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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

i}

This execulive summary accompanies a more detailed report that presents information collected
by the Drug Use Forecasting (DUF) prograra over a 9-year period and discusses its implications for drug
policy and research, The foliowing sections outline the background, development, and purpose of the
DUF program, discuss the DUF methodology and sample selection, its limitations, provide an overview

of drug use wrends for the years 1987 through 1995, and the future potential of DUF,

BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION

The information gathered by DUF provides perhaps the most comprehensive and compelling
findings nationally of the level of drug use among arrestees. Starting in 1987, the Drug Use Forecasting
(DUF) program, cofunded by the National Instituie of Justice (NIJ) and the Buresu of Justice Assistance
(BJA), gathers information in 24 urban sites from bocked arrestees on their current and past use of

H

drugs.” By collecting urine samples and interviewing arresices on 2 quarterly basis, DUF has become a

wol for tracking drug use trends among this difficuit~o-study population.

All of the sites participating in DUF are major urban areas, located in the four regions of the
country—Northeast, Midwesi, 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.’

Complementing the results from urine tests, the interviews conducted with DUF participants
inform about past and recent dmg use, demographic background, drug and alcohol treatment history, and

AlIDS risk behaviars,

It is imporiant © poie that the subjects invelved in the DUF grogram are booked arrestees, i.e.. noi every one that has been
arrested.  This roport will ase the term “amrestees” when referring to the study population.

? The original 12 DUF sites were Chicage. IL; Detroit, MI; Fort Lauderdale, FL; Houston, TX: Indianapolis, IN; Manhattan, NY;
Los Angeles, CA; New Orleans, LA Phoenix, AZ; Portland, OR; San Diego, CA; and Washington, DT, In 1991 the following
cities were added: Atapta, GA; Birmingham, AL; Cleveland, OH: Dalles, TX; Deaver, CO; Kaasas City., MO: Miami, FL;
Omaha, NE; Philadelphia, PA; St Louis, MO; San Antorio, TX; and San Joss, CA. Ne daa on females are collecied in Chicago,
Miami, and Omaha. Data on juveniles are collected at the following 12 DUF siies: Birmingham, Cleveland, Denvee, Indisnapolis,
Los Angeles, Phoenix, Portland, St. Louis. San Anfonto. San Diego. San Joge, and Washingion, DC.
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Exescutive Summary

DUF is unique among national studies os drug use v several important respects.  DUF provides:
«  Objective measures through the use of vrine samples;

+  Quick and timely information on a quarterly basis to identify recent trend changes in 24 U.S.
urban focations, and
+ Information on a popuiation ameng which illicit drug use, especially the use of harder drugs

such as cocaine and heroin, are more common than among the general population.

While 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 methamphetamune drug use across the DUF sites located in the southwestern part of the country was
identified (N1, 1996). Initial findings from some Midwestern cities indicate that this problem may be

spreading eastwards.

Al the present, plans are underway 1o expand the DUF programs to a total of 75 sites. This
proposed expansion, known as the annual Arresiee Deug Abuse Monitoring (ADAM) Program, will
make DUF/ADAM & more represemative sample of the criminal population i the US. (Riley, 1997}

DUF METHODOLOGY AND SAMPLE SELECTION

Once every 3 momhs, for about 14 consecutive days, staff at each site interview and obtain urine

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

voluntarily and remain anonymous,

Because the environment in which DUF has to operate places constraints on the selection process,
the D;UF sample is not ¢ random sampie. Instead the DUF mmpiing sirategy is site-specific.  All female
arrestees are eligible to be included in the DUF sample. By contrast, the large numbers of male
arrestees require that a selection is made. Male arrestees arrested for vagrancy, loitering, and traffic

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

C3R, Incorporated , iv




Exscutive Summary

{1} Nondrug felony charges, {2) nondrug misdemeanor charges, (3) drug felony charges, (4) drug
misdemeanor charges, and {5) wammants 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 total DUF sample from 19871995 included 213,898 adults consisting of
136,139 males {73 percent) and 57,739 females (27 percent).

LIMITATIONS 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 DUF was originally developed to reflect the

situation and needs of each individoal site.

The DUF program nevertheless represents a valuable source of information on arrestees’ drug use
aot just for {he individual sites participating but also nationally. Chaiken and Chaiken (1993) reviewed

DUF provedures and findings showing that

L

There are few differences between arrestees that did and did not participate in DUF,

» Except in a few sites, no changes in booking or sampling procedures occurred that were

significant enough to prohibit within-site comparison over time;

+  For most sites, the unweighted DUF drug use statistics are reasonable estimates of drug vse

among all arrestees for serious offenses; and

* Estimales based on the DUF samples did not differ sebstantially from estimates based on

weighted data.

CSR, Incorporated ¥



Executive SBummary

. In another study Baumer {1994) concluded that the population and arvest characteristics of DUF
cities closely resemble those of the 58 largest cities (i.¢., cittes with populations of 250,000 or greater,

suggesting that DUF sites are representative of large LLS. cities.

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

arrestees, especially when they are analyzed in connection with other data sources (1.¢., UCR and census
data}?

DUF|RESULTS FOR ADULT ARRESTEES 1987-1985

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

comparability, especially on the national level, these findings encourage an assessment of the DUF data
over time and across sites. The analyses presented in the following sections are bused on aggregates

from all sites for the years 1987 through 1995,
The following sections present {13 an overview of the charactenistics of the 1987-1995 DUF
samplle, (2} national aggregates of the 19871995 duia set, and (3) a comparison of sile specific

aggregates,

Characteristics of the 1987-1985 DUF Sample

Beiween 1987 and 1993, DUF collected data on a2 total of 213 898 arrestees of whom about

27 percemt were fomale,

The DUF sample showed the following characteristics:

= The majority of the sarple was black (36.1 percent male; 51.8 percent female);
+  White male arrestees accounted for 24.5 percent of the male sample;

» Whiie female arrestees accounted for 33.7 percent of the female sample;

CSA, Incorporatest ) - vi




Executive Summary

Eighteen percent of the male and 12.9 percent of the fermale DUF sample was Hispanic,

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

sample {m = 2945 years);

More than half of the male (554 percent) and female (58.4 percent) DUF arresices bad a high

school degree or GED; and

Most male arrestees were employed full time (39.6 percent) while most female arrestees were

on welfare (25.7 percent) or with no income (14.7 percent), 1llicit income (¢.g., dealing and

prostitution} was reported by 3 percent of the male arrestees and by 10.4 percent of the

fermule arresiees.

DUF Arrestees Testing Positive for Drug Use

Owverall the DUF date show that:

-

Approximately two-thirds of the adult male and female arrestees tested pasitive for drags;

The percentage of male amrestees testing positive increased from 59 percent in 1990 o

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

The furgest increase in positive drug tests for adolt males was among those under 21, The

percentage rose from 45 percent in 1990 o 64 percent in 1993,

Different from their adult male counterparts, aduit fermale arrestees vnder 21, those between
21 and 25, and those between 26 and 30 reported a decrease in the percentage of positive

drug tests;

CER, Incorporated
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Exscutive Summary

*

If 1990 is used as the baseline year for interpreting data for adult male and female arrestees,
there are only few wend differences between the two genders. The main difference is among

those under 21 where drug use among young mules increased while it decreased among

young female arrestees; and

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

Trend changes in multiple drug use generally foliowed the trends outlined for any drug use.

Arrestee Drug Use by Race/Ethnicity

Between 1990 and 1995, increasing drug use was reported for adult male arrestees of all races.

Onlyi adull Hispamic males who tesied positive for drug use showed o decline in 1995 {59 percent in
15994 10 56 percent in 19953

F

DUF daa alse indicate:

*

*

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

to 50 pereent) adult female arresises testing positive for drugs from 1988 1o 1995;

The percent of white adult females who tested positive decreased between 1988 and 1991
{from 70 percent to 61 percent), rose to 69 percent in 1993, and declined again w 66 percent
in 1595 and

Among adult male arrestecs, Hispanics had the highest rate of testing positive for multiple

drugs, while whites had the highest rates of muitiple drug use among adult female arrestess.

€

ﬁn{steas Testing Positive by Type of Drug

Among adult male arrestees included in the DUF sample:
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Executlve Summary

»  Cocaine was the most frequent drug detected (1950, 41 percent; 1991, 44 percent; 1995,
39 percent);

+  Moarijuana was the drug with the greatest percentage increase detected (1990, 21 percent;
1995, 33 percent);

« Positive tests for oprates decreased slightly {1 percent) berween 1990 and 1993; and

«  Pasitive tests for methamphetamines increased from 2 percent to & percent between 1991 and

1964 and decreased in 1993 by | percent.

Ameng female arrestees:

The most frequent positive drug test was for cocaine {52 percent in 1988; 47 percent in |990;
32 percent in 1992; 45 percent in 1993);

» The percentage testing positive for martjuana decreased from 1988 through 1991 (25 percens

to 12 percent), increased up (o 17 percent in 1993 and remained at that level through 1995,

+ Positive tests for opiates decreased between 1988 and 1995 (from 17 percent 1o

9 percent}; and

s Positive tests for methamphetamines rose from U percent in 1990 1o 8 percent in 1994 and

decreased to 7 percent in 1995

Drug Use Among Arrestees by Charge

Not surprisingly, the DUF dasa indicate that adult male and female arrestees charged with a drug

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

« Positive tests for male arrestees with drug charges rose from 77 percent in 1990 10 §2 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 remained relatively stable
since then (80 percent);

* The second highest percentage 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

o Fram 1990 through 1993, there was 3 slight decrease in the percout of females testing
positive for drugs arrested on charges of violent, property, and miscelfancous crimes. Among
males testing positive for drugs, there was a decrease for those arresied for violent and

miscellaneocus crimes,

Drug Use Among Arrestees and Academic Achievement

Aggrepate site data showed the following relationships between adult arrestees with positive drug

tests and educational status:

» Thoese who eamed their GED had the highest percentage of positive drug tests;

*  Those who were in a GED program at the ume of their arvest showed the largest increase in
positive drug tests (1990, 30 percent; 1993, 38 percent) but always represented the Jowest

pereentage iesting positive; and

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

earned their GED or were high school dropouts,
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Exscutive Sutmmary

There was only a slight decrease among femnales who had a high school degree, a GED or who
had dropped out of school and who tested positive for drugs between 1989 and 1995. Adult fernale
arrestees who were enrolled in 2 GED program at the time of arrest had the lowest percent of positive

drug tests.

Comparison of 18871995 DUF Data Trends in Ditferent Sites

While the comparshility of DUF data on a national level Is limited, site-specific aggregates can

be used for analyses noross jurisdictions. These companisons reveal the following:

+ The percentage of drug users among the DUF populations varies considerably. In some sites
the median percentage of positive tests arnong male arrestees never reuches more than
62 percent {e.g., Dallas, Kansas City, Omaha, and San Antonio), while the median percentage
in other locations is mere thar 70 percent {e.g., Chicago, New York, Philadeiphia, and Sap

Diego).

= The direction of drug use trends in individual sites considerably varies over time. Some sites
experienced a steady increase in the percentage of drug abusing arrestees, others an almost
steady decline. While drug use among 1he male DUF population remained relatively stable in

some siles others expenenced dramatic increases in positive drug lesis among male mrestees.

» The percentage of specific types of drugs used in DUF sites varics considerably overall and
over time, Cocaine is the predominant drug male arrestees (o8t positive for in mos! shes, bin
not in all, QOpiate use is relatively high’ in only 7 sites)” in most other sites, it reaches

between 3 and 6 percent.

»  West coast sites recently reported increasing percentages of methamphelamine users. In San
Diego, CA, for example, methampbetamine has become the number one drug adult male and

female arrestees tested positive for since 1994 and 1993, respectively.

3 At least IS percent amid abave amang the male and famale population in aimost all yewrs,
* Chicage. IL: Los Angeles, CA; Machauan, NY. Pontland, OR: San Amtonio, TX. San Diege. CA: and Washingion, DC.

+

C8H, Incorporated xi



Exscutive Summary

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

i5 high indicate a shift from using other hard drugs.
The commonalties among DUF sites are a3 follows:

= Among all sites across and zll vears, male arrestees penerally 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 across ull years than

male arrestees; and
* At most siles, cocgine is the main drug male and female arrestees iest positive for.

SUMMARY AND 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:

i

+ I provides an objective measure of individual drog use;

» It gathers data on a subpopulation of drug users that is difficult to reach, but responsible for a

significant portion of the cosis related to drug abuse; and

» U represents an existing eesearch “infrastructure”™ to contain the cost of other research projects

and ¢ provide timely information.

The aggregate data indicate the following:

C88 Hincorporated xi




Executlve Summary

» Drug use among mate and female arresiees, 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 significant methamphetamine use among arrestees was reported, the

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

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

example, be performed to:
« Compare data within sites that collect data on the county and city level;
= * Compare data on a regional basis;

= Compare dala within sites that have a catchment area that covers only part of their respective

cities; and
* Conduct more exlensive 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 catchment areas, it will increase its value as a national and local analytical tool. The
planned expansion of DUF into ADAM will launch new programs that help to chart the progress ol new

and existing policies intended to address the nation’s drug problems.

