. and PoUieger, 1993 

A$$ociaUon 1,725 Youth 11-17 Johnson 191 aI., 1991 

A$soclatlon 455 Alrican-Amencan youth 9-15 U el aI,. T994b 

Associalion 602 Incarcerated drug trafflckem - Pelfray, 1992 

Association 5,794 High schoo! youth 15-20 Smart. Adlai, and Walsh, 1992 

Sequence 503 Urban males 13--15 van Kammen and Loeber, 1994 

Association 300 Gang membem 14--4" Waldorf, 1993 

Alcohol and tobacco Association 3g] Minority 9th· and 10thiJrade malas - Bl'Qunstain al aL, 1990 

us< Associalion 91 Incarcerated youth 14.8 (mean) Farrow and French, 1986 

Sequenco 6" Delinquent youth 12-17 Inciardi, HorowilZ, and Pottieger. 1993 

Sequence 1.725 You", 11-17 Johnson et al.. 1991 

Association 602 rncarcelated drug tralflckem - Pelfrey, 1992 

Association 5,794 High !1.1::hOol youth 15-20 Smart, AdlaI, and Walsh. 1992 

Association 300 Gang membe~ 14--4" Wafdori, 1993 
-- ­ - -
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Risk Factors 

Delinquent behavior 

Earty participation In 
adult behaviors (o,g.• 
sexual activity, 
marriage, parenting) 

Thrl!f·seeking or nskw 

tatdng personality 

Risk Factor Unk to Orug 
Dealing (assocIation 

and s~uenee) 

Association 

As,socia\ion 

Association 

Association 

Association 

Sequence 

Association 

Association 

Sequence 

Association 

Association 

Association 

Association 

Association 

Associatfon 

Association 

Association 

Association 

Association 

Association 

Association 

Association 

Asscciation 

AssoclaUon 

Assoclallun 

Association 

S.._ 

192 

387 

100 

305 

305 

1,5:27 

151 

4,500 

611 

1.725 

351 

B02 

lBB 

835 

12,666 

5,794 

S03 

192 

SO 

300 

351 

387 

305 

SO 

611 

300 

Sample Charaete1istics 

Characteristics: 

Ahica.n·American youth 

9th· and 1 Olh-grade youth 

MOdi'um-sized-clty youth 

Detained youth 

Detainees 

High-risk youth 

Male gang members 

Inner-cilY youth 

Delinquent youth 

Youth 

African·AtTlEHican youth 

Incarcerated drug traffickers 

M(litl drug dealers 

Incarcerated males 

Youth 

High schoot youth 

Urban males 

AfriC(ln·Amancan youth 

Youth that Uve In public housing 

low-income youth 

African-American youth 

9th· and 10lh-grade yoUlh 

Oelained youth 

Youth {hallNe in public hOusing 

Delinquent youth 

Low·income youth 

Ages Author(s) and Date 

9-15 Black and Ricardo, 1994 

- Braunstein el at, 1990 

12-20 Carpenter el aI., 1986 

10-18 Oembo at aI., 1990 

1$ {mean} Oemoo et at, 1992 

7-15 E$bensen and Huizinga, 1993 

13-20 Fagan, 1989 

7-15 HUizinga. loeber. and Thombeny. 1995 

12-17 lociardi, HorowilZ. and Pol1ieger, 1993 

11-17 Johnson el aI., 1991 

9-15 U and Feigefman, 1994 

- Pelfrey, 1992 

IB---40 Rauter, MacCoun, and Murphy, 1990 

17 (moan) Sheley, 1994 

14-21 Simpson, unpublished. 

15-20 Smart, AdlaI, and Walsh, 1992 

13-15 van Kamman and loeber, 1994 

9-15 Black and Ricardo, 1994 

22 and under Oembo el ai., 1993 

9-15 Li et at, 1994a 

9-15 U and Feigelman, ; 994 

- Brounstein al at. 1990 

to-18 Dembo et ai., 1990 

22 and under Oembo et at, 1993 

12-17 Inciardi, Horowitz, and PDttieger, 1993 

9-15 li el ai., 1994a 
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Risk Factor link to Orug Sample Characteristics 
Dealing (association 

Risk Factot'$ and sequence) Size Characteristics Ages Aulhor(s) and Date 

Gun pos$~sion and Sequence 192 Alrican·American youth !!-IS BlacK and Rica.rdo. 1994 
weapon carrying Association 3117 9th· and 10th-grade youth Braunstein el a!., i 990 

Association F61 Supp!emental Homicide Reports - Blumslein, 1995 

Association 4,5!lO lnner-dly youth 7-15 Huizinga, loe!:>er. and Thornberry, 1995 

Association 835 Incarceraled males 17 (m(:anl Sherey. t 994 

Association 758 Male sludenls 16 (mean) Sheley, 1994 -­
Association 37 Students Irom crack,cocaine - Weisman, 1993 - neighborhoods 

Low school atlachmaol Association 387 9th· and 101h-grade youth .­ BrounSlf:!in et ai., 1990 
and low allendanee AssociatiOn 5<) Youlh that live In publk housing 22 and under DembQ el ai., 1993 

Assoc:iatfon 957 10lh- through 12th-grade yoUlh Fagan, Piper, and Moore. 1985 

Association 611 Delinquenl youth 12-17 Inciardi, Horowitz, and Pattieger, 1993 

Association 12,686 Youth 14-21 Ja~oura. 1993 

Association 351 African-American youth !!-I5 Li and Feigefman, 1994 

Association 802 Incarcerated drug Iraflickers - Pelfroy, 1992 

Poor schoof Association 192 Alrican-American youth 9-15 Slack and Aicafdo, 1994 
achievemenl Association 3117 9th- and 10th-grade youth Brounslein (It aI., 1990 

Association 50 Youth thai live in pubfic housing 22 and under Dembe el aI., 1993 

Sequence 1,003 Inner·city resIdents 19-26 (40%) Fagan, 1992 

Associatiotl 12,686 Youth 14-21 JarJoura, 1993 

Association 73 Asian gang members 19.7 (mean) Joe, 1994 

Association 802 Incareera!ed drug Iraffickers PeUre)'. 1992 

lack 01 seH-conlrof and AssociaHon 387 9th- and 10thiJrade youlh Ai!schukH and Braunstein, 1991 
exlemalloclJs 01 control Assoclatien 298 Youth 9-20 Foglia, 1995 

AsS4)CiaUon 140 rncarcerat{)d young adutls - Haoorield, 1992 
~ -~ 
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Risk Factors 

Ri$k F&etOT Link to Drug 
Dealing (essoclatlon 

and sequence) Size 

Sample Charaeterl$tlca 

CharacterisUcs Ages Author(s} and Date 

,Famll=y--Ctia;racteiiSttCs'~'o-:'::'-:~ 'i, 'ff-. <­ ~"i-'-Y·-:~,;J..:~,t'" '.;t;;v'·f ," \"."~·:,>~,~";;:,,;'~~Y,: :" ~'~: '~:~·"-T>·'i:~~:'t· IT.'" ", .5!~""~'+,:;;'·9':bf?fi~fl\f£:··tf;'''
'." _~ _ ,. , _, _ ,_,'~, "" .-... , ,"i. ,j ". < ~c '_;._, ••_. 1""",; _.",.' _. ",.':1.; h' .~. J~. ~~_.. "-"" ';/(~ t,,",, t ... w', ..:oJ> . _"!"""~,,,,,-:, H.{ ....... ;~."...;.-r """" 

I i
Family akohol and drug I Assoclalion 192 Alrican·Amcnc~n youm ':t-I!> maCK ana Hlcarao, ll:1~ I 
use I Associalion 387 9th- and 101h-grade youth - Brout'\Stein at aI., 1990 I 

low family auachment 

lack of supervision 
(e.g" single parent) 

Parentel educational 
level 

Associalion 140 incarcerated young adulls - Haberfeld, 1992 

Association B02 I Incarcerated drug traflickers I Pelfrey, 1992 

Association 192 f African-American males 9-15 I Black and RICArdO, 1994 

Association 140 I Incarcerated young adulls IHaberfeld, 1992 

A.ssociation 802 I Incarcerated drug traffickers I Petlrey, 1992 

AssociaHon 186 I Male drug deelers 18-40 I Reuter, MacCoun. and Murphy. 1990 

Association 50 1Youlh thai rive in public housing 22 and under I Oembo et at, 1993 

Association 140 I Incarcerated young adulls I Haberfeld. 1992 

Association 300 ~ low-income yoUlh 9-15 lli ef at, 1994a 

Association 503 I Urban males 13-15 I van Kemmen and Loeber, 1994 

AssociatiOn 387 19th- and 10th-grade youth I Brounsteln et at, 1990 

Associalion 802 Iincarcerafed drug IraWckers Pellrey, 1992 

A.ssocialion 500 I Urtlan males 13-15 van Kammen and Loeber, 1994 

:~C~9!~g!~~~jlinCl.,Nelg~~gr!lJtC?(f~!sk F~~~.~i!' .:~ ~1\~~~-' _~~;~::J '~':~~;:~~:#~~~.;;~~~":~: .... t.. _';.~ .-~,j,".'; '4'<: """~,;;;~~,)?"'.:":~::,:;:,~.""."""',."";:
,;;t:';,.; ;:,.~':-~ ~""1;:::..;. :. :.-.,:" 0£:"J.l.~-}._ - ,h-i'"", ~ 

__ .. ____ on 387 

Association 64 

Association 5\1 

Association 455 

Association 351 

Association 37 

High-riS... , ...... " 

DcNnquent youth 

Low-income youth 

African-American y<:Iuth 

Students Irom Cfack'cocaine 
noighborhoods 

9-15 I Bfact and Ricardo. 1994 

Brounstein el aI., 1990 

10-14 

12--17 

9--15 

9-15 

f'~efmatl, Stanton, and Ricardo, 1993 

Inciardi, Horowitz, and Poltleger, 1993 

U el aI., 1994b 

li and Feigelman, 1994 
------1

Weisman, 1993 
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Risk FactI)( link 10 Drug sample Characteristics 
oeaUng (association --­

Risk Factors Md sequence} $Ire Characteristics Ages AuUwr(s) and ~at& 

Coniad with drug- Sequence 50 Yoolh IlIr11 !ive in public housing 22 and under - Dernbo e1 at, 1993 
traffieklng adults AssoclaHon 64 High-risk youth 10-14 Feigelman, Sianton, and Ricardo, 1993 

Sequence 140 Incarcerated young adul!s - Haberield. 1992 

COMmunity ao::eplanee Association 1,003 Inner-city resIdents 19-26 (40%) Fagan, 1992 
01 drl.lg5 Association 140 Incarcerated young adults - HaOOrieki, 1992 

~uence 73 Asian gang members 19.6 (mean) Joe, 1994 

Sequence ,38 Inner-city males 16-23 Sullivan, 1989 

Few opportunilies lor Association 1,003 Inner-city residenls 19-26 (40%) Fagan, 1992 
personal suceess Associalfon 500 Primarily inner-clty males 14 -29 Whitehead, Peterson, and Kalten, 1994 

-
Lack 01 allematill6 Association 33 Parents and community agency staff - Oerobo el ai., 1993 
aclillilies Association 351 Ahican-American youth 9-15 U and Fcigetman. 1994 
. ", . ',­ "--~'c ;:-,~; 'j­ ." ", • .,' ~~ ..•''-'7' ' ." '1: • -,.", " <"..-r<!,",:.
9Jfter,~~lar~!~_~:r~to~~ ~', _,._"_~:i. '.' ',;' c·; . .:".i.'. >. ~.,",:_;_:f,_.~ ':'~.*K.::-;r7"' ..~:. ,. " "" - "'.» iJ:": 'i:Yi,-~' '''''" -;,:,,,,h-1' .,"". ",-.::~,.lw_.. ~<',,7:':,;7: •.. '.' t,:lt~'4,:)'J..~F.:;: 

Peer group influence Association 387 9lh· and 101h-grade yoUth Brounstein el at, 1990 

Sequence 1.527 High-risk youth 715 Esbensen and Huizinga, 1993 

Association 151 Mare gang members 13--20 Fagan. 19a9 

Association 611 Delinquent YOUlh 12·17 IOCJaroi, Horawill, and Pottleger. 1993 

Association 455 Ajrican·American youth 9-15 U eL at, 1994b 

Sequence 351 African-American youth 9-15 U and Felgelman. 1994 

Association 23 Female dnJg dealers :2'1--59 Mieczkowski, 1994 

Association 499 Sibling pairs 9-17 Rowe and Guney. 1992 

Sequence 987 7th- and 8lhegrade youth Thomberry et al., 1993 

Low level 01 deterrence Association 387 9th, and 1 OIh-9rade YOUlh - Braunstein el at, 1990 
by legal system Associalion 305 Detained youth 10--18 Derobo el at, 19$10 