CSH, Incorporated ) Xiii



The Drug Use Forecasting Program: An Examination of Drug
Trends Among Adult Booked Arrestees (1987~1995)

o ————w]
T A

Substance abuse and drug-related crime and violence continve to affect the lives of countless
Americans in urban, suburban, and rural areas. Drug use and criminal behavior are ¢losely linked as
evidenced by over SO years of research on drug users and criminals. Drug-dependent offenders are
specifically responsible for an extraordinary proportion of crime {Chaiken, 1986; Johason et al,, 1985)
and heavy drg use accelerates criminal behavior among drug-involved offenders (Speckart and Anglin
1986; Collins et al., 1985). '

Ire order to develop adequate anti-drug and anti-crime policy responses, solid information
regarding the relationships among drugs and crime is needed. The Drug Use Forecasting (DUF)
program, cofunded by the Natonal Institute of Justice (NIY) and the Bureau of lustice Assistance (BJA}Y,
is an important source for estimating the number of drug users involved in the criminal justice system,
for determining the resources required (o process them, and for planning the services needed, especially
drug weatment. Started in 1987, DUF gathers information in 24 urban sites from booked arrestees on

their current and past use of drugs.'

This report provides an overview of the information collected by the DUF program over a G-year
period and discusses its potential for drug policy, programming, and research. The following sections
cutline the background, development, and purpose of the DUF program; present the DUF methodology
and sample selection procedure, as well as #5 limitations; provide an overview of drug trends for the

years 1987 ihmugh' 1995; and discuss future DUF research.

BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION

The information gathergd by DUF provides perhaps the most comprehensive and compelling

findings nationally of the level of drug use among arrestees. By collecting urine samples and

' i3 importast to note that the sebiects involved n the DUF program ace booked amestees, Le, not every one that hes
been wrrested. This report will sse the teem “arrestees™ when referring to the swdy popuimion (1., booked arrestees).

CSH, Incorporated 1



The Drug Use Forecasting Program:  An Examination of Orug Trends Among
Adult Bocked Arrestess (1987-1895)

interviewing amestees in more than 24 urban sites on a quarterly basis, DUF has become a consistent

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

DUF estimates indicate that hard core drug users, many of whom come inio contact with the
crimim:t*i justice system a4t one time or another, account for the largest share of drugs consumed in the
United ;States (ONDCP, .199?)' As such, hard core drug users are the main contributor (o the
underground economy of the illicit drug market and account for a significant proportion of secietal costs
associated with drug use. The 1997 ONDCP Strategy Report recognizes that the best way to reduce the
overall demand for illicit drugs is to reduce the number of chronic, hard-core drug users. This can only
oCCur if! commurities, courts, and corrections facilides develop effective responses, especially treatment

programs, for those that need them.

g’aiacé the DUF program is based on interviews and drug tzsts of persons arrested and brought o
?)Q{}kfﬁ% facilities, test findings provide an objective measure for levels of drug use among this specific
pepaiati}:}z‘z, This information indicates what drugs are used in specific jurisdictions and allows for
zmizkifzé; changes in drug use patierns among this population over time. It is imponant o note that drug
;zbzzsiﬁgzmswcs represent only a subsecuon of all drug users. Nevertheless, these data inform the
criminal justice system about the number of drug users entering the system, their drug use pattermns, and

any chanpges that will impact resource needs.

A short synopsis of the data available from the 1995 annual DUF report provides insight into the
browd and important implications of the DUF data for programming, research, and policy. Although
important differences exist among the populations included at the individual sites by age, gender. and
other arrestee characteristics, the following selected summary results arg instructive of drug use among

thig pop‘u!atic}n over time (NI, 1996}
«  Cocaine use among adult male arresiees has declined over bime;

s Marijeana use among adult male arrestees has increased over time;

CSR, incorporated V4




The Drug Use Forecasting Program: An Examination of Drug Trends Among
Adult Bookad Arrestees (1987-1995)

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

« Twenty of the 24 sites reported increased use of marijuana among the youngest male

arrestees;

* Ten perccnt of male arrestees and 14 percent of female arrestees stated that they were in need

of drugs or alcohol at the time of their arrest; 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, NII undertook a comprehensive review of then current research on drug abuse
and crime and observed a large discrepancy between arrestees’ self-reported drug vse and their drug test
results (Toborg and Kirby, 1986). Overall, it was found that arrestees significantly underreported their
drug use (Wish, 1987). This finding, along with the need to investigate the relation between drugs and
crime, led NIJ 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 participation: 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 additional 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, Pennsylvania;

St. Louis, Missouri; San Antonio, Texas; and San Jose, California. Data on adult male arrestees are
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The Drug Use Forecasting Program: An Examination of Drug Trends Among
Adult Booked Arrestees (1987-1995)

ceifeczagi at all sites; data on femnale adult arrestees are gathered at all sites except Chicago, Miami, and
Omaha}

All of the sites participating in DUF are major urban areas, and all but Fort Lauderdale have
poputations of 250,00 or more (see Appendix A for a list of current DUF sites, their catchment areas,
and total DUF sample sizes). The inclusion of Fort Lauderdale and other relatively smaller sites {e.g.,
BErmingz?;zzm and Omaha) has helped to provide information that is applicable {0 a hroader range of the

cwmryi& melropolitan areas.

The focus on cities located in the four regions of the country—Northeast, Midwest, South, and
Weﬁ—iis one of the strengths of the DUF program. With trend data for a particular sile, drug use
patternsjcan be tracked for that spexific location, With information from sites located in one of the four
geographic regions, dmig use pattems ¢an be compared and changes in particular trends discovered.
Finally,ithe cdmbined information from all DUF sites provides insight into drug use trends among
arrestcesl. throughout the Undited States. As outlined in the following section, the multiyear data collected

by DUF;serve 4 number of imporiant purposes.

The Multiple Purposes of DUF

The primary purpose of DUF has been to monitor illegal drug use among booked arrestees in
major American cities. DUF data provide criminal justice agencies and policymakers at the 24 sites
with information about current and past drug wends among arrestees. DUF data provide these officials
with information about the effectiveness of their local drug policies and practices and provide a solid
basis fm!- resource allocation decisions. For example, data collected in several sites that focus especially
on identifying drug treatment needs enabled program administrators to provide needed treaiment
alternatives (BJA, 1991). Further, when DUF findings in New QOrleans indicated a serious PCP problem

among young arrestees, the city responded by launching a drug prevention programi (Foti, 1993),

? Iavcipi]c dima are collected at the following 12 DUF sites:  Birmingham, Cleveland, Denver, Indianapolis, Los Angeles,
Phoenix, Portland, $1, Lovis, San Antonio, San Diego, 8an Jose, and Washington, D.C,
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The Drug Use Forecasting Program: An Examination of Drug Trends Among
Aduit Booked Arrestees (1987-1685)

Researchers have used DUF fo provide additional insight into the link between drugs and crime
(e.g.. Baumer, 1994; Valdez, Kaplan. Curtis, and Yin, 1995), the patierns and prevalence of drug use
{e.g., Hamrison, 1993; Mieczkowski, 1996}, the reliability and validity of self-reported drug use (e.g.,
McElrath, Dunham, and Cromwell, 1995; Stephens and Feucht, 1993), and the characteristics of booked

arrestees who are at eisk for AIDS {Decker and 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 identify
gaps in needed treatment services, modify treatment protocols, and anticipate and report changes in

substance abuse patterss.

N1, in conjunction with the Office of National Drug Control Policy, supplemented the DUF to
examine drug markeis and drug procurement. The instrument is being used in six cities and focuses on
recent users’ participation in cocaine, crack and heroin markets, the structure of drug markets, and
paiterns of drug purchases and use. Another project examines the relationships between different
measures of heroin and cocaine abuse, using DUF, DAWN-Emergency room, DAWN-Medical
examiners, and police arrest data on drug trafficking and possession. It is expected that the conmbination
of these data sets will help 10 forecast, explain, and respond effectively to the drug crisis in communities
acrosy the Natton. The DUF data are also used to monitor the crack epidemic and 10 gstimate the

reistionship beowveen price and demand for cocuine and heroin.

Even though DUF was not designed 10 be nationally representative of the arrestee population, s
findings have been used o identify drug use patterns throughout the United States. For example. the
1995 annual DUF report idemified a spread of methamphetamine drug use across the DUF sites located
in the southwestern part of the country (NI, 1998). Initial findings from some Midweslern cities
indicate that this problem may be spreading eastward. Information such as this helps jurisdictions ©

identify and be prepared For emerging droug trends,
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The Druyg Use Foracasting Program: An Examination of Drug Treads Among
Adult Booked Arrestess {1887.1998)

DUF Today and Tomorrow

Today the DUF program provides valuable muitiyear data on drug use among booked amesiees.

Complementing the results from urine tests, the interviews conducted with DUF participants capture
information about past and recent drug use, demographic characteristics, drug and alcohol treatment
history, and AIDS risk behaviors. This two-staged methodology expands the usefulness of the DUF

program to the criminal justice community and policy makers.

DUF is unique among national studies on drug use in several important respects. Previous
L . ) : . .
swudies had uncovered a high degree of underreponting of drug use in arresiee populations (Harrison,

19903.4 Unne testing is @ more accuraie measure of recent drug use than the self-report data. Alse, by

pmvid%ng information on a quarterly basis, DUF data represent a unique opportanity 1o quickly identify

recentitrend changes. The only other database thai provides information on drug problems of individuals
handled by the criminal justice system. the Survey of State and Prison Inmates conducted by the Bureau
of Justice Statistics, is conducted only every 4 years and capiures a smaller sample of this high—volume'

drug use population.

Ancther advantage of DUF is its focus on booked amrestees, a population that is pot included in
other drug use databases such as the National Houschold Survey of Drug Use and Monitoring the Future,
While ihe 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
systern where 1Hlicit drug use, especially the use of harder drugs such as cocaine and heromn, is more

common.

Over the years, the DUF program has undergone some changes, extending its uses from building

an information base for focal criminal justice systems and for individual research projects to becoming
source for local, regiomal, and national drug trend indicators. In its development, the program has
benefited from input by NIJ officials, DUF siie directors, researchers, and the DUF program review
panez‘t Their combined expertise and efforts have led to suggestions about how findings can be used

more ¢ffectively by both national and local officials and how the DUF program can be refined.
3
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The Drug Use Forecasting Program: An Examination of Drug Trends Among
Aduit Booked Arrestees {1987-1595)

It is also important to note that DUF data are not only accessible to those located at the program
site but are published and disseminated nationally both quarterly and annually by NII. 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, decisionmakers will have more timely information

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

Currently, plans are underway to expand the DUF program to a total of 75 sites. This proposed
expansion will be known as the annual Arrestee Drug Abuse Monitoring {ADAM) Program. While the
focus in seleciing new sites will sitll be on urban areas, the geographic representativeness of the sites
will be increased. Strong emphasis also will be placed on increasing the validity and usefulness of the
sampies selected within the sites. The program will, for example, include an outreach component for
which sites will collect more detailed information on specific population subsamples defined by each site

{e.x., suburban, rural, and African American} (Riley, 1997)

DUF METHODOLOGY AND SAMPLE SELECTION

The DUF daa collecuon effort 1s based on a combination of obtaining urine samples and
interviews from booked arrestees in the participating sites. Once every 3 months, for about
14 consecutive days. trained local staff at each site interview and obtain urine samples {rom individuals
who have been arrested within the previons 48 hours and are held at a designaied booking facility. DUF
participants are tested and interviewed within 48 hours of arrest 1o maximize the prabability that their
urine contains adequate levels of deteetable drug metabolites. Some sites have utilized an even more
stringent requiremcent, requiring that an arrestee be tested within 24 hours or less after arrest {Chasken

and Chaiken, 1893}, The arresiees participate voluntarily and remain anonymous,

Specific procedures have been developed for all the data collection tasks to ensure a high level of
uniformity among the sites as well as vigorous quality control, The following sections provide a short

overview of the DUF sample selection and data collection methodology.
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The Drug Use Forecesting Prograem: An Examination of Drug Trends Among
Adull Booked Arrestees (1987-1985)

DUF Sampie Sélecticn

The DUF sample is not a random sample. 1t was determined eatly on in the development of the
DUF program that sefecting random samples would not be feasible in the environment in which DUF
would iavc to operate. Based on studies examining the appropriateness of different sample sizes, the
size of ?thc 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 armrestces, the goal is to interview at least 100,

The DUF sampling strategy is site specific, and participants are not statistically representative of
all amrestees. Because few female arresiees arg available for interviews at most booking centers, DUF
procedt!res permit that any female arrestee is interviewed, independent of her arrest charge. By contrast,
in many sites, more than sufficient numbers of male arrestees are available, and interviewers must
i:kwf}se?which arrestees to include in the sample. Guidance provided by N1J 1o DUF sites outlines that
the selection is to be done by the DUF project coordinator based on information from arrest or booking
slips. Males amrested for vagrancey, loitering, and traffic violations are to be excluded from the DUF
sampled Other arrestees should be selected by type of charge in the following priority order:

(1} nondrug felony charges, (2) nondrug misdemeanecr charges, {3} drug felony charges, (4) drug
misdemeanor charges, and {5) warrants for any charge. Tt is also specified that only 20 percent of males

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

On average, 90 percent of those recrutied agree 1o participate in the DUF program, and
80 percent of these adults provided a urine sample. The total sample of booked arrestees included in the
DUF program from 1987 through 1995 included 213,898 adults consisting of 156,159 males {73 percent)
and 57739 females (27 percent). ’

The DUF Interview

After participants are selected by the DUF project coordinator, trained staff obtain the urine

sample{and conduct the Interviews. In several sites, Auto DUF, a computerized interviewing procedure,

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

inconsistencies, prepare reporis, organize responses, and link the data obtained.