Associalion 50 YQulh Ihaillve in publie housing 22 and under Oembo el aI" 1993 

~-----:--:------------------------~
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Sllmple CharacteristicsRisll: Factor Unk to Drug 

Duling (association 
and Se1 Iwnc;e) Site Charaeteristlcs Ages AuthOr(s) and Dale 

-~ • ",~-,--, ,-'-,. ~-,~,,,;;"~~--""""4't'--_" 4" <.w··-,·'b­ -~,r:,""'~'''''''I;:t~''''-",pJ-·,---''";''st:,~-''-'rt·-· ,or;~~v.:,.""x!f-P--"A··'~lf","",··s;.-~·.i:OO"'uj,
:Ec~nQmJ~::q~lsk f~ctors~:-.-'-L:,:j[;;. -i'#,,",:~ J!.~_ .'t,,.-· I "_~:~':~._-f->£~~i-:{;';::~i;;"~ .. '+1;' .~J; ~f;;'~'::'-:L~:'&f~rk~~~ ,C!~t~' t!'';::.;:',.~ XE:-~~;p~;t :r::m,,~ ';,i~$::

" - ,., I - , I I .~ __ .. u. i 
Sequence I 1,003 ___ ~~~y residenls 19-26 (40%) I Fagan, 1992 Weak labor marKel ror 

IOWwsklll jobs 

Low wage potantial of 
existing jobs 

Strong drug market 

Association 

Sequence 

Association 

Ass<:lCialion 

Association 

Association -
Associa!ion 

Sequence 

Association 

Sequence 

Association 

Associalion 

1 
I 

1 
I 

50 Inner..oty YO>Jlh 
S09 Inner-city adults 

101 Gang membef$ 

73 Gang members 

65 Female gang members 

600 Primarily Inner-city males 

387 ~a_~ 10th-grade yovth 

50 Youth thai iive 11"1 public housing 
33 Parents and agency staff 

t,003 Inner-city residents 

16S Male drug dealers 

99 Gang members 

1,003­ Inner-dty residents 

50 Inner-eity youth 
509 Inner-city adults 

741 Cocaine arresllocidenls 

16 and under 1Fagan and Chin, 1990 
Over 18 

25 (median) Hagedom, 1994 

19.6 imean) Joe, 1994 

14-32 Laudemack, Hansen, and Waldorf, 1992 

14-29 Whitehead, Peterson. and Kaljee, 1994 

- Brounstein el al., 1990 

22 and under Dembo el at, 199:3 

19--26 (40%) Fagan, 1992 

18-40 Reuter, MacCoun, and Murphy, 1990 

13-29 Decker and Van Winkle, 1994 

19--26 {40%) Fagan, 1992 - ­
18 and under Fagan and Chin, 1990 

Over 16 

- I Klein, Maxson, and Cunninghhm. 1991 
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1 

I 

APPENDIX B: Focus and Discussion Group Questions 
I 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

tWhat was it like growing up for each of you? What or who were the big influences on you 

roen you were a kid? ~hat kind of family relations did you have? Were you raised by your. 

,parents? Grandparents? Did you have a generally happy home life? Did you move a lot? Did 

!you do well in school? 

I 
tJ'm going to assume (hat each of you is now or was in the past a drug user. If this is not the 

lease. please tell me so. Who was the person who first introduced you to alcohol Or other drugs? 
I 
,Wa<; this person older (han you? Younger? Was he Of she a family member? A neighbor? 

How did this person persuade you to try thls drug? Did you feel pressured or coerced to use? 
Irhal drugs did you first use regularly? 

row old were you when you firs! sold illegal drugs? What was the drug? Why did you do it?

rha! was the primary reason that you sold these drugs? 

Once you moved beyond just using drugs and began selling [hem. how did your life change? 
I 
How does selling drogs affect a person's life? Did you start treating people differently? Did 

tiolence become more common in your life? When you were selling, what did you feel 

!ompelled to do lhat you may not have done before you siarted selling drugs. How did selling or 
j 
dealing change your life? 

I 
• 

Now, the final question is: in the context of what you know about the "dealing" Hfe. where do 

~ou go from here? We have deliberately nOt asked if anybody is still in the business, We are 

~ore concerned with where are you going from here. Furthermore, we would like to know what, 
I 
if anything, can be done 10 prevent young people from getting into the drug-selling business" In 

~our opinion, will this society ever be able to seriously reduce the drug business? If not, what 
I
not? 

B·l 
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I 

I 

APPENDIX C: Focus Group Method 
I 

I 

Focus groups are a method of collecting qualitative data gathered from a meeting of from 7 to 10 

PanidJants who are selected for a set of characteristics they have in common. Th~ focus group is 

usuauy!conducted in~persof'i for a period of about 2 hours in a permissive environment conducive to a 

flow oflideas and opinions on a specific topic. The session is almost nlways tape~recorded (or , 

sometimes videotaped) for later analysis. An advanHsge of focus groups is that, unlike one~on~one 

inretvje~s. they generate free~flowing. synergistic group responses without the buiIt~in constraints of the 

individJaJ queslion-and-answer format. I . 
1 
As a research method, focus groups are extremely successful in eliciting a free flow of ideas and 
! 

information in a non~threatening atmosphere, They are most successful when the group of people 

assembl1d believe they have a great deal in common with each other and, thus, feel comfonabJe sharing 

their thJughts. opinions, and ideas. The more homogenous [he group js, the more group members will I . 
feel comfortable and the more useful the data will be. 

IlOCUS groups commonly have one of the four foHowing purposes: (I) exploratory-IO develop 

familiarity about a topic. test methodologicallechniques .. understand context, or fannulate hypotheses; 

{2} pfete~t-to test questionnaire items. assess product or advertising reactions. or try out ideas; 

(3) trian~ulalion-as one of multiple methods used to enhance validity or to betler understand 
I 

quantitative findings: or (4) phenomenological-to undersland social meanings (i.e., on another level 

beyond Jne.to-one interaction or to gain a more in-depth. complex understanding). 

Flus group, are charaClerized by the following: 

I 
"The explicit use of the group interaction to produce data and insights that would be less 

a~ceSSible witho~t the inleraction found in a group" (Morgan. 1988, p. 12)~ . 

", .. a focus group can be defined as a carefully planned discussion designed to obtain 

C-1 
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,perception,S On a defined area of interest in a permissive, nonthreatening environment" 

(Krueger, [988, p, [8): 

The goal "is to elicit perceptions, feelings, attitudes, and ideas of participants about a 

seleered ropic" (Vaughn or aL 1996, p. 5); 

"The key to the effective of focus groups ... is to identify the overall sense of the grQup 

relative La the idea being discussed. nol to focus on (he input of any individual" 

(Greenbaum 1993, p. l6). 

Shedlin and SChreiber (1995) note that focus groups are contrjved communication events rather 

than naturalistic observation or recorded spontaneous group discourse. However, like ethnography, focus 

groups are not static, formulaic technique but rather are constantly adapting to both the res:earch 

objectives and the group participants. Focus groups are dynamic and process driven and. unlike other 

group interviews, attempt to maintain the interaction predominantly within the group rather than between 

the participating individuals and the interviewer or moderator. Furthermore, Krueger (1994) lists (he 

following advantages of using focus groups as a method of data collection: 

• 	 Focus groups place people in natural. real-life situations as opposed to the controlled 

experimental situations lypical of quantitative studies; 

• 	 The formal of a focu:: group allows the moderator to probe, (i,e., it JS a flexible fonnat with 

ability tu explore unanticipated issues): 

,. 	 As a data collection method, focus groups have high face validilY and present findings that 

usually are clear to lay audiences; and 

,. 	 Frequently, focus groups are less expensive than other methods of gathering data, 

CSR, Incorporated C-2 
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IFor the purposes of this study, the focus groups Were planned, implemented, and documented 

using the following guidelines: 

I . 
Planning 

f. 	 Prior to arrival onsite. through a local contact, recruit and arrange for a group discussion 

among teens known to have participated in drug trafficking. 

- Discuss the best way to identify and recruit candidates for the focus group with the local 

contact; 

Obtain a Hsl of likeJy participants and select the names of six to ejght persOns for each 

focus group. 

Ask the local contact to call the participants regarding their involvement in the focus 

group; 

-	 Detennine the best time for the focus group to meet; and 

Send a letter to the ~articipanLs describing the purpose of the meeting. the importance of 

their participation. the topic and format of the focus group. and matters pertaining to 

confidentiality, 

Implementation 

i· Plan for the focus group to last approximately 2 hours. 

• Schedule the meeting at a time that is convenient for the participants, and keep in mind their 

work schedules and other needs. 

CSR, tiorporated C-3 
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, . 

• 	 Hold the focus group in a ce~.tral site that is easily accessible to the participants. Check to 

see that the Jocal contact has a suitable room, because participants will be more comfortable 

in famiJiar surroundings. 

• 	 Do not leI! the participants the exact nature of the focus group; rather, inform them of the 

general nature of the focus group. We do not want them4£) prepare responses to questions, 

• 	 Prepare the focus group questions ahead of time and become thoroughly familiar with them in 

order to guide the discussion unobtrusively. 

• 	 Introduce the participants to each other and discuss the ground roles of the session (e,g" one 

at a time. speak freefy, no right or wrong answers, and interested in and wanl each 

participant's opinions) and assure each person's confidentiality, 

• 	 Close the focus group, summarize the major points, and thank each participant for his or her 

time and opinions. 

Documentation and Analysis 

• 	 Review and edit your notes on the focus group discussion form. If necessary. translate the 

proceedings into English, 

The distinclion between what constituted a focus group and a discussion group in this study 

foUows from the melhodological differences in how each group was conducted. The focus groups were 

conducted with greater methodological rigor-they were sllUclured around a specific group of research 

questions; were moderated by a neutral member of lhe community; were audiotaped for transcription and 

analYSIS; and there was enough similarity between participants to ensure a similar world view. The three 

discussion groups also were structured around a specific group of research questions~ however, they were 

~ not tape-recorded nor were they moderated by a person familiar to the participants. The discussion 

groups differed from the focus groups in several other important ways-each discussion group had fewer 

than the optimal number of participants; there was greater diversity among the partieipants, which acted 

C·4 
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d" hi' , ' I" f " fl d hto repress free ISCUSSJon among t ose re uctant to parUCIpate; an e emcnt 0 coercion 10 uence t e 

recruit~ent of participants in that group participation was co~rdim\led by law enforcement officials; !.he 

groupslwere moderated by CSR staff member.;; and the locations were selected for CSR', and law 

enforcement's convenience rather than any connectedness to the youth or community. These 
I 

methodological differences limited what information was captured from the discussion groups and the 
f 

analysis of the resulting data. • 

I 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


During the last several years, researchers have observed a disturbing trend in drug use by 

American youths: The use of illicit substances, especially marijuana, has increased among American 

adolescents (Johnston. 1996), Recent research also has shed light on another disturbing trend: In 

addition to the physical and psychoJogicaJ injury caused by childhood neglect, physical abuse, and se;maJ 

abuse, children who are maltreated are at an increased risk for adolescent and adult drug use and 

offending (Widom, 1993; National Institute of Justice, 1995). The purpose of this study wa'i Lo provide 

scientific evidence about the relationship between childhood maltreatment. delinquency. and drug 

offending. While findings from the existing research are informatjve, they are inconclusive. due in part 

to methodological lImitations" The present study seeks to remedy the methodological deficits of this 

research hy examining ~ongitudinal, "real life," official. juvenile records from the Washjngton, D.C., 

Superior Court. We found the fcHowing: 

• 	 There were imponanl demographic differences between youths who had both delinquency and 

maltreutment petitions (MP) and a control group of youths who had delinquency petitions 

only. designated us nonm.ltre.tmen! petitioned (NMP) youths. Although both groups 

comprised primarily African Americans, males and those Hving with only their mother a! thet 

lime of their first contact with the court, the MP group of youths had a smaller proportion of 

African Americans and males and was younger than the NMP group of YOUlhs. 