CSA, Incorporated . 8




The Drug Use Forecasting Program: An Examination of Drug Trends Amang
Aduyit Booked Arrestees {1987-15835;

The DUF imerview collects information on the arrestees” drug use behavior {i.e., current snid pas
drug use, past and present drug treatment, age at first drug use, level of drug use, percepiion of drug
dependence, knowledge of new drugs on the street, and history of injecting drugs and shariag needles),
arrest information {i.¢., most senous charge and hours since their arrest), and demographic characieristics
{i.e., date of burth, sex, rucefethnicity, marital status, employment, living situation, and academic

achievement) {see Appendix B for a list of the national and stte-specific variables collected.

The DUF interview gutde has been revised twice: once between 1988 and 1989 and aguin in mid
1995, Both revisions were intended 10 increase the usefulaess of the DUF daw and provide for more
uniformity in the dots collection. The early chapges (i.e., [988-1989} 10 the DUF interview were
designed to colleat more specific information on employment. drug treatreent, and frequency of drug use.
The most recent revision to the DUF interview (conducted i mid 1993} added quesnons to indicate
where the arrestee currently lives and the location of the arrest. This informution helps 1o wdentify (he
DUEF cuichment ares and to apply geographically defined luw enforcement data for o more rigorous,
comparative analysis. Also added was information on the arrest history and whether the arrestee was
ever hospitalized for su episode relited 10 drugs. This permits the estimation of recidivism, the fovel of

harmfulness of the deug abuse, and the arrestees” need for support.

Finally, in the early 1990s, an ice and heroin addendum was added to the imerview, The PULPOSE
of these additional questions was 1o gain a beter understanding of the availability of these drugs, the
typical method of use {(e.g., snorting or injecting), how the drugs were packaged, and whether these
drugs were consumed in combination with any other drug. These additional questions were javiuded in
the 1995 interview revision. Despite the various changes the DUF interview has undergone, the kev
variables in the data set remained the sume over the entire data collection peried, aliowing for wend

analysis for almost a full decade.
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The Grug Use Forecaating Program: An Examination of Drug Trends Among
Adult Booked Arrestess (19871985}

Urine Specimén and Urinalysis

Immediately following the interview, study subjects are asked to provide a urine specimen. Urine

samples are submitted to a central testing laboratory 0 minimize any specimen test biases® Lab
§;§c{:imfms are analyzed using the enzyme-multipiied immunoassay test (EMIT) for 10 drugs: cocaine,
e;zi;:zza;; marijana, 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 as 0.95 (Stephens and Feucht, 1993). Nevertheless, if a specimen tests positive for amphetamines,

gas chromatography is performed to ehiminate the possibility of a faise positive,

THE LIMITATIONS OF THE DUF DATA SET

The DUF program has been criticized for collecting data from 2 sample that is not representative
of the arrestee population and for providing information that has only limited value for nationgl
estimatiian of drug use and crime, These limitations exist because the DUF data collection and analysis
methods, while carefully designed and tested, were onginally developed to reflect the situation and needs
of cach,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 at thar specific location
and not representative of the arresiee population nationally, In addition to variations in sarple selection,
the size of the sample population varies considerably among different sites and within sites over time.
Atlanta} for example, collected information on 1,134 arrestees in 1990, but only 745 in 1995, From
1991 lol 1995 Phoenix included 5,067 arrestees, while Miami included only 4,402 during the same time
period, | Differenices in these sample sizes become important when comparisons among sites are

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

¢ Only booked arresiees charged with certain offenses are included in the DUF sample;

3 'f‘eri;z period of time. Phoenix and Postland had drug westing done at a local lab (NI, 1991).
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The Druy Use Forecasting Program: An Examination of Drug Trends amang
Adutlt Booksd Arrestees {1387-1995}

«  Some booked srrestees at some sites are released quickly and not interviewed;
+ In some sites, only arsestees from u specific booking facility are included,

« The catchment area from which arrestees are drawn cun vary over time, depending on which

booking facility participates in the program,
»  Types of arresices selected {or DUF differ frem site to site; and

= The validity of uring samptes and imerviews obtained in a booking or detention {actlity af o

tene when' arrestees are generally Al a very smotional sage.

Despite these limiwtons, the DUF program is a valuable souree of informalion on arrextces” drug
use for the individuyl purtieipating sitex and {or nutional policy. programming. and research purposes. A
recent stady {Chaiken and Chaiken, 19933 unalyzed DUF daws io relation 1o UCR wrrest data and showed

the following:

«  Comtrary 1o the concerns of some, there are few discermible differences between those

arrestees thal did and did not purticipate in the DUF prograny

«  Except in a few sites, no changes in booking or sampling procedures ceenrred thay were

significant enough to prohibit within-site comparisons over time;

« For most sites, the unweighted DUF drug use statistics are reasonable estimules of drug ose

among all arresiess with serious offenses wiithin the calchment arew; and

»  Lsing weighted DUF samples, the swdy showed that selecied estimates in each site did nor
differ substantislly from the unweiphied estimates, However, i some cases, the overall

trends in cach site were differem,
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The Drug Use Forecadting Program:  An Examination of Drug Trends Among
Adult Booked Arresiees {1987.-1985)

With mgdrd to the national representativeness of the DUF data, Baumer {1994} concluded that the
population and arrest characteristics of DUF cities closely resemble those of the 58 turgest cities (ie.,
cities with populations of 250,000 or greater), suggesting that the sites participating in DUF are at Jeast

representative of farge U.S, cilies.

Pvemli the studies undertaken wnd the experiences of the DUF sites show that, if the sites adhere
to the data collection protocols established, the DUF data provide reasonably reltable estimates of drug "
use frends among arresiees, especially when the data are analyzed in connection with other available dut
sourcesi{i.e.. jurisdiction-specific UCR and census data} and. when appropriae, weights for sampling

changes.

DUF RESULTS FOR ADULT ARRESTEES, 1987-1995

fi’{ji'ﬁren the Limstations of the DUF dary, analyses were conducied (0 examine wrends in drug use
among booked arresiees. The analyses are based on sggregates from all sites for the vears 1987 through
1995, The information used includes only the results from the urine {ests in combination with basic
dgemographic information for the amrestees. Findings for male and fomale arresiees are presented
separately. Data for juvenile arresiees were excluded from this analysis.
The following sections present {1} an overview of the characteristics of the 1987=1995 DUF
sample J(2) nadonal aggregates of the 19871993 daw ser, and (3) a comparison of site-specific

aggregates.

Characteristics of the 1987-1995 DUF Sample

Between 1987 and 1995, DUF collected data on 4 total of 21389% wrrestces, 27 pereent of whom
Were 's‘{n!nale {see Appendix A}. The majority of the DUF arrestees were black (361 pergent male:
518 percent femaley, white mule arrestees accounted for 24.5 percent of the male sample and white
female arrestees for 33.7 percent of the female sample. Eighteen percent of the male and 12.9 percent

of the female DUF samples were Hispanic {Table 1)
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The Drug Use Forecasting Program: An Examination gf Drug Trends Among
Aduit Booked Arrestees (19871485}

Tabls 1
1887-05 DUF Sample by Race/Sthnicity

Race/Ethnicity Male Female
Black 56.1 51.8
White: 245 33.7
Hispanic 18.0 i2.9
Other 1.5 1.8

On average, the female DUF sample was older than the male sample. The percentage of males
under 21 was considerably higher {17.8) than that of females in this age group (10.9). The percentages
of each age group included in the 10l DUF sample are presemed in Table 2.

Table 2.
188788 DUF Sample by Age

Age Maln Femals
Undpr 21 1728 109
2125 224 23.0
26 1 30 19.8 24.3
i35 17.0 201
36 10 40 1.1 11.8
4110 48 8.0 8.7
46 and over 5.8 4.1

The majority of the male {55.4 percent) and {emale (58.4 percent) DUF arrestees had a high
school degree or GED. Neverntheless, the percentage of DUF arrestees who had neither a high school

degree nor a GED represents o farge group (414 for males and 40.2 for females).

As shown in Table 3, (he perceniage of adult male arrestees receiving income from employment
is considerably higher than the percentage of adult female arrestees. Nearly 4 out of 10 adult male
arrestees included in the DUF sample were employed full time (39.6 percent), compared with 2 out of
10 among adult female arrestees. okt income {2.g., dealing and prostitution) was reported by 3 percent

of the male wrrestees and by 10.4 percent of the female arrestecs.

CSR, Incorporated . - 13



The Drug Use Forecasting Pragram: An Examination of Drug Trends Among
Adult Booked Arrestees (1987-1955)

Tabla 3.
1987-95 DUF Safnple by Source of Income

Source of Income Mala Female
Full-time employment 386 21.89
Part-time employment 14.4 8.9
Cther legal employment 42 4.7
| | weltare 8.1 25.7
No income 14.4 147
Prostitution 0.3 8.2
Dealing 2.7 2.2
Other 13.5 o112

National Aggregates of the 1987-1995 DUF Data

iTo provide a general overview of drug use trends among adult booked arrestees, the data from all
participating sites for all years were aggregated and analyzed. The following sections present summary
statistics for adult male and female arrestees (1) testing positve for drugs, (2) testing positive by
race/ethnicity, (3) testing positive by type of drug, and (4) testing positive by level of academic

achievement. Median percents (and sile ranges) are reported for each indicator.

DUF Arrestees Testing Positive for Drug Use

QOverall, the DUF data show that between one-half and two-thirds of the adult male and female
arrestees tested positive for drugs from 1987 through 1995. For analyzing data for male arrestees, 1990
was selected as the baseline year for comparison because the above described priority charge system for
selecting DUF arrestees was not fully implemented at all sites before 1990. Using 1990 as the baseline
year, th:e median percentage of male arrestees testing positive for drugs increased from 56 in 1990 (San
Antonio, 52; San Diego, 82) to 68 in 1994 (San Antonio, 52; New York, 82). The median percentage of
adult male 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

positive for drug use was among the age group under 21. In 1990, 45 percent of this age group tested
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Exhibit 1
Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for Drugs
by Gender: 1887-1885
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The Drug Use Forecasting Program: An Examination of Drug Trends Among
Adult Booked Arrestees (1987-1995)

posiliv? and by 1995 that number had increased to 64 percent. However, the groups that typically tested

the highest for drug use in any given year were adult males ages 31 to 35 and 36 to 40 (see 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 inciuded in the DUF sample in 1987 was very small, 1988 is selected as the

baseline year for comparison.

The analysis shows that in 1988, 68 percent of all female adult arrestees tested positive for drugs
(Indian?apolis. 52 percent; Detroit, 81 percent). This median percentage declined to a low of 63 in 1991
but rose l6 67 in 1993 and remained at this level through 1995 (San Antonio, 42; New York, 85).
Exhibit|l. |

Different from their male counterparts, adult female arrestees under 21 and those between ages
21 and 25 reported a decrease in the percenlage.tesling positive for drug use (20 and 17 percentage
points, respectively). Female arrestees ages 26 to 30 also showed a decline in the percentage testing

positive|(from 82 in 1988 to 68 in 1993) (Exhibit 3).

If the same baseline year (1990) used for male arrestees is applied to interpreting data for fcmale
arrestees, the trend differences between the two genders become less dramatic. Similar (0 male
arrestees, female arrestees of all age groups, except those under 21, show increasing drug use between
1991 and 1994 and a decline in 1995, The main difference between the gendcrs remains, however,
aﬁwng those under 21 where drug use among young males increased while it decreased among voung

female arrestees (Exhibit 3).

The data also show that between 10'and 30 percent of the adult males and females who tested
positive were using (wo or more drugs. Trend changes in multiple drug use generally followed the

trends outlincd for any drug use (Exhibits 2 and 3).
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Percent of Male Aduits Who Tested Positive for Drugs and Who
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The Drug Use Forecasting Program: An Examination of Drug Trends Among
Adult Booked Arrestees (1987-1995)

Arrestee Drug Use by Race/Ethnicity

Belween 1990 and 1995, generally increasing drug use was reported 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 testi;lg positive declined from 76 1o 67. The median percentage of
Hispanic female arrestees testing positive declined from 59 1o 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 frequently
detected drug. From 1990 to 1991, the percentage of male arrestees testing posiltive 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
arrestees tested positive for marjjuana. By 1995 this had increased to 33 percent. The percentage of
male arresiees wbo tested positive for opiates at arrest decreased slightly (1 percent} between 1990 and
1995, On the other hand, the percentage of male arrestees who had used methamphetamines before the
arrcst increased from 2 to 6 between 1991 and 1994, In 1995 their methamphelamine use decrcased

slightly by 1 percent (Exhibit 6).

The most frequent positive drug test for adult female arrestees, as with their male counterparts,
was for cocaine. The percenlage of females testing posilive for cocaine decreased from 52 in 1988 w0 47
in 1990. This number increased to 52 percent in 1992 but declined again lo 45 percent in 1995

(Exhibit 6).