• 	 Of the eight delinquency offenses identified from the juvenile COUrt records, violent and 

property offense petitions were the most frequent type of offense petition type for the MP 

youths. The same was true for NMP youths, although a smaller proportion wa,..; observed for 

this group in the proportion of youths with violent petitions, 

• 	 When the proportion of youths with drug. order. and runaway offenses was examined for each 

group, NMP youths had slightly more drug petitions than MP youths. However, MP youths 

had twice as many youths with an order petition and five limes as many with a runaway 
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E:recutlve Summary 

petition, 

• 	 The following three types of maltreatment were identified from the juvenile court records of 

MP youths: neglect, physical abuse, and sexual abuse. Physical abuse and negJect were the 

most frequently occurring types of maltreatment African Americans were the majority of 

youths for all maltreatment types. Males had the greatest proportion of neglect and physical 

abuse petitions. while females had the majority of sexual abuse petilions. 

• 	 MP youths with a physical abuse petition had slightly higher proportions of youths with drug. 

property, order, runaway, sex offense, and violent delinquency offense petitions. 

~. 	 MP youths with a drug petition were on average younger than NMP youths al the time of 

their first contact with tile court and their first delinquency petition, MP and NMP youths 

were approximately the same mean age at the time of first drug offense petition, The mean 

number of court contacts for MP youths was five contactS higher than for the NMP group. 

With the exceplion of property and violent offense petitions, MP and NMP youth!' had th~ 

same mean number of delinquency offense petitions. 

• 	 The following five coun dispositions Were identified from the data: dismissal/suspension, 

community treatment, Department of Human Services (DHS)lProrecrive Services. 

institutionalization, and probation, The disposition most iikefy to be received for either group 

was DHSlProtcctive Services, When dam were analyzed on the relationship between 

,disposition history we found that MP youths who had been institutionalized had the highest 

mean number of property offenses, Mean number of viblent offenses W<;lS highest among 

those MP youth!' who had received a community treatment or institutionaJization disposition. 

• Multivariate models predicting a drug offense petition on youth juvenile court record revealed 

I (hat for MP youths, gender (being male) is the best predictor of a drug offense petition when 

race and Hving arrangement are held constanl. 



executive Summary 

• 	 For MP youths, having a property. sex offense, or weapon offense petition also is predictive 

of having a drug offense petition. 

... 	 Maltreated youths who have a petition for neglect are less likely to have a drug offense 

petition when other offense types are held constant. 

• 	 For MP youths, all disposition lYpeS. ex-cept prohation and institutionalizatIon. are positively 

a'nd significantly related to having a drug offense petition. 

'Fhese findings are vitally imponant and directly impact (he goals and objectives of the Office of 

National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP). If. as the extant research suggests, childhood maltreatment is a 

substantial risk factor for drug use and offending. policies and programs can be formulated that (I) 

educate parents. caregivers, teachers, clergy, health professionals, and community leaders (Goal /: 

Object/l'e J); (2) guide principles upon which prevention programs are based in order 10 increase 

progf'.1m effectiveness and address the ever changing needs of youths as new drug challenges emerge 

(Goal J: Objective 9); and, (3) integrate findings from scientific research into prevention programs. 

especially those targeting youths (Goal J: Objective 10). 

Research on the reJationship between childhood maltreatment, delinquency, and drug offending is 

attracting increased attention from policymakers and researchers concerned with recent trends in juvenile 

deHnquency and drug use. The fact that chUdhood maltreatment may be a risk factor for adolescent and 

adult drug use and offending has direct policy and programmatic implications for the goals and 

objectives of ONDCP. To better address this important issue and help guide (mure research, CSR, 

Incorporated, offers the following recommendations: 

" 	 Focus future research on populations of youths whose individuaI. family. socioeconomic, or 

community background put them at risk for maltreatment and/or delinquency, 

" 	 Ex-amine gender differences more closely, Gender is an important, {hough frequenl1y 

overlooked. variable. The relationship between maltreatment and delinquency for females 
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Executive Summary 

should be examined thoroughly. If females respond differently 10 experiences of 

maltreatment. they may need delinquency and drug use prevention strategies and programs 

tailored to their specific needs and perceptions, 

• Fund more longitudinal studies that use official court data from several regions of the United 

Sl~tes. These data would help to determine the long-term effects of maltreatment on 

delinquency and criminal offending and would pemtit more sophisticated analyses. 

• 
) 

Identify protective factors for children who are a~ risk for offending but have not offended, 

These protective factors might be individu;Ji-. famlly-, socioeconomic~, or community-related. 
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CONNECTION BETWEEN CHILD MALTREATMENT AND YOUTH 
DELINQUENCY AND DRUG PETITIONS 

Child abuse and neglect is a serious problem in the United States. The number of children who 

are emotionally, sexually, or physically abused or neglected has reached record proportions. In 1995, 

more than 1 million children were victims of abuse or neglect (National Clearinghouse on Child Abuse 

and Neglect Infonnalion, 1997). Findings from the Third National Incidence Study of Child Abuse and 

Neglect, a nationally representative survey of social service professionals, indicate that the number of 

children abused or neglected in the United States increased by 67 percent between 1986 and 1996 

(Sedlak and Broadhurst, 1996). In addition to the increased incidence of abuse and neglect. more 

maltreated children are being seriously injured and killed (National Committee for the Prevention of 

Child Abuse, 1996). A nalional survey conducted in 1995 by the National Committee for the Prevemion 

of Child Abuse found that child abuse and neglect fatalities have increased by 39 percent since 1985. 

1. OVERVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The consequences of childhood maltreatment extend beyond the immediate physical and 

psychological injury it causes victimized children. Childhood maltreatment also plays a role in 

delinquency and adult criminality. For example, research has found that abused andlor neglected 

children are at an increased risk for adolescent and adult drug use and offending (Widom, 1993; 

National Institute of Justice, 1995). Childhood maltreatmem has also been cited as a risk-factor for 

adolescent and adult violent crime offending (Widom, 1992; Maxfield and Widom, 1996). 

Recent trends in youth involvement in drugs and crime highlight the importance of research on 

the connection be.tween maltreatment and offending. Although the level of overall drug use among 

juveniles has declined since the 1970s. there has been a recent upsurge in juvenile drug use, drug case 

processing, and drug-related delinquency. Data from the 1996 Monitoring the Future Survey indicate 

that junior high school age children have increased their consumption of illicit drugs by 150 percent 

during the last 5 years (Johnston, 1996). Drug-related offending also is predictably bringing young 

people into more frequent comact with the criminal justice system. In 1994, approximately 120,000 
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Connection Between Child Maltreatment and Youth Delinquency and Drug Petitions 

delinqLncy cases involving drug violations were processed in juvenile Courts in the United States. 

Theselcases represented a 35-percent increase over the prior year and an 82-percen! increase from 1991 

(Buus, 1997). 

What is the role of drug use in juvenile delinquency? This que.<;tlon cannot be addressed 

adequately with the research available to date. In fact. the best estimate of the role drugs play in 
I 

ju~nj\e delinquency is derived from surveys. A 1987 survey of institutionaItzed youths found that 

approximately one-quarter were under the influence of drugs and alcohol at the time lhey committed the 

offenJ for which they were incarcerated (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1987). More recent research has 
I . 

yielded similar findings. Drug Use Forecasting (DUF) data from 1993 indicate that across 12 DUF test 

shes th~ average proportion of positive drug tests among male juvenile detainees was 33 percent (Snyder 

and SiJkmund, 1995).

Irere are several expianations for the hypothesized re1ationship between childhood maltreatment 

and later delinquency and drug offclldjng. including (1) maltreated chHdren may sustain physical injury 

lo lhe Jrain, affecting emotional, social, and intellectual development; (2) severely ahused or neglected 

childre1 may develop coping strategies, such as internalization of negative feelings ahout themselves and 

others, that make the children more easily influeneed by delinquent peers; (3) abuse or neglect may 

lower a!child> s self-esteem and affect social skills that encourage negative or antisocial pee, 

relationships; and (4) child maltreatment may trigger changes in family living arrangements (i.e .. the 

child Jy be placed in fosler care) that may encourage prohlem behavior in adolescence (Widom, 1993, 

1994). 

When ma!treatmcnt leads to delinquency, drug use may serve psychological, emotional, or social 

needs iJ several ways. Drugs provide a means of emotional or psychological escape from an abusive 

environlenL Drug use also rna~ provide a fonn of "seif-medication" against the emotional and 

psychol!gicaJ pain of abuse. Drugs may be viewed as a way to "lubricate" social interaction. loosening 
1

inhibitions and offering a means to improving self-esteem and social interaction in relation to peers. 

Lastly,laltreatcd youlhs may perceive drug use as a means to reduce social isolation and feelings of 

loneline!, (Scerbo and Koike, 1995; Widom, 1993). 

I 
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Connection Between Child Maltreatment and Youth Delinquency and Drug Petitions 

It is important to keep in mind that not every drog-involved or delinquent youth has been 

maltreated, nor will all maltreated children offend as juveniles or adults. The value of risk-factor 

focused research that examines the nexus between childhood maltreatment and delinquency is Lhat it 

identifies those factors that increase the probability that youths will enler into delinquency and aduh 

criminal careers" The fmdings of maltreatmentwdelinquency research are thus vitally important. If it is 

true that maltreated children and youths are at increased risk for future offending, policies and programs 

can be formulated that prevent problem behaviors before they develop into life-~ong patterns that reduce 

individual and family quality of life and increase contact with the criminal justice system. 

Unfortunately, although the findings of extant research on the relationship between maltreatment 

and delinquency are informative, they are inconclusive, due in part to methodological limitations. Critics 

of (his research point to its overreHance on cross~sectional data and data conected from clinical sampJes 

of youths in drug treatment (as opposed to longitudinal dala and data collected via field experiments). 

These studies also typicaHy collect retrospective data of individuaJ sdf~reported drug use and 

delinquency and are thus limited to what respondents recall and what they are wining to disclose freely 

to an interviewer, 

2. CASE PROCESSING IN WASHINGTON, D.C., SUPERIOR COURT 

This section of the report is Intended to familiarize the reader with special terminology and 

provide a brief overview of the process by which maJtreatment and deJinquency cases arc filed and 

adjudicaled by the Washington. D.C" Superior Court, 

2.1 Maltreatment 

When children are suspeCted of being mailrealed. reports can come from multiple sources. 

School officials. neighbors, or physicians may report their suspicions 10 soda} service agencies or 

directly to the police. Once police receive a complaint, this informalion is forwarded lQ the Metropolitan 

Police Department's (MPD's) Youth Division. The Youth Division then is responsible for taking this 

complaint to the Office of Corporation Counsel. 

CSR. Incorporated 3 



2.2 

Connection Between Child Maltreatment and Youth Delinquency and Drug Petitions 

jThe Office of Corporation counsel then decides, based on 'he evidence and infonnalion available 

to them, whether the case will be referred (i.e., petitioned) to the Washington, D,C" Superior Court. 

Cases kferred to the court are set for lriaL When there is evidence that maltreatment has occurred, cas.e
I ' 

disposition (i.e., sentencing) options include commitment to the Washington. D.c'. Department of 

HumaJ Services or third~party protective supervision. Each of these dispositions are subject to 

sUbseq~ent review and oversight by the coun. Revocation or tennination of the tenns. of a disposition is 

'bll . h_'pOSS.l e at review In;anngs. 

Delinquency 

'Delinquent juveniles come to the attention of criminal justice authorities in severa! ways. . 

Juvenj1s may be arrested at the scene of a crlme or identified by witnesses. Sus.pected delinquent 

OffendiLg also may be reported by school officials. neighbo'rs, or indivjduals from social service 

agenCiJs. Reports received by the MPD are referred to its Youth Division, which is then responsible for 

taking !ases [0 the Superior Court for initial intake (;-...lational Council on Crime and Delinquency, 1996).

l, ini'ial intake, Superior Court staff conduct jnl~rviews with the child and his or her parents in 

order tJ gather information about pending charges. past delinquent behavior. and home environment 

From tJis infonnation Superior Court officials decide whether to release the child (0 the custody of his 

or her Jarents or detain the child pending further screening. 