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

percentage testing positive for marijuana use decreased 14 percentage points from 1988 througb 1991
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Exhibit 4
Pez’cer;‘t of Male Adults Who Tested Positive for Drugs and Who
Tested Positive for Two or More Drugs by Race/Ethnicity: 1987-1995
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Exhibit 5
Percent of Female Adults Who Tested Positive for Drugs and Who
_ Tested Positive for Two or More Drugs by Race/Ethnicity: 1987-1985
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Exhibit 6

Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for Cocaine, Marijuana,
Opiates, and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1987-1985
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The Drug Use Forecasting Program: An Examination of Drug Teemds Amang
Adult Booked Arrestees {1987.1088)

{from 25 10 11, respectively), Beiween 1993 und 1995, it increased 1o 18 percent. The percentage of
female arrestees wha tesied positive for opiates decreased 10 percentage points between 1988 and 1995
(from 18 10 8, respectively), a much smaller decrease than that for male arresices, The median
percentage of positive tests for methamphetamines rose to 1 pereent smong female arresices in 1995 and

fess thun | opercent for male arresiees (Exhihit 6),

Drug Use Among Arrestees by Charge

Not surprisingly, the DUF data indicate thal adult male and female arrestees chuarged with a drug
offense showed the highest percentage testing positive for drugs across all vears, The median percentage
of pdult male arresiees with drug charges esting positive rose from 76 i 1990 to 83 in 1905
{Exhibit 7). The percemage of female urrestees charged with a drug offense showed o gradual decrease
in positive drug tesis from 78 in 1988 10 71 in 19%], followed by an increase starting in 1990 thin rose
to 81 percent in 1995 (Exhibit ).

The sceond higbest peccentage of poxitive drog wesis for udult males reported between 1990 und
1998 was among those ¢harged with a property offense {ranging from 60 in 1990 10 64 in 1995
{Exhihit 7). From 1988 through 1995, female arrestees who had a moscelluneouns churge showed the

second highest percentage testing positive for drugs.

From {990 through 1995, there was a slight decrease in the perceniage of female arrestees who
tested posttive Tor drugs For theec of the four charge types (e violent, propeny. and miscelloncousy and

for two of the churge types {violence and misdemcunor} for males{Exhibit 71

Drug Use Among Arrestees and Academic Achievement

Agaregaic site analyses indicale that adult male arrestees who carned their GED had the highest
percentage testing positive for drugs compared 10 other education groups in the DUF sample (L.e., those
who hud carned their high school diplomy, those in a GED program, and those who were high schaol

dropouts)

CEA, Incomporated ’ 17
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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 Achievemnent; 1888-1985

100
B
-
:‘:N - “.——nmwgﬁ—w"’” L “‘m
nu-;, g™ - - “””“_‘.nn-’ ”“»““““»n“vh
.‘.."ﬁ" R _..:...-»-kvvw.vu(!-n-O- ““““
P
; - - -
: e my W
g v .
-
& -
- - . PP
> » o - - - - -
i -l o
20%
‘{'}T -— Basnling®
; F \ : %
8%
%
L
=
-
g
& 4% —
iy
—
“‘” S - - e e
"h“**wn;,.,“h W T = :ﬂ_‘:\;’;_
- ey e TN L - .
_M'
- o " e e Mt MW oE oy [ s om
i M) e M x am B AR E P
T ! } ! ! T
1889 1990 1691 1592 1890 1594 1995
Yoars

Errned Migh Schovl Dipioma Eerned GED  in High Sehood or ZED Progrars High Schaod Srapout

———— — - [T IN PN

= The varticat #ns irulicatas when the priorily charge sysiem for salecting the DUF sampia was fully impismanded.
Prior 1o this e, DUF siled warg no? reguingsd 1 have an sgull nvile sample whers iass than 20% hott 4 drag charge,
Theralora, the dota for 195840 am considersd e baseling.

NUTE: in Siess trond analysis, dais aunss all DUF sites we:
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Trend analyses further show that while male arrestees who were in a high school or GED_

program at the time of their arrest showed the larpest increase in positive drug tests (28 percent posilive
in 1990 and 56 percent in [995), they always represented the lowest percentage testing positive for drug
use. éec;mac this group represents only a small portion of the entire sample, the simple aggregates
presented here should be interpreted with caution. The median percentage of adult males who had either
eamed their GED or who were high school dropouts and tested positive for drug use gradually increased
to 1994. By 1993, the median percentage of both groups testing positive for drug use decreased.
Finally, in comparison with males having other levels of academic achievement, those who had eamed‘
their C‘}BD always included larger proportions tesung positive for drug use (ranging from 65 percent in
1990 o 74 percent in 1594} (Exhibi 8}

Inn general, there was only a slight decrease in testing positive for drug use among females who
had a high school degree or 2 GED or who had dropped out of school between 1989 and 1995 ‘
(Exhigit 93, Adult female arrestees who were enrolled in high school or @ GED program at the time of

arrest'had the lowest percent testing positive for drug use.*

Comparison of 19871995 DUF Data Trends in Different Sites

As already outlined, the comparability of DUF daia across sites is limited as a result of site-

specific differences in the arrestee population selected. Site-specific DUF data provide an overview of
drug use trends of arrestee population in specific locations and also paint a picwure of how different the
drug probi&r_n presents itself in various jurisdictions. Exhibits 10 through 33 in Appendix E present the
aggregated data for each DUF sie in alphabetical order.  Using this information, the following sections

I % . .
summarize the differences and commenaliies among all DUF sites. 5

Differences Betweer DUF Sites

In comparing drug use trends among sites, the percentage of drug users varies considerably. In

some locations (i.e., Qmaha and Kansas City), the perceniage of drug users among male arrestees never

¥
* Considering the Jow number in this group. the results should be viewed with camion, There may also be other factors
that :nfluence this ouwome (2.8, 8gs)

OS8R, Incorporated 18



Exhibit 9
Percent of Female Adults Who Tested Positive for Drugs and Who Tested
Positive for Two or More Drugs by Academic Achievement: 1989-1885
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reaches more Zhﬁfz £ In others {Eiﬁ., Chicago, New York, Philadelphia, and San Diego), the median

gamz&zz!tagc exceeds 70, never dropping below 67 (Appendix D).

.ﬁééifi{}ﬁ&i%y, the direction of drug use frends in individual sites over time varies considerably.

Using 11990 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

{
percentage of male drug users is deserved. On the other hand, in locations such as San Antonio, drug
use among the male DUF population remained relatively stable, while other cities {e.g., Indianapolis and

Omaha) experienced dramatic increases in positive drug tests among male arrestees {Appendix D).

Furthermore, the percentage of specific types of drugs used in DUF sites varies considerably
overall and over time. For example, cocaine is the predominant drug male arrestees test positive for in
most s;it&s‘ Opiate vse is relatively high (i.e., at least 15 percent and above among the male and female '
populations in almost all years} in seven sites {e.g., Chicago, Los Angeles, Manhattan, Portland, San
Antonio, San Diego, and Washington, D.C.}). In most other sites the percentage of opiate users [ies

hetween 3 and 6.

Gf special interest recently has beern the regional development and assumed spread of
methamphetanﬁnc use among DUF arrestees. West coast sites reported increasing percentages of
methamphetamine users. In this regard, the most extreme development has been observed in San Diego
where {methamphetamine has become the number one drug that male and female arrestees tested positive
for in 11993 and 1994, The percentage of female methamphetamine users in San Diego reached 30 in
1993 and 1994. In 1995 this number declined but was still 40 percent. At the same time, even East
Coast siles that traditionally report high rates of drug sbuse among arrestees (i.e., Manhattan and

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

These results support the assumption that drug trends are regional. A closer look at the
distribution of positive drug tests for specific drugs in those locations where methamphetamine
constitutes a significant percentage among arrestees {e.g., Los Angeles, Phoenix, Portland, San Diego,

and San Jose) seems to indicate that the increase in methamphetamine use did not significantly increase

CSR, incorporated ‘ 19
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the 1otal percentage of arresiees testing positive. Rather, a shift from using other drugs such as cocaine

and opiates o methamphetamines seems to have occprred.

Commonalties Amoryg DUF Sites

One trend that is universal among all sites across all years is that male arrestees often show
considerably higher pércentages of positive drug tests for manjuana than their female counterparts.
Female arrestees, on the other hand, have higher percentages of cocuing use than males, Exegptions are
Birmingham, Houston, New Orleans, and San Jose, and for a few yeurs only Dallas, Philadelphia,
Phoenix, San Diego, and St Louis, where'a higher percentage of males than fernales tested positive for

COCaing,

Another similarity across all sites 13 that there is a higher percentage of female srrestess than
male arrestees. In all but 7 of the 22 sites that test female arrestees, the percentage of positive drug tesss

was higher for fernale arrestees than for males {(Appendix D).

A striking observation for all sifes is the predominant and high use of cocaine among male and
female arrestees (Appendix E). With very few exceptions (i.e., Omaha, Phoenix, San Antenio, San
I)ie:gai, and San Jose—sites that report relatively high methampﬁelamir&e use), DUF sites reported almos
every year at least 40 percent of male and female arrestees testing positive for cocaine. This indicaes

that cocaine abuse is the number one drug problem presented by arrestees

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

As a program, DUF offers several udvama;ges to researchers and decisionmakers an 2 national
level. First, because DUF is the only source of individual drug testing dats collected over time for
muliiple locations, it provides objective measures of individual drug use. Second, DUF gathers daw on
¢ subpopulation of drug users that s difficult to seach, This is especially important when one considers
that this group s responsible for a significant portion of the costs related to drug abuse and the need to
develop responses that are effective in dealing with this population. Third, the DUF data cellection

represemts an existing research “infrastructure” (Le., the DUF sites and their staff, the NI3 project staff,

CSH, Incorporated 20
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and the DUF review board) that has the potential to reduce the cost of other criminal justice research
projects and to shorten the time lag between data collection, analyses, and reporting to national and local

audiences.
The usefulness of DUF to State and local decisionmakers has been demonstrated by the fact that
a number of States have duplicated DUF collection efforts in other sites with State funds to increase

their information base {N1J, 1993).

Other studies have shown that a careful analysis of DUF data in connection with other databases

provides a useful taol for estimating drug use trends among the arrestee population in specific locations,
regions, and throughout the United States. It is important to note that aggregated DUF data show a
trend similar to that of the drug-related emergency room episodes reparted by DAWN, Both data sets
show a éch; in drug use from 1988 to 1990 but a steady increase since then (SAMHSA, 1995).

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

number of conclusions one can draw from assessing the individual site resulis: (1) drug use among mule
and female arrestees, especially use of hard drugs, remaired high throughout the past decade; {2) cocaing
use among fernale arrestees remains high, 10 many cases higher than among male arrestees; and (3} in
those locations where significant methamphetamine use among arrestees was wperwé, the data indicate

that different types of hard drugs may be interchangeable.

If DUF daia can be combined with other data sources {e.8.. demographic and arrestee daw from
the individual catchment areas}, better estimates for drug use trends in a specific location con be
developed. If these data are combined with more detailed information on the sample selection at each
site, the DUF data should provide a reliable, solid basis for local, regional, and even paticnal trend
analysis, The results from the urine tests alone provide an ohjective measure for drug use and crime
rends! The additional information gained from the interviews provide valuable information about

trafficking and use patterns and arrestees’ background and treatment needs.

CSR, Incorporated 3
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; Today DUF presents 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 ¢ity and those adulis
" booked in the ;zéighbor&ng county may support, for example, urban and suburban comsparisens in drug

rends over time and assist in resouarce allocation decisions,

Muore research could be conducted on a regional basis. As was done in the July-September 1989
DUF report (N1, 1590}, sites can be divided into Northeast, Midwest, South, and West regions. Further,
updated analyses of these groupings may-shed come insight to regional drug use trends among the
arrestee population.  Soch geographic concentration of data may help to explain changes over ting in

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

For the iwo sites that have 2 z:azc?zz:zzem area that covers only part of their respective cities {1.e.,
Los Angeles and New York/Manhattan), it may be useful 1o examine more closely how similar or
different these DUF catchment areas are from other sites and from the rest of the city. In conducting
- such 8 swudy, researchers could vilize existing crime (e.g.. UCR data) and poverty {¢.g., Census data}
indicators. Researchers {e.g., Baumer, 1994; Chaiken and Chaiken, 1993} have demonsirated the

feasibility and benefits of this method.

As the DUF program continues 1o more clearly specify the specific selection criteria and the type
and number of booking facilities re?erting and to further define the DUF caichment areas, il will
increase its value as a national and, local analytical tool. DUF already serves as an important resource o
many criminal justice and drug research programs. The planned expansion of DUF into ADAM will
help launch new programs that ¢an chart the progress of new and existing policies that address the

Nation’s drug problams,
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Appendix A

C'urrent DUF Sites, Catchment Areas, and Total Sample Size {1987-1995)

DUF; Site Catchment Area Male Female Total
Atlarta Entirs city 4775 2,221 8,998
Birmingham Entire ¢ity and part of county 5,526 2,283 7.818
Chicago Entire city 6,850 1057 7,058
Cleveland Enlire city 8,731 1,846 7577
Daltds Entire county 7,655 3,210 10,885
Denver Entire city 5.614 2,416 8,030
Detroit Entire city 5,682 1571 7.263
Ft. Lauderdale Entire county 6,152 2,629 8,781
Houston Entire city 7,106 2,867 9,973
indianapolis Entire county 6,307 2,438 8,742
Kangas City Entire ity 3,682 1,580 5,272
los Angeles Part of city and part of county 8,170 4,493 14,863
NewlYork/Manhattan Entire borough of Manhattan 7,804 2,846 10,650
Miami Entire county - 4,402 - 4,402
New{Orleans Entire parish 8,030 2943 10,973
Omaha . Entire city 5075 3582 8,427
Philadeliphia Entire city 8,254 3,238 11,493
Phognix Entire county 8.016 4,253 12,269
Portiand Eniire county 7463 3,048 10511
St. Louis Entire city 6,595 2,580 9,188
San Antonic Entire county 8,028 2,718 8,746
San Diego g Entire city and part of county 7,472 2,872 10,344
San Jose Entire county 6,285 2,727 8,012
Washington, DC Entire city §,375 2ATS 8,850

H Totals 156,150 §7,730 | 213,898

Y The si‘tesa of Chicage. Miam, ang Omaha either cofiected adutt tamale data for a limiled Hme {Lo., a year or iess) or not at &i
te, Miami). Therclfom, these sites are considered non-adult temale DUF iocations,

CSR, Incorporated




|
|
|

APPENDIX B

OVERVIEW OF NATIONAL DUF
AND SITE-SPECIFIC VARIABLES




Appendix B
Overview of National DUF Variables for Adults’

Background Characteristics of Interviewer and Information About the interview

« [linitials of interviewer, their date of hirdhy, their race/ethnicity, their marital status
« | Date of interview .