I 
Screening infotmalion is reviewed by a probation omcer responsible for deciding whether the 
t , 

case wHi be petitioned 10 the Office of Corporation COllnsel. If the case is petitioned to the Office of 

Corporaton Counsel, the Assistant Corporation Counsel reviews the screening information and conducLt; 

her or h~r own investigation, Cases are either papered or no-papered. No-papered cases'are closed and 

receive to further action from the court. Papered cases are scheduled for an initial court hearing. If in 

the initill court hearing the judge finds ;here is probable cause that the juvenile committed the charged 

offense. the case is set for triaL 
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3. OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODS 


The principal objective of this study was to analyze the relationship between childhood 

maltreatment, delinquency, and drug offending. The data for this analysis were supplied by the 

Washington, D.C" Superior Court. The data set contains 32,358 individual juvenile records of the 

Superior Court, These individual juvenile records chronicle approximately 154.000 separate abuse. 

neglect, andlor delinquency pelitions (similar to a criminal complaint) from 1959 to 1996. 

The presenl study seeks [0 remedy the deficits In the extant literature on the relationship between 

chilrl maltreatment and delinquency and drug offending by examining longitudinal. "real life," official 

juvenile court records to answer the following questions: 

• 	 Is race, sex, or household living arrangement associnted with having a maltreatment, drug. 

or other delinquency petition on a youih 's court record? Are minority children more likely 

lhan l1onminority children to be neglected? Are females less likely than males to be 

physically abused? 

• 	 Does having a maltreatment petition increase {he likelihood that a child will have drug or 

other delinquency petitions on his or her court record'! Compared with youths without a 

maltreatment pelition, are those with a maltreatment petition more or less likely to have drug 

offense petitions? 

• 	 Doel' the type of maltreatment petition (physical abuse, sexual abuse, or neglect) predict 

drug and other delinquency petitions? Is there support for the cycle of violence theory'! 

Are physical· abuse petitions associated more with drug offense petitions than neglect 

pelitions? Are youths with maltreatment petilions more or less likely than those wjrhout 

maltreatment petitions to have violent offense petitions? 

• 	 Whizt iJrt the pathways to juvenile drug offending? Among youths with drug offense 

petitions, comparing those with and wilhout maltreatment petitions. are there differences in 

delinquency careers (I.e., differences of age al initiation. chronicity, and specializatjon)? 
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• 	 Do juytmile court interventibns afJectJuture offending? Compared with youths without a 

maltreatment petltion. does having a disposition history of placement outside the· home 

increase or decrease the likelihood that youths will (re)offend? 

The variables available in the data set thal were used in this analysis include the following: 

• 	 Year of birth; 

• 	 Race of juvenHe~ 

• 	 Sex of juvenile; 

• 	 Household living arrangement (recorded at the first court contact only): 

• 	 Number of recorded contacts with the Superior Court; 

• 	 Year, type. and number of maltreatment and delinquency petitions; and 

• 	 Number and type of dispositions (sentences). 

Only youths with one or more delinquency petilions were included in this analysb. In order to 

address the research questions involving contrasts two, groups were compared. The first group consists 

of all ~ouths with at least one ma!rrearment petitjon (N ::::. 1.696). The second group consists of youths 

with n! maltreatment petilions (N :::: 30,662), Analysis of the data included descriptive statistics, , 
bivariate analysis, and multivariate modeling. 

4. ILIMITATIONS TO THE PROPOSED STUDY 

'Before discussing study findings. several limitations should be acknowledged. This study was 

limi.edtto cases processed by one ~ourt. in one jurisdic.ion. If juveniles in .his sample were maltreated 

or arrested in another jurisdiction or processed by another court in Wa<;hingtQn, D.C., those data were 
I 

not included in the analysiS. Compounding these limitations ate the unique demographics of 

waShin'gWn, D.C, wilh its significant nonwhite population (74 percent). Arguably, other crimogenic 

factors ~that correlate with race, such as income and community instability. affect lhe data and study 

findingl. Data on these and other' factors were-not available for ana)y~is. 
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The incidents of mailreatment discussed in this study should be understood as unadjudicated (and 

'thus unsubstantiated) cases of negiect, physical abuse, and sexual abuse, In other words, these are 

criminal complainls of maltreatment made to the Washington, D.C .• Superior Court. For the large 

majority of these c:ases final court disposition data were not available. The s~me is true for delinquency 

incidents~ these data can be thought of as arrests of juveniles that led to the filing of formal criminal 

complaints in the Washington. D.C.. Superior Court. 

Lastly, one of the major strengths of the data set-its size-also is somewhat of a liability. One 

artifact of large data set analyses IS that statisticallests (e.g., chi~square and f~tests) more readily yield 

statistically significant findings, That is. djfferences in observed characteristics of the study sample may 

have occurred by chance alone and may not represent actual differences found in the population from 

which the sample was drawn, even when the statistical lest indicates otherwise. T~ address this. a lower. 

more conservative significance level (p < .01 instead of p < ,05) was used in aU statistical tests, 

Furthermore. each analysis was reviewed for statislical as well as practical significance, 

5< 	 FINDINGS 

Results 	of the data analysis are presented under the following five major categories; 

(1) demographic characteristics of maltreatmenl petitioned (MP) and nonmaltreatment petitioned (NMP) 

youths. (2) delinquency petitions among MP and NMP youths, (3) type of maltreatment petition and type 

of delinquency petition(s} among MP youths. (4) delinquency careers among MP and NMP youths wj[h 

drug petitions. and (5) court disposition history and delinquency careers among MP and NMP youths. 

5<1 	 Demographic Characteristics of Maltreatment and Nonmaltreatment Petitioned 
Youths 

Only a small percentage of youths in this sample had both maltreatment and delinquency 

petitions, J\MP youths constituted 95 percent (N = 30,662) of the entire sample; MP youths constituted 

the remaining 5 percent (N = 1.696) of the sample (see E~hibi! 1). In order to better understand the 

youths in this sample. petitioned youths were examined according [0 their race, sex, year of birth, and 

living arrangemenL 
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Exhibit 1. Maltreatment and Nonmaltreetment Petitioned Youths: Frequency 
Percent (Number) 

I 

Mallrealmeni petitions include those tor neglect. physical abuse, and sexual abuse. 

Maltreatment Pention No Usltreatmimt Petition Total Sample 

5 (1.69&) 95 (30,662) 100 (32.358) 

5.1.1 Race 

African Americans composed 92 percent of the entire sample of youths; whites (5 percent), 

Hispanics (Jess than l percent), and other raCes (2 percent) composed the remaining 8. percent of the 

samplj (see Exhibit 2). Not surprisingly, among MP youths (those with bOih maJtreatment and 

delinqLency petitions) African Americans predominate (97 percent). The same was true for l'MP youths 

(thoselwith a record of delinquency petitions. but none for maltreatment), with African Americans the 

majority (92 percent). but lel's so 1n comparison to the MP group. 

I Exhibit 2. Maltreatmenl and N.nmattre.'menl Petitioned Youths: Rac.t Percent (Number) 

Race of Juvenile Maltreatment Petition No Maltreatmerrt Petition Entire Sample 

Afric~n American 97 (1.398) 92 (22,873) 92 (24,271) 

White 1 (17) 6 (1,371) 5 (1,388) 

Other 2 (25) 2 (S87) 2 (612) 

Hispanic <1 (1) <1 (33) <1 (34) 

Total] 100 (1,441) 100 (24,864) 100 (26,305) 

chi SQu~re ::::: 54.934 
df = 3 I 
p < .001 

I 
5.1.2 '!sex. , 

Males were 81 percent and females 19 percent of the enrjre sample of yOUlbs' (see Exhibit 3). 

There was a greater representation of females in the sample of MP youths (37 percent) Lhan among NMP 

youthSl(l8 percent). Because females are less involved in delinquency than males, the difference in sex 

distribution mjght operate to lower levels of deJinquency among MP youths. 
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Exhibit 3. Maltreatment and Nonmeltreatment Petitioned Youths: Sex 
Percent (Number) 

Sex of Juvenile Maltreatment Petition No Maltreatment Petition entire Sample ,,, 

Female 37 (619) 16 (5.656) 19 (6.275) 
, 

Male 63 (1,076) 62 (24,992) 61 (26,066) 

Total 100 (1.695) 100 (30.646) 100 (32,343) 

chi square = 335,182 
di ""' 1 
P < .001 

5,1,3 Year Born 

Data on year of birth was collected during the first contact youths had with the Superior Court. 

Unfortunately, data on age at the time of each subsequent contact with the court was not included in the 

data sct. As might be ex.pecled. the sample of MP youths were younger than their NMP counterparts. 

Nearly one-half (41 percent) of all MP youths were born between 1977 and 1996, while less than a 

quaner (23 percent) of NMP youths were born between these years (see Exhibit 4). Consequently. 77 

percent of the NMP sample have aged beyond the years of peak criminal offending and, more 

importantly, the jurisdiction. of the Washington, D.C., juvenile court. Only 59 percent of the MP sample 

have done so. In other words, a larger proportion of the MP group than the NMP group are at risk for 

delinquency offending just by virtue of age (41 percent among the MP group versus 23 percent among 

the NMP group), Therefore. the data capture a more comprehensive picture of the delinquency careers 

of the older. NMP group than [hey do of MP youths. 

Exhibit 4, Maltreatment and Nonmeltfutment Petitioned Youths: Vear Born 

Percent {Number) 


Year Born Maltreatment 
Petition 

Cumulative 
Percentage 

No 
Maltreatment 

Petllion 

Cumulative 
Percentage Entire Sampte 

1989101996 <1 (6) .1 1 (141) 1 1 (147) 

1983 to 1988 3 (45) 3 1 (259) 2 1 (304) 

1977101982 3B (646) 41 21 (6440) 23 22 (7086) 

1971 101976 29 (490) 70 29 (8936) 52 29 (9426) 

1965 to 1970 23 (387) 93 26 (8089) 76 26 (8476) 

1959 to 1964 7 (121) 100 22 (6769) 100 21 (6890) 

chI square =: 447.121 
dl =6 
p <: .001 
Categories represent year of birth, not age at which petition(s) wete filed with tM court 
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Living Arrangement 

Data on living arrangement also was only collected at the time of the first contact with the court. 

Although it is true that living arrangements can change over time, for the purposes of our analysis, we 
I . 

treated this variable as if it were static. MP and NMP youths reported living with mother only most 

frequettlY (62 percent for each group). The next most frequent living arrangement for MP youths was , . 
other (27 percent), encompassing adoption placement, foster care, group care, alone, relatives, and other 

arrang~ments (see Exhibit 5). NMP youths reported living with other (17 percent) and two parenLIi (l6
I 

percent) as their next mosl frequenl living arrangemenls. 

Exhibit 5. Maltreatment and Nonmsltreatment Petitioned Youths: Living Arrangement 

Living Arrangemem 

Mother, only 

: Fathofronly 

:Two parents' 

: Other I 
Total I 

Percent {Number} 

Maltreatment Petition No Maltreatment Petition Entire Sample •• 

52 (424) 52 (5.223) 52 (6.647) 

4 (27) 5 (526) 5 (555) 

7 ('S) 16 (1.555) 15 (1.601) 

27 (187) 17 (1,675) 17 (1.682) 

100 (684) 100 (9,981) 100 (10,665) 

• 

· · 

· , 

chi squJre =76.528 

df = 3 I
p -: ,00-1 

As reported at the time of the first court contact Other category inctudes adoption placement, foster care, group 
care, atOne. other, and (elalive~t

I 
• • 

We found large differences between MP and NMP youths who reported Jiving ~ith two parents 

,and tho~e living in other arrangements, More than twice the percentage of NMP youths reported living 

with twt parents (16 percent) as did MP youths (7 percent), In addition, aJrnost two times the 

pcrcemJge of MP youths reported other as their living arrangement (27 percent) as did NMP youths (17 

percent} These findings are consistent with what the literarure says about the effect of single~mother
I 

households, child supervision, economic disadvantage. and delinquency. While these data say little 

about cJuSality, there is so~e indication that living outside of a parental home. with the exception of the 

mother in!y Jjving arrangements. mcreases the risk of delinquency for MP youths. . 