» JLanguage the interview was ¢ondutied in

+ 1DUF site

Background Charagteristics of Aduit Booked Arrestee

= | Age, sex, racs/ethnicity, and marital status
« { Academit achievement, employment, and income
+ | Location of residence and living situation at residence

Charge and Arrest Information

Most serious charge, type of charge, hours from arres!
Charged with a warrant or ¢n prohation
Frecirsgt of arrest andg iocation of arrest (2ip oode)

] Previous arrest history {e.g.. the number of times hooked in the past 12 months}

|

Drug Information

*® & # &

Present and past drug use (seif-report)

Age first tried drug(s)®

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

Numbes of days using drugs in the last 30 days

Knowledge of any new drugs?

Drug Treatment History (seff-report

Dependent in ias! 12 months?

Now recgiving or in e past have you recewed drug treatment? For which drugs?
Do you need drug treatment now? Which drugs?

Drug infection (self-report)

Do you inject drugs? Which ones? Last time injected?

Drugs and the accused crime

At the time of arrest did you need drugs?

Al 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 monihs?

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

.. & ¥ & =

* 8 & H & & & ® % + 2

»

i
P This ovarview presants variables from the cumment DUF mnterview that was ravised inf the middie of 1995,
z D’rug guestiong focused on ihe following 156 drugs: alcohol, 1obacge, marjuana, crack, gowder cocaing, opiates (hein,
biack tar, gilaudid, mompbine), PCPangel dust, amphetamineg/spesd, downers/barbiturates, guaaludesiudes, sireel methadons,
crysialgmazh., vatium ar other ranquilizers, LS00k, and inhalants.

3
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Appendix D

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

4

%&afie
DUF Site 1987 | 1988 | 1989 § 1990 | 1691 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 1995 | Median -
Atiaria 621 830 690 725, 894 | 741 8BS
Birmingham 722 saz2 || 635 632 640 67.7| 602 682  66.1
Chicago 728 | 798 739 | 738 742 650 808 | 789 794 762
Ciaveland 664 | 663 | 54.8] 559 641 641! 86.0 654 624
Datlas 659 | 647§ 559| 559 504 615 57.2 603| 59.9
Dénver 477 | 508! 605! 844 670 688 593 |
Détroit 659 | 679 828 f 51.3 552 576 629 655 67.2 | 60.4
Fd Lauderdale 650 | 622 662 | 59.9 607 | 644 61,3 584 580 | 611
Hauston 84.0| 650 | 652 | 64.2| 647 595 592 477 57.9| 604
Infianapolis 539 | 562 ) 464 | 448 517 605 | 693 | 64.3 563
Kansas City 53.9 | 600 § 451! 526 60.3 54.5

. | Los Angeles | 60| 752 895 | 656 615 66.9| 661 664 621 664
Manhattan/ NY 805 seo| 787 | 759 729 766 783 B2.C 838 788
Miami 753 70.2 67.7 | 68.2 | 69.6| 663 | 569 | 662
New Orieans | 70.8] 703 | 691 § 61.0| 58.7] 60.5] 61.7] 63.1| 664 641
Ofnaha j | 56.5 3011 36.4] 485| 53.8| 563| 545 480 |
Philadelphia i | o7 | s1a | 757| 737! 778 764 | v60] 781 770 |
Phoenix I'sag! 628] 577 | 535| 422 468 624 647 628 562
Porttand | 705 743 636 ] 624 606 60.1 626 651 654 | 646
San Antonio l 626|526 | s08| 49.3] 538 553 517 508 52.4
Shn Diego 675 816 | B1.B | 782 751 76.7| 78.4| 79.1| 727 | 774
San Jose 623 | 55.0] 581 49.7| 544 | 51| 518 548
St. Louis 557 639 § 535 59.0| 638 67.9| 736 787 648
Washington, DC | 667 | 562 59.1| 596 604 | 640 642 614
Median | 682 681 | 652 ] 599 59.0| 605| 629 660 654 619

vt . . - . .

Pgor to 1980, the priorily chaige systern 1or selacting the DUF sample was not {ully implemented and DUF sites warg nol
required 1o have an adull male sample lor whicn logs than 20% fad 2 drug charge, Therefore, the dea lor 1990 are
consigersd the baseline.

T Yhe years 1990 trupugh 1995 were used in reporting range dala,

L5H, Incorporated
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Appendix D {continued)

Female

DUF Site 1987 1988 | 1989 | 1950 | 1991 { 1992 ' 1993 1984 | 1994 Average
Atlanta 712 639 654 724 724 82| 685
Birmingharm 65.4 5500 66.6| 61.5| 594 3.1 63.1| 574 613
Chicago 78.2 76.2
Cleveland 732 | 79.3| 740| 816 816] 708, 769 |
Dallas 647 476§ 606 559 | 66.2| 3.4 | 63.1| 585 | 538
Denver 551 | 53.6 | 60.6| 67.8| 67.5| 666 61.8 |
Detroit 81.3 | 742] 673 72.3| 618! 61.8| 776, 719 |
Ft. Lauderdals 620§ 66.3| 636 61.5| 824 625, 60.2| 628 |
Houston 58.1 | 58.6| 504 | 53.8 | 47.6| 47.7| 49.7| 533
Indianapolis 5221 447 | 39.3| 54.0] 49.8| 604 | 694 71.2| &75 |
Kansas City 02| 744 ) 843 35| 728 88.1
Los Angeles 7951 760 788 | 714 7a8| 718 798| 7201 677 730 |
Manhattan/ NY 833 801 7558 708 76B| 848 BY6| B85 B4B, B1E
Miami .

New Orleans 457 | 550 | 639 § 598| 504 | 518 31.9| 322 50.8] 480
Omabha 58,4 | 58.4 | 556 574
Philadelphia 794 819} 756 75.0| 77.8| 755 753 765 769
Phoenix 694 60.5| 696 § 58.2| 61.3 634 | 668, 66.8| 63.0| 637
Portland 7101 7e3 | 702§ €13 88.2| 73.1 | 738 738 | 681 7

San Antonio | 508 480 ] 41.8 453| 445 3807 388 41.7 428
San Diego s6.8| 783 | 770 752! 731 724 758 75.6| 733, 750 |
San Jose 55.0) 572 518 56.5( 609 80.9| 493 564 |
$1. Louis | 444|621 561 539 700 755 755] 636 859
Washington, DC 829§ 731 746| 715 &7.4| 67.3| 88| 717
Median 753 678 638 ] 64.3 835 662 674 67.3] 666| 659 |

" A srall number of adult females paricipated in 1887, 5o the data for 1887 should be viewss! cadtiously. Tharelere, lhe
dais lor 1988 are considerad the bassiine.

CSR, Incorporated
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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
Cocai'ne, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1988*-95
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* Prior to 1888, this site was not participating In DUF,

** Prior to 1980, the prigrity charge system for selacting the DUF sample was not fully implemented and DUF sites were nol
'required to have en adult male sample whare less than 20% had a drug charge. Theraeforg, the dala for 1990 ara
*considered the basaiina.




Exhibit 12
CHICAGQO: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for
Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1987-95
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* Srior 1o 1590, tha priorty cherge system for salecting the DUF samply wag not {ully implemanted and DAFFE 5188 wers not
required o ke sn adult mate sample where (988 than 20% had 8 drug charge. Therefwre, the dala for 1980 are

considared the baseling. -

™ Adult famale data were collacted only in 1998,



Exhibit 13
CLEVELAND: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for
Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1888-85
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* Firlar b 1990, the priority charga eystem: for selecting the DUF semple was ngt fully imnplamentad s DU sitas wers not
lmquirm 1o haee an adult male sampls wherd less than 20% had & drug thampe. Tharafore, tha data for 1890 ora
-’msidmd thies biasaling,

= Adtult fornale dats wars 1ot tollectad pror to 1930,



Exhibit 14 ‘
DALLAS: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for
Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender. 1988*-05
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* Prior to 1988, (bis site was not parlicipaling in DUR

* Pripe i 1999, the priority cherge svstem for setesting $e DUF sarmpis was 5ot filly imptamented and DUF sites was not
racuirsd i have an adult mate sampls where fess thas Z0% had e drug charge. Thivelore, e deia for 1990 era
nonsidared tho besaling,



Exhibit 15
DENVER: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for
Cocai:iie, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1990*-95
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* Prior o 1856, this slle was nol participating i (LWIE




Exhibit 16 ‘
DETROIT: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for
Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1987-85
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* Pher to 1990, tha pricrity charos systam for salestng the DAF sampla was not Tully imglemaniad and DUF sites wers not
raquired 1o hiave an adult male semple whera faas than 20% had a drug charge. Theralor, the Sata for 1880 are
gonsidared the baseline,

** Adult fernaky data collgetion began in 1988, Adult femaly de!



Exhibit 17
FORT LAUDERDALE: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for
Cecai;ze, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1987-95
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* Pricrte 1990, tha prioriy charge eyster fr satecting the DUF sample was net fully implementad and DUF sites ware not

required to have an adult male sample whars lpss than 20% had a drug charge. Therafore, the data for 1850 are
considarad the baseling.

= Aduit fernie dats were not coliacied prite i 1HES.



Exhibit 18
HOUSTON: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for
Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1987-95

8%
8% o
e are
4 - -
-
[
@
£
Fith
»”m -
[l
1
-
%
m
vawd
g Ag% -
%
Abad
5 - 1333
P L]
g
o - T ; :
EE 44 1988 1889

081
Yoars

[ Cocaine 8] Marjuana M Opiates M Mathamphetamines

* Prigy wr 18680, the priority chame systam for selecting the DUE sampie was nat Tully Implemanted ang DUP shas ware nat

retjiirend (o have an adult rale semple where less than 20% had & drug charge, Threlors, the dain for 18990 are
considared he tagaling,

*+ Adult fernale data collection began in 19889,



, Exhibit 19 :
INDIANAPOLIS: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for
Cocaili\e, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1988*-95
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“ Prior to 1088, this slte was not parBzipatng in DUE

* $rar i 1900, the priorify cham syster: M wilacing the DUF sarmpls way abt Jully implemantad and DUF shies wete gt
required fo have an adyit male sample whire jass thea 20% hed a druy ehage. Therelore, the data ®or 1980 an
Sonsidared ha baseline. :




Exhibit 20
KANSAS CITY: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for
Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender; 1988-92*
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* ‘hiz site bagan gariicination i DU in 1588 end stapped aher 1852,

* Prios to 1880, B priarity charge system for seteciing the DUF sampie was not Kaly implamented and DUF sites wera not
raquited t: have an sgiull maie sample whera lass Bian 20% had a drug charge. Therelors, the ga for 1690 er9
conaigarad tha basaline.



Exhibit 21
LOS ANGELES: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for
Coca{ne, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1987-95
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b Prior 1o 1050, the pricrty shargs system for salecting the DUF sample was not fuby implarrenisd and DUF gllas were npl

sacjuitat to heve an eyl made aample whoro less then 209 had B drug charga, Tharelors, e data for 1890 are
sangidarad tha haseling,

> A grnal nueber of el Tomales panticipated it 1887, 50 Bha data for 1587 should be viewed cautiously. Tharetare,
mo gt kot 1988 ars corgidars! o haseling.




Exhibit 22
MANHATTAN, NEW YORK: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for
Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1987-95
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* prhoric 1980, he priohly charge sysiem or selesting the DUF sampie was not fully implarmanted and DUF sitas wars not
raquired tn hive o achit ale sample whars 1ass Dan 209 hixd & drug charga. Theralore, tha data for 1990 are
eonsidered tha bassling,

= A gmah numtar of adult farmalas perlicipated in 1957, &0 the dan Br 1887 shoult be viswad cautiousty. Therelors,
the data for 1988 gre considersd he basalina.



Exhibit 23

MIAMI: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for Cocaine, Marijuana,

Percent

Percent

O‘piat&s and Methamphetamins by Gender: 1988-89 and 1990-95*
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* Aduit mele data coliaction began it 1888 or adult malasa. Adullt mate data wera nai coliactad in 1966,

s Prior 1o 1850, the priorly charge systom R saloacting tha DUF sample was not fully Implemented and DUF sites were oot
reyuivect 10 have en poult mals saople whare fess an 2086 had a drug charge. Theralore, the data ko 1930 arg
congisered the baseing,

e




Exhibit 24
NEW OCRLEANS: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for
Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1987-95
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* Pripr to 1990, the priority charge system for salecting the DUF sampie was not fully Implemanted sod DUF shes ware not
ragusirad 1o have an adylt male sample where iess ther 20% had 2 drug dwrge, Therefore, the dam %1 1580 are
congiderad the basaling,

v A small number o1 pdyl females paricipated in 1887, 8o e data Tor 1987 shouid be viewnd cauliousiy Therlorg,
thie data for 1586 era consklered tha basaing.
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Exhibit 25

(?piatas and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1988 and 1990-95"
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* $agduh emale data cotlection bogan in 1RBE for adult males, Acull male data werd not coflected i 1588,

s 8or to 1580, the priorfty chorge system ky selecting the DUF sample was not fully implamanted and DUF sites wane ot
rewpired o have an sdult mals sample whare lass wen 20% had o drug chargs, Therelore, the dsta for 1980 are
rmnsiierad tho haseling,

= Famale adull dats solacton begen in 1833,
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Exhibit 26
PHILADELPHIA: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for
Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1988*-95

80%
Miw
0%
-
g 40%
g
g » il
;
PEE
R
20% %;,:i
53
\
O
R ] -
?‘m ::"‘ L L iind ELRL Y
m g y— m
£
e W% -
£
GO~ | ssinnnne
0% o

a8 12483 1894

{3 Cocaine 18 Madivana I Opintes M Mathamphetamines

* Prior to 1988, thiz sita was not pasicingling in DUF,

* Prios 1o 1300, the pricdty shage system for seistting he DUF sampls was not fully impiarnenied and DUF sites wore nol
rirpuirit 10 hiave an Ryt inale sample whars fesd han 209 had o diug chasge. Tharekere, e data for 1990 sre
considared the basaling,



Exhibit 27 |
PHOENIX: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for
Coca%ae, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender:
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* Priorto 1800, the prioly oiar08 systam for selecting the DUF sampie was not Tully Implamentad and DUF gies wars aot
requirad 1 heve an aoult maie sampie whora less than 20% had » grug sharge. Tharafors, the data for 1590 are
considared he baselne.

* & senatt number of adult famales participated in 1857, so the ¢aia ior 1987 should be viewssd cautiously. Tharslors,
o dma for 1986 ara considered tha basefing,



Exhibit 28
PORTLAND: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for
Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1987-95
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* Prior 1o 1580, the plority chargs sysiem for aslectog the DUF sample wax not fully implomenied eng DLIF sheg ware not
required o i an agult mala sampis whare tass then 20% bad o drug cherge. Tharalora, the dals v 1590 gra
considarsd the basalina,

=+ & srash numbar of adiult lammles paricipated is 1987, s0 tha daw ke 1967 should be viewsst caulously. Therafbors,
Sy ciata for 1983 are corigared the basaling,



Exhibit 29 o
SAN ANTONIO: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for
Cocaizi&e, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1987*-95
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]
* Priot 1o 1988, this gite was a0t partioipating in DUFR

» Drisr tn 1500, the privzily Sherge Systom kY selacting the DUF sample was not hilly irplamentsd arvd DUF sitas were not
‘rempiirad 1o hove an sdultmals sampta whors Jess than 20% had a drug charge. Tharslors, the data ke 1890 are
“considared the bassing,




Exhibit 30
SAN DIEGO: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for
Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1987-95
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* Price 1o 1953, the priorily charga systom & selectng the DUF sample was not fully Implamanied snd DUF siies ware not

seuudrad 10 have an aduit male sarysid whees iogg than 2P had o deug charge. Therelrs, the data ko 1580 are
wernsidared the basuine,

*+ A small number of adult femakes participated in 1457, so tha dats ko 1887 shouid be viewed cevtitusly. Tharoipre,
the data for 1885 era considerad te basaling,
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Exhibit 31
SAN JOSE: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for
COC&I{IQ Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphatammes by Gender: 1989*—95

B
%,
€ a0%
W
o
& .
Pz N
O . .
6%
:i:; 40%
[
&
0%
0% ; i
1087 1084
Years ;
{3 Cocaine 8 Mariiuana M Opiates M Methamphatamines
} Prigr it 1589, thiw site wes not parscipating in DUF
= Dirinr tn 1094, the prionly chergs sysiom for pelecing tha DUF sampia was not fully Implemanted and DUF ites wergnol
regudrend 10 hove an adult mete sarpte where tess than 20% had e drug charge. Therefors, the data for 1986 sra
wongiderad tha baseline,




Exhibit 32
ST. LOUIS: Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for
Cocaine, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1988*-95
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* Prior to 1988, this sfle was not participatng in DUE

* Prigr to 1660, the pricrity charpa system for solacting the DUIF sampia wiss ot iully imglomentod sad DUF siles wene not
requUired 1o have an adult mals sample wherd less than 20% had e gnsg cherge. Therelore, tha date Jor 1800 ans

cansiiarad the basoline.
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Exhibit 33
W;?«SHINGTQN, D.C.; Percent of Arrestees Who Tested Positive for
Cocaigxe, Marijuana, Opiates and Methamphetamines by Gender: 1989*-85

8%

i

Percent

A9 i1

80% r

i

s

W

Pogroent

W% -

Hbw

1987 1968 1898

Yeutn

1 Cocaine B Marijuana M Opiates M Mathamphetarines

* Pror to 1888, this site wig net pardeipatng In DR

*e Gariesr 1 1900, the priodly shatge aystem kor selecting the DUF siweple was nat fully implemeniad and DUF gifos werg not
rqquirad (o have ao adult male sampie whore less than 206 hed g dnug charge, Tharatora, the data for (850 are
conskigegd tha baseling.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

{l

——————————————————————
A

The 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 geal. To assist in
providing a foundation for effective prevention and education efforts, TSR, Incorporated, conducied a
series of focus and discussion groups with youth from the Washington-Baltimore metropolitan area who
were/are invelved in drug trafficking. The purpose of this investigation was {o better understand both

how and why vouth become engaged in selling drugs.

Arrest reports and research studies that include data on youth drug dealing show that (1) the
numbers of youth seiling a variety of fllicit drugs or participating in activities that facilitate the sale of
these drugs are increasing; (2) youth are becoming involved at increasingly younger ages: and (3) the
introduction of crack-cocaine into local urban drug markets appears to have influenced the increase in
adolescent drug wafficking, However, a review of recent literature on youth and drogs® found little
syswmaiie research conducted specifically on adolescent drug trafllicking. This lack of research is a

result of the relative recency of widespread paricipation by adolescents in selling drugs,

Focus and discussion group participants described their family backgrounds, their schog!
experiences, their introduction into drug use and drug selling, and (heir perspectives on preventing youth

from getting involved with drugs. Highlights from their responses include the following:

¢ Youth in the focus groups all had a history of using and selling drugs. However, there was
no single social, economic, or family characteristic that described those most heavily ir;volvcd
in using or selling drugs. Youth who came from what appeared to be the most disadvantaged
family circomstances {(i.e., very little social, economical, or emotional support) were not the
most heavily involved in drug dealing nor were those who came from the best family

gircumstances the least involved in drug dealing;
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Executive Summary

* While the lilerature suggests an association between low school attachment and drug dealing,?
a numnber of focus group participants described themselves as having been good stwdents and
geuing 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 aicohol and drug problems and youth drug seliing
found in the literature® was echoed by many of the focus and discussion participants. In fact,
most of the focus group participamts reported that they were given their first substance by a

famaly member;

*  Drug use and drug selling were frequently deseribed by focus and discussion geoup youth as
ways of fitting in. The muaiority of focus group participants did not credit their initiation into
drug dealing o the influence of people in their own age group or to peers pressuring them to
sell drugs. For the most part, this group of young dealers suggesied that they took the
inttigtive 10 become dealers i order 0 emulate the activities of someone ﬁvho was much older

than they were al the time they siarned dealing;

« Parenis of focus group participants apparenily did not notice, acknowledge, or inervene in
their adolescent’s drug use or selling. Several youth mentioned selling drugs from their
homes, purchasing expensive clothes and other iems, and spending on lavish lifestyles, vet
there was little mention of parents’ interferenee with or acknowledgment of these behaviors

among this sample of drug dealers:

*  The literature reports a significant nomber of inner-city youth who are nendrug users that
become involved in drug trafficking.’ However, most of the youth pasticipating in the focus
and discussion groups who were drug dealers were first drug users. They sold drugs either
ensure their own supply or because they knew from their own use the income potential of the

drug business and wanted 2 pant of it;
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Executive Summary

* The focus group youth who reponed that they had stopped selling drugs were those who .wem
heavy users of multiple drugs. Many of these youth were motivated to guit either because of
legal consequences or because they just pot tired of being so "messed up.” The focus group
participants did not report they quit selling drugs because of any new insights or attitudes

specifically about drug dealing:

»  Overall, it would appear that Jocal law enforcement activities alone are insufficient 1o deter
adolescents who are heavily involved in drug activitics (using or dealing}, In most cases,
drug dealing was curtailed when drug use was stopped through prosecution and/or treatment;

and

The unanimous response from the discussion group participants was that there js nothing that

s Y

can be done to keep youth away from drugs or from trying drugs when the drugs are so
readiiy available. Several youth made jokes about the ineffectiveness of the celebrity
advertisements of the personal testimonies that appear on television. There was a mixed
response to whether educational programs, such as those presented in schools, were effective

or useful.

While attention to targeted prevention efforts has increased in recent vears, additional research
must be wndertaken o deepen the understanding of {1} the risk factors for drug use and drug zfafﬁck&ng
among youth and {2) the resiliency factors that might be supported through prevention and intervention
efforts to0 miligate risk and deter drug trafficking by adolescents. Research in this area can provide the
foundation for targeted prevention and intervention efforts that will reduce the escalation of drug

trafficking by America’s youth.

CSR, incarporated v




T —
P e

YOUTHFUL OFFENDERS: THEORY AND PRACTICE OF
ADOLESCENT DRUG TRAFFICKING

INTRODUCTION

Adolescent drug rafficking is a small but growing phenomenon among vouth of all social and
economic circumstances. To better understand both how and why youth become engaged in selling
drugs, a series of focus groups and group interviews were conducted with drug-involved youth (ages
18-22) from the Washington-Baltimore metropoditan area. The data {including an extensive glossary and
taxonomy of drug-relaled terms used by focus group panicipants) 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 {ONDCP) with new insights that might be used to help shape U.S. drug
policy.

The emphasis of the focus groups and group interviews was to determine how the youth hecame
involved in drug dealing and what, if anything, helped them to discontinue their involvement with drug-
dealing. The youth were asked to describe {1} their family background and childhood experiences;

{2} school experiences and relationships with their peers; {3) how zﬁey were first introduced to drug use;
{4} how and when they began selling drugs; (5) their Iife as a drug dealer;, {6) what, if anything, helped
them discontinue their drug trafficking; and, {7} what they thought could be done to prevent other youth
from getting invelved with drugs. It should be noted that this sample of adolescent and young adalt
drug dealers represents primarily a drug-using population that also bas engaged in drug dealing. often in
order 1o support their drug use habits, 1t should be further noted that there is another important
pomiiation of juveniles who participate in drug trafficking but who, for the most part, do not use illegal

drugs.

LITERATURE REVIEW

An examination of the recent research on youth and drugs reveals a substantial body of lierature
describing the relationships between use of illegal drugs, other drug offenses, and delinquent behaviors,

yet fittle systematic rescarch has been conducted specifically on adolescent drug wafficking. This stems
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from the fact that widespread panicipation by adolescents in the sale of drugs is » relatively recent
phenomenon brought about, in parnt, by the widespread introduction of crack-cocaine into local urban
drug markets. -Arresl reports and research studies that do include data on youth drug dealing show that
the numbers of youth who are selling a variety of illicit drugs or paricipating in activities that facilitate
the sale of these drugs are increasing and that youth are becoming invelved in drug trafficking at
incr&&s‘ixggiy younger ages. There also is evidence that some of the increase in violence related to drug

sales is)the direct result of the more active panticipation of youth in the drug business.

:i; is estimated that during the 19805, about 10 percent of youth engaged in selling illegal drugs.
which represents almost 10 times the number reported in the early 1970s.” The risk for drug dealing is
especialiy high among youth living in low-income, inner-city neighborhoods where recent studies have
dccumc'med that between 26 and 45 percent of youth may be actively involved in the sale of drugs.
Data c;z%lscted from the Pittsburgh Youth Study, the Rochester Youth Development Study, and the
Denver \Youth Survey sugpgest that the percentages of inner-city youth involved in drug trafficking are
26, 37, and 45, respectively.® Drug trafficking is increasingiy the crime by which youth come to the
1avenileliustice system. A study of drug-involved youth in Miami revealed that the first crime
conunilt_fed by 67 percent of the youth interviewed was a drug sale or some other drug-related illegal
amiv%zy,st‘-’ Nationwide in 1993, approximately 89,100 drug offense cases were disposed of by juvenile
courts, which sepresents a 24 percent increase over the number of drug offense cases disposed of in
1989. For jurisdictions zhai’ made a distinction between drug trafficking and drug possession, trafficking

was the more serious charge in slightly less than one-half of all drug cases in 1993.%

The liierature suggests that, for most youth, selling drugs is just ong of a wide variety of episodic
delinquent behaviors and something that rarely lasts more than 2 few months or extends beyond a
limited zz!;mbcr of transactions conducted among acquaintances. These occasional young dealers do not
have flagiantiy delinquent lifestyles and rarely come to the attention of the authorities. Even frequent
selers who aperate more in the open seli primarily to their peers and do not otherwise have seriously
delinquent lifestyles. However, youth who are heavy users of multiple drugs often sell in the aduli

market for varving lengths of time as a means of supporting their drug habin
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Only a small praportion 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.'' This group also is more Jikely than other young offenders to continue

committing crimes when they reach adulthood.”