I 

10 



Connection Between Child MaJtreatment and Youth Delinquency and Drug Petitions 

5.2 Delinquency Petitions Among Maltreatment and Nonmaltreatment Petitioned Youths 

Eight delinquency offense types were identified from the court records of MP and NMP youths. 

including the following: drug, order, property, runaway, sex offenses, violent, weapon, and other offenses 

(see Exhibit 6). Violent (53 percen!) and property (52 percent) offenses were the most frequent 

delinquency petition type for MP youths. The same was true for the NMP group; however. MP youms 

had a greater proportion of violent deiinquency petitions (38 percent for violent offenses and 51 percent 

for property). Slightly more NMP youths had drug offense petitions (29 percent) .han did MP youths 

(22 percent). Twice as many MP you.hs had order pe.itions (24 percent) as did NMP you.hs (12 

percent), Although botb the MP and NMP groups had small proportions of youths with runaway offense 

petitions, five tim(~s as. many MP youths (5 percent) had these petitions as did NMP youths (I percent), 

ExhibitS. Maltreatment end Nonmaltreatment Petitioned Youths: Type or Delinquency Pelltlon 
Percent (Number) 

At Lea 5t One Potition Maltreatment Petitfon No Maltreatment Petition Total 

Drug 22 (375) 29 (8.903) 29 (9.278) 

Order 24 (403) 12 (3.611) 12 (4.014) 

Other 18 (296) 1e (5.387) 18 (5.683) 

Property 52 (882) 51 (15.740) 51 (16,622) 

Runaway 5 (86) 1 (278) 1 (364) 

Sex offense 5 (89) 4 (1 ,090) 4 (1.179) 

Violent 53 (892) 38 (1'.712) 39 (12.604) 

Weapon 10(16B) 10 (3,066) 10 (3.234) 

Proportions represent within~group (mallrea!ed or nonmallreated) percentages and will no! add to 100 percenl due 
to multiple outcome possibilities. 

Drug petitions include sale or possession of controlled substanCes. Order pelilians include youth status otlenses, 
excluding runaways; disorderty conduct; gambling: and nuisance offenses, Other petilions include obSlrucllon of 
mails, conspiracy, bribery. obslruction 01 justice. cruelty to animalS, and fraud. Property petilions include burglary, 
purse snatching, amon, car theft, larceny, destruction ot property, unaUlhorized use of vehicle, and receiving stolen 
goods. Run,away p1;1tltions include runaway and habitual runaway offenses. Sex offense petitions include rape, 
SOdomy, indecent behavior, and prostitution. Violeni petilions include simple and aggravated assault, robbery, 
armed assault, murd~r, manslaughter, and carjacking. Weapon petitions include possessing or carrying a weapon. 

5.2.1 Race 

Consistent with the statistics discussed abo\'~ on the racial distribution of the MP and NMP 

groups, African Americans were overwhelmingly represented under each offense petition type (see 

Exhibit 7). Looking at just African Americans, the data indicate that for every offense type, MP youths 
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I 
had a higher proportion of petitions, Percentage~point differences between African American MP and 

NMP touthS ranged from as little ~s I for violent offense petitions to 14 for other offense petitions. 

Drug Jt"fense pelitions among African American MP and NMP groups were 98 percent and 95 percent, 
I, ,

respecllvely. 

I 
Exhibit 7, Maltreatment and Nonmallrealment Petitioned Youths: Type of Delinquency Petition by Race

I Percent (Number) 

IAt Least One Petition Maltreatment Petlnon I No Maltreatment Petition 

Drug (n =8,503) 

AfriC?" American 

Whjt~ 

Other 
Hispanic 

Tolal I 
Order~(n =2,985) 


Afric~n American 


Whit~ 


Olhe[ 

Hisp~ntc 

ITotal I 
Other (n =: 4,747) 

I Afri~n American 
, 

Whit~ 


Qthe~ 


Hisp~nic 


! lotal I 
iProperty (n: 13,134) 
, , Alricaj1 American , 

White: 
,, Other; ,, ,Hispa:niC 

Total I 
Runaw'ay (n :: 371) 

A1rica~ American 

White: 

Other; 

Hispanic 

Tola! I 

I 
98 (308) 95 (7,825) 

<1 (3) 3 (243) 

<1 (3) 1 (116) 

- <1 (5) 

100 (314) 100 (8,189) 

96 (332) 94 (2.476) 

<1 (3) 2(65) , 
,

<1 (9) 4 (96) 

<1 (1) <1 (3) 

100 (345) 100 (2,640) 

96 (266) B4 (3,754) 

1 (3) 13 (5B5) 

1 (3) 3 (130) 

<1 (4) 

100 (274) 100 (4,473) 

98(735) 95 (11,764) 

1 (7) 3 (351) 

1 (B) 2 (254) 

- <1 (15) 

100 (750) 100 (12,384) 

69 (75) 82 (234) 

, 2 (2) 3 (B) 
,,7 (6) 4 (11) , 

1 (1) 12 (33) Ii 
,,100 (2B6) ,100 (85) 

1 
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. ,,At LeBst One Petition Maltreatment Petition No Maltreatment PetHion , 

Sex Offen.., (n =854) 

Alrican American 99 (68) 92 (720) 

-White 7 (53) 
,, 1 (1) Other 2 (12) 

Hispanic - -
i Total 100 (69) 100 (785) 

: Viol"", (n = 9,970) 

African American 9B (761) 97 (B,B98) 

1 (5) 2 (175) WhHe 

1 (B)Other 1 (113) 

Hispanic <1 (10) 


Total 


-
100 (774) 100 (9,196) 


Weapon (n =3.034) 

,,African American 99 (152) 96 (2,760) 

White 1(1) 3 (76) 
,, 1 (1) , Other 1 (42) 


Hispanic 
 - -
100 (154) . 100 (2,880) i Total 

When white MP and NMP youths were examined in this same way. we found the exact opposite 

pattern, White NMP youths consistently had higher proportJons of each offense petition type than did 

white MF youths, Percentage differences for whites ranged from I for runaway and violent offense 

petitions to 12 for other offense petitions, The proportions of youths: wilh drug petitions was higher 

among NMP youths than MP youlhS: (3 percent and less: than 1 percent. respectively), 

, With the exception of runaway offense petitions among Hispanic youths (NMP Hispanic youth.~ 

had 12 pe~eOl of the runaway petitions. compared with r percent for MP Hispanic youths). percentage . 
differences between MP and NMP other and Hispanic youths were not large. 

5.2.2 Sex 

Examination of sex differences in the proportion of MP and NMP youths with delinquency 

petitions revealed that females had a smaller proportion of offense petitions across most delinquency 
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1At Least One Petition Maltreatment Petition I No Maltreatment Petition 

Drugl(n = 9,272) 

Female 13 (50) 7 (589) 

Male . 87 (324) 93 (6,309) 

Totall 100 (374) 100 (B,896) 

Order (n =4,012) 

Ferr}ale 51 (207) 31 (1,124) 

Male 49 (196) 69 (2,485) 

Tota'i 100 (403) 100 (3,£09) 

Othel (n =5,676) 

Feniale 28 (78) 24 11,296) 

Male 14 (218) 18 (4,064) 

Tota' I 100 (296) 100 (5,382) 

Property (n:::: 16,615) 

Female 21 (181) 10 (1,838) 

Male , 79 (701) 90 (14,095) 

Tota'i 100 (882) 100 (15,733) 

: Runa:wav (n =364} 

Female 70 (60) 67 (1871 

Mate. 30 (26) 33 (91) 

Totali 100 (68) 100 (278) 

, 

Offen! categories. This is consistent with what we see in the criminological literature. Three offense 

categJries, however. yielded findings contt<it)' to the expectation that males offend at a greater rale than 

femalls. First, MP and NMP females had 70 percent and 67 percent, respectively, of runaway petitions. 

This it consistent with the research literature that finds that girls are more likely than boys to run away. 

Less !xpected. however. were the'findings for order and Violent offenses for MP females, In the order 

offens~ category, MP females had slightly more than one-half of aU petitions (51 percem), NMP females 

had 0111' 31 percenl of these pelilions (see Exhibit S), For the violent offense category, MP females had 

approtmateiy a one-third of all pelitiOI'l~ (34 percent), twice as many as NMP females (17 percem), In 

additiln. MP females were more likely than NMP females la have a delinquency pelitton far drug. other, 
I 

property, and weapon offense types. 

I
Exhibit 8. Maltreatment and Nonmaltreatment Petitioned Youths: Type of DeUnquency Petition by sexI Percent (Number) 
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At Lesst One Petition Maltreatment Petition No Maltreatment peullon 


Sex Offense (n:::: 1,178} 


Female 
 16 (14) 19 (203) , 
,Male 84 (75) 81 (888) ,, ,

Total 100 (89) 100 (1.089) 

V'olen1 (n ~ 12.59B) 
,Female 34 (299) 17 (1,983) , 
,,Male 66 (593) 83 (9.723) , 
,

Total 100 (892) 100 (11.706) 


Weapon (n =3,m) 

,,, Female 9 (15) 5 (160) 
,,, Male 91 (153) 95 (2.901) 

: Total 100 (168) 100 (3,061) 

•Violent (n =12,598) 

Female 34 (299) 17 (1,983) 

Male 00 (593) 83 (9.723) 
,Total 100 (892) 100 (11.706) 


Weapon (n _ 32,299) 


Female 9 (15) 5 (180) 

Male 91 (153) 95 (2.901) 

Total 100 (168) 100 (3,061) 

Males showed a different pattern, For all hut one offense category, MP males had a lower 

proportion of youths with delinquency offense petitions than did NMP males. (A larger proportion of 

MP males than NMP males had sex offense petitions,) Percentage point differences between MP and 

NMP males ranged from 2 for other offense petitions to 20 for order offense petJtions. 

5,2,3 Living Arrangement 

Across all offense types. a mother only living arrangement was predominant among bolh MP and 

NMP youths, For youths with a drug offense pel!tion on their court record, 57 percent of MP and 62 

percent of NMP youths reponed living with only their mOlher at the time of their first court contact (see 

Exhibit 9), In the MP group. the proportion of youths who reported living with their mother only ranged 

from a low of 52 percent (in the sex offense category) to a high of 68 percent (in the runaway offense 

category), For the NMP youths, the range was 60 percent (in the sex offense category) LO 69 percent (in 
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the order offense category). With the exception of runaway petitions,'a larger proportion of NMP youths 

reportld living with only their molher for all offense petition types, 

Exhibit 9. Maltreatment and NOnmaltreatment Petitioned Youths: 
Type of Oellnquency Petition by Living Arrangement 

Percent (Number) 

I At Least One Petition I Mallrealment Petition No Maltreatment Petition 

Drug (n =4.825) 

MOI~er Only 57 (82) 62 (2.922) 

Falher Only • 3 (4) 5 (238) -
Two[P.ranls 6 (9) 14 (677) 

Olh~r 34 (49) 18 (S44) 

TOlal I 100 (144) 100 (4,681) 

Order;!n =1,.207) 

M01~er Only 64(101) 69 (720) 

Fath~r Only 2 (3) 4 (40) 

TWOtParents 6 (10) 10(110) 

Otne', 26 (44) 17 (179) 

Tolal I 100 (158) 100 (1.049) 

Other!ln = 1,781) 
, Moth:er Only 62 (85) 63 (1,041), 

,,,, 
,,, 
,, 

,,, 
, ,, 
,,, 

: 
, 

F.th~' Only
,, 6 (8) 

. 
6 (100) 

,, 
,,, 

, 
Two parents ,, 6 (8) 13 (208) 

, 
Other 26 (36) 18 (295) 

To.at I 100 (137) 100 (1,644) 

• Property In = 5,345) 

Moth~er Only 58 (190) 63 (3,179) 
, Father Only ,, 3111) 5 (274) 
, Two parents, 7 (23) 15 (755) 

Other 31 1102) 161811) 

To.al I 100 (326) 100 (5.019) 

! Drug In =154) 
, 

Moth~r Only,, 

Fatnet Only 

68 (30) 

7 (3) 

67 (74) 

4 (4) 

Two Parents 11 (5) 10(11) 

Other 14 (6) 19 (21) 

Toral I 100 (44) lOii (110)

I . 
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At Least One Pfitltlon Maltreatment Pe1ition No Maltreatment Petition 

Sex: Oflense (n:;: 338) 

Mother Only 

Father Only 

Two Parents 

52 (17) 

3 (1) 

12 (4) 

,,, 
60 (lB2) 

7 (20) 

17 (51) 

,,, 
,, , 
, 

Other 33 (11) 20 (52) 

Total 100 (33) 100 (305) 

Violent (n = 4,2271 

Mother Only 62 (225) 65 (2.517) 

,,, , 

Father Only 

Two Parents 

• (14) 

6 (23) 

5 (192) 

,. (522) 
,,, 

Other 27 (99) 16 (635) 

Total 100 1361) 100 (3,B66) 

Weapon (n = 1,178) 

Mother Only 

Father Only 

53 ('5) 

6 (5) 

63 (1.075) 

5 (7B) 

,, 
, 
, 

Two Paren1s 514) 13 (222) • 

Olher 36 (31) 19 (31 B) ,, 

Tolal 100 (BS) 100 (1.693) 

In every offense petition category. with the exception of runaway petitions. MP youths reported 

other living arrangement in higher proportions (second only to molhcr only as the living arrangement) 

than did NMP youths. Percentage poinL differences ranged from 8 to 17. More NMP than MP youths 

reponed living with Iheir father only (with the ex.ceplion of other. runaway. and weapon offense petition 

types), Two-parent living arrangements also were grealer among NMP youths (percentage point 

differences in aU offense petition categories ranged from I lO 8), Once again. however, runaway offense 

pelilions were the exception, with MP youths reported Jiving with two parents in 11 percenl of the cases 

(LO percent for NMP youths). 

5.3 Type of Maltreatment Petition and Type of Delinquency Petilion(s) 

The literature on [he reiationship between delinquency and child maltreatment suggesLs that the 

frequency and type of delinquency offending may be related to what specific type(s) of maltreatment a 

child experienced, We defined three areas of maltreatment in our sample of youths with both 
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maltrel,ment and delinquency petilions: neglect, physical abuse, and sexual abuse (see Exhibil 10). 

PhYSiclal abuse (60 percent) and neglect (58 percent) were the most frequently ~u~ing maltreatment 

petitiot types. ,Sexual abuse wa"i the least frequent type of maltreatment pethlon (3 percent).
I, 

I Exhibit 10. Type of Maltreatment Petition: Frequency 

Percent (Number) 


IType of MaHr••tment FrequenCiY 

Neglect 58 (98e) 

Physi~al Ab~se 60 (1,026) 

Sexua} Abuse 3 (47) 

I 
· · 
· 
· 
· 

I 

Proportions represent the percentage of those maltreated (N:::: 1,GOO). 

5.3.1 Race, Se1l, and Living Arrangement 

African Americans composed the majority of youths With neglect (97 percent), physical abuse (97 

Cate9o~es a.re not mutually exclusive. An individual Can have more than one type 01 mallrea!menl pelition. 

Percent), and sexual abuse (98 percent) petitions (see Exhibit 11). Males were u majority of the youths 

with nJglect (6l percent) and physical abuse (65'percent) petitions. Females, however, were the 

majorit~ of youths with sexual abuse petitions (60 percent) (see Exhibit 12). Mother only living 

arrangJments predominated among illi maltreatment petition lypes; youths with physical abuse petitions 

were rJe highest proportion who reported living with their mother only (68 percent). followed Closely by 

those lith a sexual abuse petition (67 percent). Other was the next frequently reponed living 

arrangelmem {neglect, 30 percent; sexual abuse, 24 percent; and. physical abuse. 17 percent) (sec 

Exhibit'13), 

I 
 Exhibit 11. Type of Maltreatment Pe1ition: Race 

Percent (Number) 


Race of Juvenile Neglect' Physical Abuse- Sexual Abuse!) 

Afncanl AmerICan 97 (926) 97 (768) 96 (45) 

White' 1 (9) t (11) 0 

Other, 2 (22) 1 (11) 2 (1) 

Hispanic <1 (1) 0 0 

Total {type of maltreatment) 100 (958) 100 (790) 100 (46) 

The totril lor aU three types of mallreatmenl (2,060) was greater than the number of lndividual incidents (1,696) 
because Individuals can have mulliple maltreatmen! petitions. 

I 
P <: .00t 

b nol signitican1 

! 
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Exhibit 12. Type of Meltreatment Petition: Sex 

Pe",,,,,t (Number) 


Sex of Juvenile Negleot' Physical Abusew Sexual Abuse' 

Female 39 (381) 35 (362) 60 (28) 

Male 61 (604) 65 (666) 40 (19) 

Total (type 01 ma~",.tment) 100 (985) 100 (1,028) 100 (47) 

The total fOt all three types of maltreatmOOl (2.060) was greater than the number of individual incidents (1,696) 
because individuals can have multiple maltreatment petitions. 

W p <; .001 

Exhibit 13. Type of Maltreatment Petition: Living Arrangement 
Percent (Number) 

living 
Arrangement 

Noglect' MPNo 
Noglool 

Physical 
Aln.uiel) 

MPNo 
Physiee! 
Abu"" 

~xual 
Abusec 

MPNo 
Sexual 
Abuse 

Mother only 61 (335) 68 (89) 68 (215) 57 (209) 67 (14) 62 (410) 

: Falher only 4 (20) 5 (7) 5 (16) 3 (11) 5 (1) 4 (26) 

i Two parents 5 (30) 12 (16) 10 (30) 4 (16) 5 (1) 7 (45) 

, Other 30 (168) 15 (19) 17 (54) 36 (133) 24 (5) 28 (182) 
, , 

'p <; .001 
b p <.05 

Other category Includes adoption placement, foster care, group care, alone. other, and relatives. 

The total for all three types of maltreatment (2.060) was greater than the number of indIvidual incidents {1,696) 

because individuals can have multiple maltreatment petitIons. 


5,3.2 Type of Delinquency Petitions 

An analysis was made of the proportion of each mallreatmenr group with each of the eight 

de~inquency offense type petitions (see Exhibit E4), The physical abuse category had a slightlY higher 

proportion of individuals with six of the eight offense petition types. Youths wlth a neglect petition 

were more likely to have ,a runaway petition (15 percent) than those with a physical abuse petition (37 

percent) or a sexual abuse petjrion (4 percenl), 
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Connection Between Child Maltreatmenl and.YOuth Delinquenoy and Drug Pe1ltlonll. 

ExhlbH 14, Type of Maltreatment ?etltlon: Type of Delinquency Petition 

Percent (Number) 


,,Physical Abuse Tot8.1­Sexual Abuse 

Drug petition 44 (195) 55 (242) 3 (7) 100 (444) 

At Least One 
IPetHion 

Negleo. 

: Orderipetition 47 (233) 50 (245) 3 (14) 100 (492) 

; Other ~petjlion 50 (178) 50 (178) 1 (3) 100 (359)" , 
,,Prope[ty petitiOn 45 (482) 53 (557) 2 (19) 100 (1,058) 

,Auna~ay petition 58 (67) 37 (43) 4 (5) 100 (115) 
,

51 (52)Sex offense pelilion 49 (49) 'DO (101)-
Violent pelition 48 (518) 50 (543) 2 (27) 100 (1 ,{)Be) I 
Weap~m pelitlon 50 (107) 50 (100) <1 (1) 100 (214) 

. 
,. Tcta! k y be greater than 100 percent due to rounding. 

Oelinquency Careers Among Maltreatment and Nonmaltreatment Petitioned Youths 

Three aspects of juvenile delinquency careers were analyzed for MP and NMP youths with drug 

offense petitions. These variuhles included iniliation (age al first court contact, maltreatment pelition, 

delinqJenCy pe!ition, and drug pelition); chronici'ty (mean number of contacts with the court}~ and 
I 

specializalion (mean number of ;;,pecific offense type petitions)" The relationship of demographic 

charact~ristics to these indices also were analyzed. 

, !LOOking al the emire sample (see ExhibH 15). MP youths with drug peti'ions were, on average, 

younge1r ai the time of their fin:t contact with the court (9 years old versus 16 years old) and first 

delinqu'ency petition. MP and NMP youths were approximalely the same mean age at the lime of their 

firs! dr~g offense petition. MP youths had five more contacts wilh lhe coun on average than did NMP 

youths to! contacts versu .... 6 contacts), This is accounted for (but not totally) by mallrealmenl petition 

contactl with the court, The average number of maltreatment contacts was two, With the exception of 
I 

property (an average of two petitions for MP youths and 1 petition for NMP youths) and violent offense 

petitioJ (an average of two petitions for MP youths llnd one petition NMP youths), MP -youths had the 

same Jean number of offense petitions as did NMP youths. 
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ExhIbit 15, Mollrestment and Nonmaltreatment Petitioned Youths with Drug Petltionsl~ 

Court Contact History (Inillatlon, Chronicity, and Specialization) 


Mattroatment Petition No Moltrefltment Petition 
, 

[INITIATION 

Mean ago at "tSt, , 
, 

Court contact 9 16 

Maltreatment petition 9 - I 
I Delinquency petilion , ,. 15 , 

Drug offense pelition 16 16 

CHRONICITY , 

Mean number of contacts 11 [ 6 

SPEClAUZATION i 
Mean number of: 

, 

,, Drug petitions 3 3 

Order petitions <1 <1 

Property pet!lions 2 1 I 
Other petitions <1 <1 

Runaway petitions <1 <1 

Sex offense petitions <1 <1 , 

Violent petilions 2 I 1 

Weapons petitions 1 <1 

N 375 8,903 

I Individual had at least one drug petition. 

When this analysis is disnggregated by race we see several stark differences among and between 

MP and NMP youths with drug pelilions (see ExhJbit 16). MP African American youths were. on 

average, 3 to 4 years younger than other MP youths and 6 to 7 years younger than NMP youths at the 

lime of their first contact with the court MP African American youths also were 3 to 4 years younger 

on average than other MP youths at the time of their first maltreatment petition, The mean age at first 

delinquency petition wa..; younger for African ~merican youths than for MP and NMP youths overall, 

African Americans were I [0 2 years younger on average than MP youths and 1 10 3 years younger Lhan 

NMP youths, 
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E:xhlblt 16. MsHreatment and Nonmaltteatment Petitioned Youths with Drug Petitions': 

Court Contact History (initiation, ChronIcity, and Specialization) by Race 


Maltreatment Petition No Maltreatment Petition 

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4I I 

INITIATION 

Meanfage at first: ,. 
 ,
,-
 17
10 13 16 , 17Cou~ contact 16 

13Maltreatment petition 10 --
 -
-. .­
,, " 
, 16 15 15 17Delir¥luency petition 16 17-
" 
 16 17Drug' offense petillon 16 16 17 ' 16 17-


CHRONICITY 

Mean number of contacts 12 2 8 - 6 I 2 I 3 I 2I 
 I 

SPECIALIZATION 

Mean number of: 

1 -Druglpet1tions 13 3 2 2 2 

<1 - <1Order petilions 0 1 <1 <1 0 

Pro~rty petitions 1 <1 1 00 23 -
Other petitions <1 <1 <1 <1 <10 <1 -
Runa~a:y petitions <1 0 0 <1 <1 0 0-


<1Sex offense petitions - <1 <1 <10 0 0 

1Vjole~t petitions 2 0 1 <1 0 0-
1Weapons petitions 0 0 1 <1 00-


N I 308 3 3 0 7.625 243 116 5 

1 =: AfriJan American, 2 '" While, 3 = Other, 4 = Hispanic 

I Individtal had at least one o:rug peliTion, 

Lrican American MP youths also had a greater number of contacts with Ihe court than did MP 
I 

and NMP youths overall. The mean number of court contacts for MP African American youths was 12. 

4 to IOleont.ClS higher than other MP and NMP youths. For the mean number of specific offense 

petitions, there were less stark differences between MP and NMP youths by race, Non·African 

, Americln f'MP youths had slightly more drug offense petitions than their MP counterparls. African 

Americ!n youths had the highest mean number of drug offense petitions among MP and NMP groups 

(three ~titions). African American youth;;; also had the higbest mean number of property and violent 

petition! among MP and NMP youths (three and two, respective]y). 

,,, 
,,, 
,, 

,, 
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When sex differences are analyzed we observe only small within-group and between·group 

differences (see Ex.hibit 17), Male and female MP youths were approximately the same mean age at 

first maltreatment, Male and female MP and NMP youths also were approximately the same mean age 

at first delinquency and at drug offense petition contact. There were. however, significant differences 

belween MP and NMP youths in average age at first court contact. Female MP youths were, on 

average. 6 years younger than NMP femaJes at first contact with the court; male MP youths were 7 

years younger NMP males. 