Characteristics of Youthful Drug Traffickers

The information currently available on juvenile drug traffickers is guite limited. Mosl studics 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 waffickers. Official statistics likewise include enly limited
demographic information that could be used to gain more insight on the drug-irafficking population.

The lack of a clear profile for juvenile drug traffickers is also due to the {act that drug dealing by

Juveniles tends 1o be a fanly common occurrence conducted by a diverse youth population,

Nevertheless, evidence suggests that adolescent drug dealers have a profile similar o that of
chronic offenders. That is, they are more likely to be nonwhite, from lower sociceconomic backgrounds,
have lower 1(Js, spend fewer years in school, and have lower school achievement levels.” A number of
data sources point to a disproportionately high number of African Americans involved in deug
trafficking. Regarding drug trafficking (most of which was found w be small-scale), Gaines notes that

b ]
among more sophisticated wrban minority youth,

There isn’t any better economic opportunity to be had [than local cocaine drug-
selling cartels].... Meanwhile, suburban white kids are not so organized. They have
< failed to purture such flourishing alternatives 1o blocked mobility. And so they
look up to minority kids, city kids, for their superior economic organization on the

street,

Some of these data, however, may be skewed by the fact that most studies on adolescent drug
trafficking focus on high-risk, urban areas or use readily available arrest data. Even though whites

constitute the majority of drug users and probably a large proportion of drug sellers, minorities dominate

CSR, mporporated ‘ 3



Youthful OHfenders: Theory and Practice of Adolescent Drug Trafficking

the exposed drug selling areas in the inser ¢ity, making them ¢asier targets for arrest. Therefore, maost
data cu.!rmn{iy available present 2 demographic picture of adolescent drug dealers that may be more

reflective of law enforcement activities than of the population involved in selling drugs.""

With regard to gender distribution, arrest data indicate that males represent the largest group of
adalescfenz drug traffickers. Although research on the general youth population suggests that young
women! are more likely to be involved in selling drugs than was previously believed, other data indicate

that yv?ng women are not a5 involved in drug trafficking as they are in other criminal activities.'s™™®

,

and many do not complete their high school education,

variety of studies indicate that many adolescent drug dealers experience problems in school,
#E% This corresponds with studies of
incarcerated adult drug deaiers which show that members of this population are less likely to bave
completed high school than are adults incarcerated for other crimes. Similarly, drug-dealing youth are
more likely than non-drug-dealing youth (0 engage ip a variety of delinguent behaviors; (o be more
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 are to be regular users of multiple drugs, @

Difficulty in school and other problem behaviors, however, are not necessarily indications of the
adolescent drug dealers” lack of scholastic ability or meniat capacity. To some extent, the research
saggeszss that youth who engage it drug dealing have an entreprencurial nature and thal those who are
successful in the drug business are skiliful and are high achievers, Descriptions of psychological and
behavioral traits of entrepreneurial drug traffickers show that they are similar to their noncriminal
entreprencurial counterparts.” Most adolescent drug dealers, however, do not have the skills necessary
to succeed at drug déaling and cither stop dealing or become so dependemt on drugs that they quickly

come foithe atiention of iaw enforcement authorites,

Extent of Adolescent Involvement in the Drug Market

Drug markets vary considerably with respect to level of organization, centralization, presence of

social coptrols, and siability. General information about social distribution and volume of dealing,

CSA, Incorporated




e

Youthtul QHenders: Thuory and Practice of Adolescent Drug Tratficking

however, reveals ligtle about adolescent drug deslers, their clients, patterns of drug selling, or the social
structure of drug sales by adolescents. The limited 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 small proportion of young dealers.

Researchers have found a strong reciprocal refationship between drug vse and drug saies. Since
marijuana i$ quite accessible and relatively inexpensive, it has always attracted a large number of
part-time sellers who work in a wide array of sociveconomic settings. Diswribution of marijuana among
youth most often is conducted by small-scale dealers for small profits, and selling wkes place primarily

in private locutions where there is lule risk of arrest or vielent confrontation.

Although there are regional differences, the rate of cocaine use has increased among adolescents,
even though cocaine use among adults has been on the decline.®® Given the strong relationship
between cocaine use and selling, there are reasons to believe that cocaine dealing among youth also is
on the rise. Cocaine I8 favored by adolescents who use multiple drugs, and first cocaine use frequently
occurs before age [3. Youth who have been using drugs for some time and dealers of multiple drugs
often tend o prefer cocaing, in some form, followed by marijuana. However, data on herom use and
sales suggest that youih involvement has been low, Heroin distribution generally is controlled by siable,
organized crime groups, and selling is conducted by widely dispersed, small-scale street dealers; thus,
herpin dealers generally are older than those selling other drugs. Current data, however, suggest that
herpin consumption by adolescents is increasing, which may alse affect their level of involvement in

heroin seliing.”

The introduction of crack-cocaine into the drug market in the mid-1980s fundamentally altered
the structure of drug-dealing networks from loose confederations of freelance sellers o verticaily
organized dealing groups and organizations. The expanded distribution system that developed with the.
introduction of ¢rack-cocaine made it possible for youth 1o move up in the ranks of drug selling in a
way that was not possible before. Drug dealers began using juveniles © serve as JooKouts, couriers, und
sellers because they could pay them less than they would have (o pay an adult and becavse the juvenile

justice system retumned juveniles arrested for drugs crimes 1o the streets in a very short time.  Drug
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sellinglquickly came o dominate the aclivity of young criminals and continues to attract increasingly

vounger cohorts 0 its ranks.

In addition, the viclence associated with drug trafficking is a phenomenon specifically related to
the sale of crack-cocaine and is often directly related 1o the increased involvememt of youth. The
volume of cash generated by crack-cocaine sales and the competition for wrf it engenders have led to an
incrcas% in the number of weapons involved; those weapons often are used by youth whe have no
txperia:?ce with firsarms and who have been desensitized 1o viplence by the circamstances in which they

live ¢.44.25.06

There also are indications that the hierarchical nalure of crack-cocaine distribution encourages the
use of viclence to enforce discipline in the ranks. Crack-cocaine markets encourage and reward violence
and attract violent individuals 1o serve as drug seliers. The increase in murder arrest rates between 1985
and 1992 for youth ages 15 10 24 is directly related to the increased panticipation of youth in crack- *

cocaine :dealing.®

Risk Factors Associated with Adolescent Drug Trafficking

In additien to descriptive siudies of adolescent involvement in the drug trade, the literatore also
highlights a variety of risk factors associated with adolescent drug involvement. Although the research
is primarily focused on adelescent drug use and other delinquent behaviors, it provides some insight
regarding which risk factors are likely to be associated with drug dealing. A chart of the individual rigk
factors leighlighted by current research is Jocated in Appendix A5 It is imponant to note thal while
some ris%; factors appear more frequently in the rescarch than others, the frequency with which they
appear reflects current research priorities, easier access to some sample populations, and the availahility

of specific background information more than it reflects their importance in adolescent drug dealing,

The risk factors associated with adolescent drug trafficking have been grouped into five broad
categories: individual risk factors, family characteristics, ecological and neighborhood risk factors,
economic risk factors, and other social risk factors. Individual risk factors include drug and alcohol use,

delinguency, sarly involvement in adult behaviors, gon possession, low school attachment and
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achievement, and an external locus of control. Pamily characteristics found 1o correlate with adelescent
drug trafficking include family aicohol and drug use, low family attachment, lack of supervision, and

low parental achisvement,

Research dating back o the early 1920s supports the notton that neighborhood and community
contexis increase the potential for specific youth ouvicomes, even though we are just beginning to
understand what mechanisms are at work and how influences are transmitted. Current research
underscores frequent exposure to drug aclivity, contaet with adult drug waffickers, comumunity acceptance
of drugs, lack of epportustities for personal suceess, and lack of alternative activities as the neighborhood

or community elements that pul youth at risk for drug rrafficking.

Economic risk factors include a weak faber 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 activiues also are acknowledged as significant risk factors for adolescent drug dealing.

it is troportant to note that none of the research establishes a causal relationship between
adolescent drug traificking and any of the risk faclors identified. While some studies identified a
sequential progression toward drug trafficking in reiation to specific nsk factors, most studies showed
only associations, One of the strongest risk factors appears 1o be the individual's own drug use
(including alcohol and tobaeco), Studies indicate that a high proporiion of drug traffickers report using 4
variety of drugs, and one of the primary reasons for getting involved in selling drugs is 1o increase

828303 Paethermore, afthough research has

access to the drugs they need for their own personal use.?
shown that crack-cocaine has reversed the wmporal sequencing of drug use and selling, with many
voung dealers imtially avoiding the use of crack-cocaine, most youth who stay involived in the crack-

cocaine trade eventually become drug users.'

What can be concluded from the existing literawre is that the risk factors related to adolescent
drug trafficking are many, but the interrelationships among them are not 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 exposed to the same environments and social relationships do not. What appears 10 be a vast

i . . .
amount of information abowt adolescem drug involvement lacks a focus on drug trafficking, thereby
fimiting our ability to develop a more precise risk profile of young drug dealers or 10 hypothesize about

T
causal irelationships.

METHODS

Adolescents “rarely begin drug vse alone. and often do so as pant of natural processes of

experimentation and peer solidarity.”® Thus, the initiation into drug use is penerslly a social process
involving disunctive actions, rituals, and beliefs, Such social processes can ofien be best understood
through qualitative, in-person. and ethnographic research methods, such as focus groups, rather than
quantitative data-driven survey methods, Delinguent youth are highly wary of adels and can generally
only be reached by means of patient, face-to-face tatking. This methodological consideration may be
one reason why much criminologicsl research, based as it often is on large surveys, has had little success

uncovering the fundamental motivations and contexts of adolescent drug users.

Urban sociofogists have long advocated gualitative, fieldwork-based studies of US. criminal or
deviant:populations. The National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA} has long been active in conducting
sociological or ethnographic studies on drug abuse and was a primary sponsor of a book on the use of

# More recently, two NIDA

eibﬁ@gr‘aphic meihods for studying drug use and abuse in natural settings.
Research Monographs™™® have summarized the state-of-the-art of ethnographic drug abuse research
methods. Thus, the primary methods used to address the research questions posed earlier are multiple

focus groups and group interviews.

?verali, 15 individuals ages 17 to 31 living in the Washington, D.C_, and Baltimore, Maryland,
metropolitan areas who sold drugs during their teenage years participated in two formal focus groups
that were conducted in April 1996 and May 1997, Lach focus group was tape-recorded and the resulting
tapes were transcribed for analysis. {See Appendix B for ¢xamples of questions used in the focus
groups.} In addition, three discussion groups were conducted with drug-involved adolescents and young
adults from Fairfax County, Virginia (five panticipants), Washingron, D.C. {four participanis, and

Montgomery County, Maryland {ibree pariicipanisy. Although none of these discussion grbups was tape-

CSA, incorporated 8




Youthlyl OHsnders: Theory and Practice of Adolescent Drug Tralficking

recortded, numerous notetakers were seated sround the room during the discussions to record as much of
the resulting conversation as possible. Since none of the four participanis in the Washington, D.C,,
discussion group were willing (o acknowledge ever having soid drugs, daia 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

foliows:

= Focus Group | (Balimore, Maryland; Apnil 2, 1996)

+  Fotus Group 2 (Washington, D.C.; May 6, 1997}

*  Discussion Group 3 {Annandale, Virginla, January 29, 1997)
» Discussion Group 4 {(Rockville, Maryland; February 13, 1997)

This identification system allows each focus group or discussion group participant (represented -
anonymously during the discussions and n all analysis cases by a letter, A-H} 1o have a upigue identifier

such as “C2” (ie., participant C in Focus Group 2).

Focus Groups

Focus Group | was conducted on April 2, 1996, in an East Baliimore high school with seven
African American males, ages 18 to 3] (average age 24 years), This focus group, which lasted almost 3
hours, was moderated by a respected African American comununity leader and researcher, The
moderator recnuited the focus group participanis and assured them that their anonymity would be

respected.  Participants each received a cash honorarium for their participation.

Ff}czzé Group 2 was conducted on };&xy 6, 1997, in a Northeast Washingion, D.C,, church with
eight white participants {5 males and 3 females), ages 17 to 21 (average age |9 years). The group was
moderated by a 40-year-old white male, who recruited all of the participants from an addict recovery
program that he direeted; he also is a recovering addict. Each participant of this focus group was given

2 cash honorarium.
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Both groups were provided a free dinner of pizza and soft drinks. All participants came of their

own volition and were guaranteed complete anonymity; no names were used or requested, either orally
or in writing. Each participant was jdentified by a letter which was set on the table at his or her seat
and zhé.gmup was asked to refer to each other only 'by this letter. Both focus groups were tape-recorded
by using a micro-cassette recorder with an omni-directional micrephone to generate verbalim transcripts

for later analysis.

Biscussion Groups

’i‘he three discussion groups were conducted in early 1997, Although the sessions were not tape-
recorded, each session had several notetakers who anempied to capiure as much of the discussion as
possible!  All participants were paid $20 in cash at the end of the sessions. As mentioned carlier, data

from one of the discussion groups s not included in this report.