Exhibit 17. Maltreatment and Nonmaltreatment Patltloned Youths wtlh Oru9 Petltlons' : 

Court Contact History (initiation, ChroniCity, and Specialization) by Sex 


Maltreatment Petition No Maltreatment Petition 

Female Male Femala I Mala 

INmATION 

!Mean age at first 

Court contacl 10 9 16 16 

Maltreatment petition 10 9 - -
, 

Oelinquency petition 15 14 16 15,, 

Drug offense petition 16 16 17 16 

I CHRONICITY 

: Mean number of contacts 6 I 11 3 I 6 

,SPECIALIZATION 

; Mean number of: 
, 

Drug petitions 2 3 2 3, , 
Order petllions <1 <1 <1 <1 

Property petrtlons <1 3 <1 1 

Olher petitions - <1 <1 <1 <1 

Runaway petitions <1 <1 <1 <1 

Sex offense petitiOns <1 <1 <1 , <1 

Vio!en! petitions 1 2 <1 1 

Weapons petitions <1 1 <1 1 

N I 50 324 589 8,309 

1 Individual had at least one drug petition. 

Female and male MP youths hud a higher mean number of contaCfS wilh the court overall than 

did NMP youths, This difference was greater for mules (11 verSus 6) than females (6 versus 3). The 

mean number of contacts with the COllrt for specific offense petition showed little or no differences 
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I
among and between both gender and maltreatment groups. MP males, however, had a slightly higher 

mean tumber of property and violent offense petitions. 

MP youths, regardless of the type of living arrangement, were, on average, younger than NMP 

youths at the time of first court contact, delinquency petition, and drug offense petition (with the 
I 

exception of MP youths who reported, living with their father only) (see Exhibits 18 and 19). MP youths 
I 

also had greater mean number of overall court contacts than did NMP youths, regardless of living 

arrangtment. MP youths who reported a father only or other living arrangement had the highest mean 

numbe~ of contacts (15). MP youths living with two parents had the highest mean number of drug 

petitio~s (4) both within and between maltreatment petition groups. Regardless of living arrangement 

M'P yJuthS had a higher mean number of petitions for property offenses; MP youths who reported living 

with tJeir father only had the highest mean number of property offense petitions (7). MP youths who 

reportJd living with their mother only or other had a slighlly higher mean number of violent petitions (4) 
I 

than did MP or NMP youths reporting different living arrangements. 

Exhibit 18. Maltreatment and Nonmaltreatment Petitioned Youths with Drug Petitions': 
'Court Contact History (Initiation, Chronicity, and Specialization) by Living Arrangement, 

Maltreatment Petitioned Youths 

I Mother Only I Father Only Two Parents Other 

INITIAnON 

Mean age at first: 

Court contact 12 13 13 12 

Maltreatment petition 12 13 13 12 

Delin:quency petition ,. 15 15 ,. 
Drug1offense petition 15 17 15 16 

CHRONICITY 

Mean number 01 contacts 11 15 I 12 15 

SPECIALIZATION 

Mean number of: 

Drug1pelitions 3 2 • • 
Orde~ petitions <1 0 <1 <1 

Property petitions 2 7 3 3 

Other petitions 1 1 1 1 

Runaway petitions <1 0 0 0 

Sex 9ffense petitions <1 1 <1 <1 
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Mother Only father Only Two Parems Other 

Violent petitions 2 1 1 2 

Weapons petitions 1 , 0 1 1 

N I 62 4 9 49 

! 
I 
, 
I 

, Individual had at least one drug petition. 

Exhjblt 19. Manreatment and Nonmaltre81men' Petition Youths with Drug Pe1itioflS1
; 


Court Conlacl History (Initiation, ChronicitYl and Specialization) by Living Arrangement, 

Nonmattreatment Petitioned Youths 


Mother Only Father Only Two Parenls Olher 

INITIATION 

Mean age at first',, , 

I Court contact 17 16 19 17 I , Maltreatment petition, - - - - ,, 
Delinquency petition 15 16 16 16 i 
Drug offense petition 16 16 16 16 , 

, ,
CHRONICllY 

Mean number 01 contacts I 6 5 5 6 

SPECIALIZATION 

Mean number or 
, 

Drug petitions 3 3 3 3 

Order petitions <1 <1 <1 <1 
, Property petitions, 1 1 1 1 

, Other pe1itions <1 <1 <1 <1 

Runaway petitions , <1 <1 <1 <1 
I Sex offense petitions, <1 <1 <1 <1 

I Violent petitions , 1 1 1 1 
, Weapons petitions 1 1 1 1 , 
~ N 2.922 23a an a44 

1 Individual had at least one drug petition, 

5.5 	 Court Disposition History and Delinquency Careers Among Maltreatment and 
Nonmaltreatment Petitioned Youths 

Five court dispositions were identified from the data on MP and NMP youths, including dismissal 

or suspensions, community treatment, Department of Human Services (DHS)lProteClive Services, 

institutionalization. and probation. Overall. disposition data was available for only 49 percent of MP 
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youJ and 16 percent of NMP youths, From these data, analyses were made of the relationship bet~een 
COUrt bspaSitions history and deHnquency offending among MP and NMP youths.IThe disposition most likely to be received for either group was DHSlProleCtive Services: 35 

percent of MP youths with at least one court disposition recelved this disposition, while 13 percent of 

NMP !YOuths did. The next most frequent disposition type was dismissals and suspensIons. More MP 

youth~ received a dismissal or suspension (20 percent) than did NMP youths (5 percent). The proportion 

of all10ther disposition types was roughly the same for MP and NMP groups (see Exhibit 20) 

Exhibit 20. Maltreatment Dnd Nonmaltrea1menl Petitioned Youth,,: Disposition Frequencies 

(Youths With One or More of Each Disposition Type) 


Percent (Number) 


, Oismissatl Community OHSlProtectiveI ,, 
, 

Institutionalization Probation
Suspension Treatment Services 

,,Tot.tl 1,847 107 4,639 7 85 , 

20" 1" 35" <: 1·"iMP I < 1 

< , ,'NMPI <15 13 0 , 

.... p ~ .001 

..,.,. P ~ .01 

NumbJr 01 maltreated juveniles who ever had a court dispoSition of any k:ind was 791 (47 percent). Number of 
maltreated juveniles who never had a court diSPOSition was 905 (53 percent).

I 
Number 01 nonmallreated juveniles who ever had a court disposition of any kind was 4,983 (16 percent). Number 
01 nonn,altreated juveniles who never had a court disposition was 25,679 (84 percent}. 

Data also were analyzed on the relationship between disposition type and the mean number of 

delinquency offense petitions. Overall, the most common type of offense pelition for bOlh groups of 

YOllthJ was property offense petitions (see Exhibil 21). A higher mean number of pelitions was 

Obse~ed for this offense category regardless of the youth's disposition history. This same panern, wilh 

SlightJ~ lower means, was observed for violent offense petitions. MP youths who had been 
I ' 

institutionalized had the highesc mean number of property offenses petitions (5), MP youths who had 

been lenlenced to community treatment or institutionalized had the highest mean number of violent 

Offen+ petitions,. We would expect thaI those youths with the most serious offense petition records 

would also have a more serious disposition history. Except for MP youths with a history of 

inStitJtiOnalization. MP youths had a lower or comparable mean number of delinquency petitions as did 

I c .. h" ., h'NMP ,youths, no matter Wu,:"t t elr dlSposHlon IstOry was. 

I 
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ExhlbR 21. Maltreatment end Nonmaltreetment PetRloned Youths: 

Disposition History by Mean Number of Delinquency Petitions 


Percent (Number) 


Meen Number 
of Petitions 

Drug 

MP 
,,, 

NMP 
,,, 

Order 

MP 

NMP 

Other 

MP 
NMP 

MP 

NMP 

Dismissed} Community DHSlProteeUve 
Institutionalized"Suspended Treatment Services 

1 1 1 0 

2 1 2 2 

<1 1 <1 2 

<1 <1 <1 0 

<1 1 <1 2 

<1 1 <1 1 

3 2 3 5 

4 2 4 1 

Probutlon 

1 

4 

1 

<1 

1 

<1 

1 

4 

,,, 

•Property 

: Runaway 
, 

MP,, 
, NMP 

Sex Offense 

MP 
NMP 

Violent 

MP 

NMP 
Weapon 

MP 

NMP 

<1 <1 d 0 

<1 <1 <1 0 

<1 <1 <1 0 

<1 <1 <1 0 

2 3 2 3 

2 2 2 1 

<1 1 <1 0 

1 2 1 3 

Mean Number 01 DelinQuencies 

MP 7 8 7 11 

NMP 10 8 9 7' 

• Based on less than 10 cases. 

5.6 Models Predicting Drug Offense Petitions Among Youth 

0 

0 

0 

<1 

1 

1 

0 

1 

4' 

11 

Four mullivarjate logistic regression models were used to examine the relative strength of 

demographics (race, sex, and Jiving arrangement), delinquency offense petitions (property, order, 

runaway, sex offense. violent. weapon. and other). type of maltreatment {neglect, physical and sexual 
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abUSe)! and coun disposition history (community treatment, dismissal/suspension, DHSlProtective 

Servic~s, institutionalization, and probation) in predicting the presence of a drug offense petition on MP 
j 

and NMP youths court records. Exhibits 22 [0 25 describe these models and the odds ratio associated 

with elch"cxPlanatory variable in the equation. 

Demographic Variables 

For the MP group of youths, only gender significantly predicted a drug offense petition (see 

Exhibit 22). After controlling for race and living arrangement, males were at a greater risk for having a 

delinqJency petition. For the MP group, males were 7.43 times more likely than females to have a drug 

offensel petition. Race (African American) and living arrangement (parental household) both were 

inversely related to having a drug offense petition and did not significantly increase the risk of having a 
I 

:::e~flfense petition when compared to non-African Americans and those who did not live in a parental 

Exhibit 22. Multivariate Modeling ot Drug Offense Petitions: Demographic Variables 

IPredictors Slope Coefficient Standard Error Odds Ratio 
I 

Maltre!ltment Petitioned Group (N =682) 

• 
-.124 .540 .883Race (African American) 

• 
2.010 **. .280 7.429Sex (M.ale) 

• , -.346 .213 .708Living ~rrangement 
(Parental) 


Nonm~ltreatment Petitioned Group (N =9,900) 

• .848 *u 2.340Race (~frican American) .099 

• , .780 *** 5.930.079Sex (M~te) 
, 

.056 .800Living ~rrangement -.223 --­
(Parent_at) , 

... p <: .001 

I 
When this model was applied to the group of NMP youths, the slopes for race (African 

AmericJn), gender (male), and living arrangement (parental household) were all significant. African 

America1ns, males, and those not living in a parental home were at a significantly greater risk for having 

a drug Jffense petition than those without these characteristics. The coefficients for race and gender 
I

were both positive and the odds fillios for these variables indicaled that males were 5.93 limes morc 

I' . 
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likely than females to have a drug offense petition and that African Americans were 2.34 rimes more 

likely than nonwAfrican Americans to have a drug petition. Living in a parental household, however, 

was inversely related 10 having a drug offense petition; this group was less likely to have a drug offense 

petition than those not living in a parental household (odds ralio = .800). 

5.6.2 Delinquency Offense Petitions 

Dichotomous measures of seven delinquency offense petitions (excluding drug offense petitions) 

were used to predict a drug offense petition (see Exhibit 23). Models for the MP and NMP groups were 

estimated separately. MP youths with property offense petitions were 1.34 times more likely than those 

with no property offense petitions to have a drug petition; MP youths with sex offense petitions were 

1.72 times more likely than those with no sex offense petitions to have a drug pelition; and MP youths 

with weapon offense petitions were 2.75 times more likely than those with no weapon offense petitions 

to have a drug petition. 

Exhibit 23. Multivariate Modeling of Drug Offense Petitions: Delinquency Offense Petitions 

Predictors I Slope Coefficient I Standard Error I Odds Ratio 

Maltreatment Petitioned Group (N = 1,696) 

At least one: 

Order Petition ·.073 .147 .930 

Other Petilion .151 .153 1.160 

Property Petition .296· .122 1.340 

Sex Offense Petition .539· .238 1.720 

Violent Petilion -.111 .121 .895 

Runaway Petition -1.410 *" .471 .2440 

Weapon Petition 1.010·" .173 2.750 

Nonmaltreatment Petitioned Group (N = 30.662) 

At least one: 

Order Petition -.171 ••• .042 .843 

Other Petition -.412·" .036 .662 

Property Petition -.547·" .026 .579 

Sex Offense Petition -.702··· .081 .496 

Violent Petition -.433·" .027 .649 

Runaway Petition -1.100 ... .182 .332 

Weapon Petition .833 ••• .040 2.300 

• p < .05 
.. P < .01 

... P < .001 
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IFor NMP youths, the coefficients for all seven delinquency petition types were significant. 

However, having only a weapon offense petition increased the risk of having a drug offense petition, 

~.MP }ouths with a weapon offense petition were 2.30 times more likely than those without a weaJ>Qn 

offensJ petition to have a drug offense petition. 

I 
5.6.3\Type of Maltreatment . 

!Among youths with a petition for maltreatment on their caurt record, each type of maltreatment 

petitioJ was negatively related to having a drug offense petition (see Exhibit 24), Maltreated youlhs 

with a ktilion for neglect, physical abuse, or sex abuse on their court record were less likely than those 

withoUl~ such petitions to have a drug offen'se petition, Only one type of maltreatment petition (neglect) 

had a ,lefficient that was significant, controlling for the other types of maltreatment, and only at the .OS 
I 

level. Those who expeneneed only neglect were at significantly less risk of having a drug offense 

petition) 

I Exhibit 24. Multfverlate Modeling of Drug Offense Pe1Uions: Type of Maltreatment 

,Predictors SJope Coefficient Standard Error Odds Ratio I 
Maltreatment Petitioned Group (N = 1,696) 

~ Neglect :Pe1ition -,337" .162 .714 

, Physical, Abuse Petition -.040 ,'69 .961 

Sexuall;\buse Petition -.435 .419 .647 

05 1'p < .

5.6.4 Disposition History 
I 

Having a court disposItion history that includes community treatment, DHSlProtective Services. 

or a disntssal significantly increased the risk of having a drug offense petition for MP and NMP youths 
I 

(see Exhibit 25). For the MP group, the largest odds ratio in the model was for community treatment. 
I 

MP youths with a community lreatmt::l1l disposition were 2.79 times more likely than those without a 

community trealment disposition to have a drug nffense pelition. 
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Exhibit 25. MulUvarlate Modeling 01 Drug Offense Petitions: Dhiposition History 


Pradlctors Slope Coefficient 

Maltre.mon, Petitioned Group iN = 791) 

At Jeasl one: 

Community Treatment 1.030 • 

DHSlProtective Services .814 U~ 

DismissallSuspension .429 • 

, Institutionalization -4.3'0 

: Probation 1.150 

Nonmaltreatment Petitioned Group {N:: 4,983) 

At least one: 

COmmunity Treatment 

DHSlProtective Services 

: DismissallSuspension 

Inslitulio nalization 

Probation 

,692"" 

1,090·" 

,316·** 

1.'60 
.775 •• 

Stflndard Error Odds RaUo 

.504 2.790 

.235 2.260 

.192 1.550 

9.110 .013 

1.020 3.150 

.234 2.000 

.103 2.960 

.084 1.370 

.926 3.190 

.246 2.170 

I 
,, , 

, 

I , 

I 

p < ,05 
p < ,01 

U~ P < .001 

For NMP youths the DHSlProtective Services disposition variable yielded the largest odds ratto. 

NMP youths with a DHSlProtective Services disposition were 2,98 times marc likely than those without 

a DHSlProtective Services disposition to have a drug offense petition. 

6. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Office of National Drug Control Polley (ONDCP) is concerned with national trends thaI 

indicate that American youths have increased their consumption of illicit substances. In order to address 

this trend, ONDer has mandated that the primary goal of its 1997 National Drug Controj Strategy 

should be to prevent drug use among American youths by educating them about the harmful 

consequences, In line with this goal. one of the major objectives of ONDCP's strategy is to develop 

scientific research-based information that can be applied to policy and programs targeting at-risk youths. 

The goal of this study was to add to the store of scientific knowledge on the "relationship between 

childhood maltreatment, delinquency, and drug offending. Although findings from extant re.<;earch are 
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infollive, lhey are inconclusive, due in part In methodological limilalions. The present study sought 

to reJedy the methodological deficits of this research by examining longirudinal. "real life," official. 

juvenile records from the Washington, D.C,. Superior Coun to answer the following questions: 

• 	 Is race, sex, or household living arrangement associated with havfng maltreatment, drug, or 

other delinquency petilions? 

• 	 Does having a maltreatment pelilion increase Ike likelihood that a c.hild will have drug or 

other delinquency petitions? 

• 	 Does the type of malrreatmenI petition (physical abuse, sexual abuse, or neglect) predict drug 

and mher delinquency petitions? 

• 	 What are Ihe pathways to Juvenile drug offending? 

• 	 Do juvenile court interventions affect future DJJending? 

I 
The data for this analysis were supplied by the Washington. D.C., Superior Court and comain 

32.358 individual juvenile records. These individual juvenile records chronicle ap.proxlmately 154,000I
separate maltreatment and delinquency petitions (similar to a criminal complaint) from 1959 to 1996, 

Two g~ups were compared for analysis. The first group consisted of all youths with maltreatment and 

delinqJenCy petitions (MP group. N:; 1,696); the second group consisted of youths with delinquency 

petitioJs only (NMP group. N ;:. 30,662). This study was limiled to cases processed by one coun. 1n one 
.1 

jurisdiction. If juveniles in this sample were maltreated or arrested in another juriSdiction or processed 
I

by another court in Washington. D,C .. those data were not included in the analysis. 

I 
jThere were important differences between the MP and NMP groups with regard to race, sex, year 

of birtli, and living arrangemenl characteristics. Both groups were composed primarily of African 

AmeriJan males living with only their mOlher at the lime of their first coun contact. The MP group, 

howe"!,, had a smalle, proportion of African Americans and males, and was younger than the NMP 
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group of youths, In addition, although equal proportions of MP and NMP youths were living with only 

their mother at the time of their first contact with the court. MP youths were nearly two times more 

Hkely than NMP youths to report living in a nonparentaI home and more than two times less likeJy than 

NMP youths to report living with (wo parents. These differences undoubtedly exert an important effect 

On maltreatment and delinquency involvement because characteristics such as race, gender, age. and 

living arrangement correlate with indilliduaL family, socioeconomic, and community risk~factors. 

Eight delinquency offense petition types were identified from the court records of MP and NMP 

youths, including the following: drug. order, property, runaway, sex offense, lIiolent. weapon. and other 

offenses. Violent and property offenses were the most frequent petition type for MP youths, The same 

was true for the NMP group; however, MP youths had a greater proportion of violent delinquency 

petitions. SHghUy more NMP youths had drug offense petitions than did MP youths. Twice as many 

MP youths had order petitions as did NMP youths, Although both the MP and NMP youths had small 

proportions of youlhs with runaway offense petitions. five limes as many MP youths had these petitions 

as did NMP youths. When lhese data were disaggregated by race, sex, and living arrangement. further 

differences were observed between MP and NMP youths. 

We identified the fonowing three types of maltreatment in our sample of youths with both 

maltreatment and delinquency petitions: neglect, physical abuse, and sexual abuse. Physical abuse and 

neglect were the mosl frequently occurring maltreatment petition types, sexual abuse the least frequem. 

African Americans composed the majority of youths with petilions for all maltreatment types. MaJes 

were a majority of the youths with neglect and physical abuse petitions, Female youths, however, were 

a majority of lhose with sexual abuse pelitions, Mother only living arrangement predominaled among all 

maltreatment pel ilion types and was highest for those with physical abuse petitions. When an analysis 

was made of the proportion of each maltreatmenr type group wilh each of the eight delinquency petition 

types, those with physical abuse petitions had slightly higher proportions of youths with each of lhe 

eight offense petition types (with the exceplion of other and weapon offense petitions. for which the 

proportions were linked with the neglect petition group), 
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Inree aspects of juvenile delinquen~y careers were examined for MP and NMP youth, with drug 

offense petitions. including (1) initiation (age at first coun. maltreatment, delinquency. and drug court 

contacL; (2) chronicity (mean number of overaH contacts with the court); and, (3) specialization (mean 

numbe1r of specific offense type petitions), MP youths with drug petitions ·were. on average, younger at 

the link of their first contact with the coun and first delinquency petition, MP and NMP youths were 

approJimately the same age at the time of their firsl drug offense petition. MP youths had a mean 

numbe~ of contacts five times higher than that of NMP youths. With the exceplion of property and I . 
violent offense petitions. MP youths had the same mean number of offense petitions as did NMP youths, 

Again,! differences were observed in these va;iables when controls for race, sex, and living arrangement 

were aaded ro the analysis. 


Five coun dispositions were identified from the data, including dlsmissallsuspension, community 


treatment, DHSlProtective Services. institutionalizalion, and probation. The disposition most likely to be 

receivJd for the MP and NMP groups was DHSlProtective Services~ however.~a larger proponion of MP 

YOuthslth.n NMP youths received .his disposition. The next most frequent disposition type was 

dismissals/suspensions, and once again a Jarger proportion of MP youths than NMP youths received this 

sentenJe. The proportion of each group receiving each of the other dispositions was roughly equal. 

When !tata were analyzed for the relationship between disposition history and the mean number of 

delinqJenCy offense petilions, we found that MP youths who had been institutionalized had the highest 

mean Jumber of propeny offense petitions. MP youths who had been sentenced to community treatment 
I 

or institutionalized had the highest mean number of violent offense petitions. 

I . 
!Logistic regression analysis models were estimated to determined which of the variables analyzed 

in this ttudy best predicled a drug offense petition on juvenile court records. Four models, covering 

demog~aphiC. offense petition type. delinquency type. and disposition history variables, were e.<:;tim3ted 

separatb,y for the MP and NMP groups, The results of this analysis showed that when demographic 

variabl!s were modeled. gender (MP youths) and gender and race (NMP youths) were related to drug 

f ' I ..o lense petltlons. 
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Delinquency offense petition was not a strong predictor of having a drug offense petition for the 

NMP group, with the exception of weapon offense petitions. For MP youths, property and sex offense 

petitions predicted having a drug offense petition. 

AU maltreatment type petitions were negatively rei<ned to having a drug offense petition. A 

petition for neglect. however, was a significant (negative) risk-factor for having a drug offense petition. 

controlling for the other maltreatment types. 

Lastly, for both MP and NMP youths, a court disposition history that incJuded community 

treLitment. DHSlProtective Services. or a dismissal/suspension disposition 311 positively and significantly 

predicted having a drug offense pelition. 

The extant research in this area has provided informative. though inconclusive, evidence that 

childhood maltreatment-neglect, physical abuse, and sexual abuse-:;-are risk factors for adolescent and 

Lldu)t drug use and criminal offending, Through 'the use of longitudinal, "reru life," ofncial court petition 

records, we were able to add LO the research in this Llrca. Overall, this analysis ha'\ found preliminary 

evidence that demographic variable$-such as rLlce, gender, living arrangement (non parental)-that 

correlLite with maltreatment qualify the hypothesis thLit maltreatment is a risk factor for delinquency and 

drug offending. More research is needed to further understand the complex relationShip between these 

variables. 

7, RECOMMENDATIONS 

The results presented in this report do not provide unequivocal answers to the questions presented 

in the Objectives. Scope, and Methods section. However, the results do suggest general themes thal 

have important policy and program implications. To better address the connection between maltreatment 

and drug use and heJp guide future research, CSR offers the following recommendations: 

.. 	 Focus future research on populalions of youlhs whose individual, famHy. socioeconomic. or 

communilY baCkground put them at risk for maltreatment andJor delinquency. 
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• 	 Examine gender differences more closely. Gender is an imponanl. though frequently 

overlooked, variable, The relationship between maltrealment and delinquency for females 

sbQuld be examined thoroughly. If females respond differently to experiences of 

maltreatment and they may need delinquency and drug use prevention strategies and programs 

tailored to their specific needs and perceptions. 

Fund more longitudinal siudies that use official coun data from several regions of the United 

States, These data would help to determine the long~term effects of maltreatment on 

delinquency and criminal offending and would permit more sophisticated analyses. 

• 	 Identify protective factors for chUdren who are at risk for offending but have not offended . 

These protective factors might be individual-. family~. socioeconomic-, or community-related. 

This research holds considerable promise for understanding the role of maltreatment in the 

development of delinquency and drug-related offending among American youths. The findings from this 
I 	 . 

re.~earct can be used in desIgning _educational campaigns. prevention programs targeting at-risk youths. 

and future scientific research on this issue. However, much work remains to be done to build a stronger 
I 

foundation of scientific knowledge that Can firmly support long-term efforts to assist aI-risk youths and 

their rJmilies 10 doing all they can to avoid the dangers of drug use. 
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