Discussion Group 3 included five Fairfax County, Virginia, residents ((wo black males and three
white females), ages 17 to 21 (average age 19 years). It was held in & private room at a restaurant in
Anvandale, Virgima. The pa;zicipams were served lunch while responding te questions posed by a CSR
staff moderator. The discussion group lasted one-and-one-half hours. All five participants were brought
10 the restaurant by nonuniformed kcal law enforcement officials and picked up by these same officials
at the close of the discussion. Only the participanis and CSR staff were in the room during the
discussion, with the exception of a single restaurant wait person. The three female participants were
under Federal Court order, under the terms of their paroles, to relate their experiences, as a method of

community service zand prevention education.

Discussion Group 4 took place in a private room at the Rockville (%‘1211");'1811{1} Police Headquanters
with three! Montgomery County, Maryland, residents (one Pakistani male and two white females), lages
18 to 20 {average age 19 years). Parlicipants were offered the opportunity 1o order pizza and sodas, but
they declined the meal in hopes of completing the discussion sconer. The youth were enlisted by and
brought toi the meeting by members of the Rockville Police Department. (B was unclear if the male
participant was in police custody at the time of the meeting, but reference was made to his having been

arrested earlier that day) The two female participants were in treatment/rehabilitation programs as a

CSR, Incorporated 10




Youthlul Oenders: Theary and Practice of Adolescent Drug Tralicking

[
LY

result of police intervention inlo their drug activities, and one of them mentioned the possibility of

geiting “credit™ for her participation. The discussion lasted approximately 1 houvr.

ANALYSIS

The following section discusses the methods used for analyzing the transcripts from the two focus

groups and notes from the two discussion groups,

Focus Group Transeripts

Preparation and 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 deleting irrelevant or off-topic text (resulting in

transcripts of 61 and 42 pages, respectively, for Focus Groups | and 2);

+  Step 3.--Regrouping of participants’ responses by comesponding questions (e.g., for Focus
Group 1, all seven participants’ responses to Question 3 were rearranged to form a new
sequence of 1ext consisting of comparable responses made by Al, Bi, CL, [)‘i, El, Fi, and
GiX

«  Step 4-—ldentification of a set of six overarching issues {i.e, Family Backpround; School and
Self-Perception; Intraduction to Drug Use: Introduction to Drug Selling: Life of the Drug
Seller; and, Prevention—thoughts on how individuals “pel clean”™ and how sociaty at large
may or may not be able to deal with youth drug problems) that correspond 1o transcript

content and respond 10 ONDCP research needs;

= Step 5.-—Identification of and inclusion in the analytic narratives of participanis’ relevant

direct {and often leagthy) quotations which support and form the foundation of this analysis;
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»  Step 6.—Utilizing the reduced transeripts and direct guotations 1o construct analytic parratives

for each of the two focus groups® six issue areas 7%

Discussion Group Notes

Since most of the discussion group participants were enlisted by local faw enforcement officials,

and since several participants panticipated to fulfill their parole, CSR decided not to tape-record these
discussions. Instead, several notetakers were seated around the reom and were responsible for recording
the discussion as {ully as possible. While TSR recognizes that such notetaking represents, af best, an
wnterpretation of what was actually said, this method was deemed necessary (o ensure participant
anonymity and an acceptabde level of comfort. The notetakers were able to capti:re the essential flow of

the discussion and to record the major thematic elements of the content,

SR has endeavored, for each of the two discussion groups, 1o compare and collate the notes of
the individual notetakers, o confirm {(as a resull of multiple similar rendenngs) the accuracy of
imerpreltazizms, and thus to develop a set of thematic statements thal summarize the contents of the
discussion groups. These dala were compared with and contrasted to both the research Bierature and the
data from the focus groups, thus complementing and confirming or disconfirming findings from those

other dala sources.

Basic demographic information about the discussion group participants was obtained from the
responses o the several guestons asked during the course of the discussion. Examples of questions

addressed in the focus and discussion groups are provided in Appendix B,

FINDINGS

The focus groups and discussion groups were centered around two basic issues: (1) what
facilitated the youths' entry into drug dealing and {2} what, if anvthing, belped them get out of drug
dealing.’ The data provided by the focus group and discussion group participants were analyzed and the
following eight topics emerged as central organizing themes: (1) family background and early childhood
expﬁricr}ces; {2} personal ch&aefefisiics; (3) school experiences and peer group relationships;

{4) introduction to drug use; (5) how and when the youth began their drug-selling careers; (8} their lives
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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 sommary statements was developed that is illusirated by direct
quoetations and observations. The following sections present these statements, illusteative quotations, and
observation data. Ii is important to note that the findings from the focus and discussion groups cannot
be generalized to all drug wafficking youth, nor should any discrepuncies between the research literatore

and those findings he misinterpreted to indicate new or emerging trends.

Family Background and Early Childhood Experiences

*  No single demographic profile emerges from this sample of adolescent and young adult
drug deaglers——Equal numbers of focus group and discussion group participants came from
intact or stable family backgrounds or had experienced family disruption due 1o parems’
separation, carctaker Hinesses, or ahsentee pareats. Several of the youth came from what
appewed o be upper-middle-class family circumstances, several were from families biving in
poverty, and the remainder had family backgrounds that represented a spectrum of middle
class situations. It was not always lack of financial 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 the presence of factors
often linked to personal success or achievement. Based on their commenss, several vouth appeared o
lack specific career plans and goals while others were very focused on what they wanted to auain, I
short, no particalar family factors appear emerged 1o distinguish why these youth were draws to drug

dealing.

»  Degree of family attachment prior to becoming heavily involved in drugs did not emerge as
a significant background variable. - The participants” descriptions of their family Jives
revealed considerable diversity in the degree to which they felt their parenis were supportive
of them. Some of the discussion group participants mentioned having difficult home lives
and made comments suggesting thal they were not very attached to their parents (*'J was

abused from like the age of 8 1o 15..and its when the abuse started when 1 started like going
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crazy..” {C2Y; "My father disappeared when he thought my mom was pregnant with me. |
was like kicked out at least once a year since the first grade—foster hores, group homes,
stuff Tike that” {AZ], “1've been through a iot of shit. My dad's not so understanding but
he's been there for me. We've never potten along, ever. je vells, | yell _he verbally abusive -
always has been " [EZ), “All I really remember abowt her [mother] is her gestin® high mosy
of the time; she was real abusive towards me and my brother..any linle sister was bomn,
things really got bad around the house...” [A1}]}. Others, however, described very positive
family relationships {“! was happy as a lark, yau know, a really happy kid. And, 1 was really
spotied then.” [B2}, "1 come from an intact home. | have reafly loving and supportive ‘
parents.. I was really happy. U'm still happy.” [D2); "My parents was there; they'd give me
anything | wanted...” [F1]) and expressed concern about how their activities were gifecting
their families (“I ended up moving to Sowth Carolina with my grandmother...where [ tried 10
muke ¢ change because I knew that | couldn't do that with my grandmother because of for
one her being at her age and for wwo knowing that she couldn't really take the pressure..”
[G11. Severa) of the youth mentioned having had good re!alimship; with their parents until
they began using drugs, while others described more contentious relationships. Youth who
came from what appeared to be the most disadvantaged farnily circumstances (i.e., very Hitle
social, economic, or emotional support} were not the most heavily involved in drug dealing
nor were those who came from the best family circumstances the Jeast involved in drug

dealing,

> Accepianc\e of tllegal substances is aften learned in the home.—Several focus group
participants revealed that al least one parent had some type of substance abuse or addiction
problem (“My mother was an IV drug wser..” (AL} "My dad was an alcoholic..” [F2]; "My
mam...was one of those anxiaus housewives, who they preseribed Valium for..” [B2], "My
grondfather is an alcoholic. My grandmother's an alcoholic...and she threw liguor on us...”
{E2]. This was confirmed by descriptions given by discussion group participants, one of
whom described & father heavily involved in alcohol, another whose father was described as
an “acid-bead”, and another who referred to her mother as a pili-popper.  Other pasticipants

mentioned that drug use was prevalent among siblings and other extended family members,
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("..my mom’s family...they drink beer and fight and smoke weed and smoke cigarettes.” [E2];
" first time [ ever tripped was an pevote and 1 did that with my other brother...” [F2]; ".my
tittle brother was an alcoholic.” H1); “..and I would say noe 1o drugs and everything,
because I could see what it had done 1o my mother and grandfather.” {Al}}. This prevalence
of heavy alcohol and/or drug use in the fanuly provides a source of behavioral modeling as

well as suggesting a sense of familiarity with drug-related activities.

* Drug-dealing vouth do not necessarily come from families engaged in criminal
activities,—Some of the focus group and discussion group parlicipants mentioned, directly or
indirectly, that their parents werg law-abiding, hard-working, or good citizens. Participants
referred to family involvement in religious and/or church activities and access to loving
grandparents and other “protective”™ factors. (f come from an upper riddle family...my
purents both have really high paving jobs, They're both professionals. | come from an intact
home. I have really caring. supportive parents. [ have no fdea what happened to me. And |
was really happy. I'm still happy. J had « happy childhood. My parents were really loving
and caring and | lived near a lot of other fomity. who also played a good role in my life,
tried 1o be there for me. I grew up in church and I really, never ever did anything wrong

except for doing drugs unsil 1 probably wurned 18..." {D2]

v Drag-related activities often occur within the oversight of the family but are not ¢ffectively
challenged —Although lack of supervision has been shown to have an impact on youths'
delinquent behavior, this may not be the most effective way of describing the circumstances
that aliowed ihis sample of youth 1o engage in sertous drug use and trafficking. Several
youth mentioned selling drugs from their homes; purchasing expensive clothes and other
items, including a new Lexus, speading on lavish hifestyles; and frequent heavy drug use,
which should have signaled parents that their adolescents were using and selling illegal drugs.
Yet, there was little-10-n0 mention of parents’ interference with or acknowledgment of these
behaviors among this sample of drug dealers. In {aci, several participants described how their
parents and other family members were amused when they saw them intoxicated at family

evems, of how parents believed that the money 1o buy a new car came from a part-time job.
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“1 ain't want nobody know I was hustling. “Cause nobody swwould ever guess. 1 ain't let
nobody know. | had a spot right arownd the corner from my house and | was making loot.

Ix

And she never, never knew...." [AlY; “f was abowt - probahiy a sevenths pruder when 1 first
sold a drug and iy was por. Pd buy it and sell iy and I'd cur it with oregana if 1 felt like it..1
never got inta selling pot, I iried it for a litde while. S0 that was basically @ waste of time
and | started to get into cocaine, wiich was my, you know, the drug that 've done the most,
the drug that pald for my car, the drug that paid for my habir and the drug thar paid for my
limousines and fancy restaurants and all that good stuff. And I starred doing that in eighth

L grade.” [B2] Parents’ denial or lack of awareness of the warning signs for drﬁ-zg use and drug

deafing may pose an even greater risk for drug behavior than fack of supervision.

«  Youth engape in drug use and drug dealing in spite of cfforts by parenis to avercome some
of the known risk factors.—Focus group and discussion group panticipants shared examples
of how their parents and grandparents tried to overcome disadvantages such as poor
aeighborhoods, difficult family situations, and bad schools © better ensure their children’s
safety and success {“...but you had a ‘mo!her that was doin' all she could 1o try o help me
develop, so she 100k me out of public school, put me in parochial schoel..” [B1}; “..my
grandmaother came and got me and my litde sister, and we stayed with her. who has such a
big heari..” [AlL "My monts reafly loving...She’s real understanding. She's helped me out
through my whole life through a rack of shit.” [E2]}. Yei, these positive efforts were not
sufficient to overpome other influences in the their lives such a5 peer group activily and easy

access o drugs.

Personal Characteristics

¢ }’;auth who are drawn into or attracted to drug dealing may be those wha have risk-taking
or thrill.secking personalities.—Although the direction of the causal relationship or
association is not clear, most of the focus group and discussion group participants related
stories about a variety of reckless, high-spirited, and dangerous activities in which they had
engaged, often directly related to their drug dealing (and frequently related to episodes of

drug use). In addition, several focus group panticipants described how their curiosity about
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drugs at 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
gond or make you go o steep, or whatever.,, " [C2]), which provides some indication that
those who become heavily involved with drugs may have a greater urge to experience the

unknowsn and the forbidden.

Adolescent drug dealers view themselves as “eutsiders,” as not quite fitting in with their
peers or family —Whether it resulied from being exceptionally bright or gifted, from heing
treated as learning disabled, or from being one of only a few ethnic minority students in a
school, the majority of the focus group and discussion group participants felt that they were
outsiders. "...J've struggled with leaming disabilities, like, all my life, you know, and | never
really Bought it. You know, [ was on Ritalin and that really fucked me up....I felt like | wan’t
normal and they were telling me | had 1o do — do drugs, 1ake drugs to be normal.  You
know, so thai's where my drug addiction popped in.” |EZ}] Many of the vouth also deseribed
themselves as being foners (.7 gof my own world, 'm not crazy, but..}'d rather be by
myself..” [E1]. " was elways a loner when | was a kid ...l really liked to read. 1 liked

hanging ouwt by myself...” [C2)).

The feeling that they did not fit in with whatever group they were comparing themselves wilth
oiten surfaced as they described why they became involved with drugs and drug dealing.
Drug use was frequently a way of fitting in, becoming pant of a group, or a way for younger
kids to [it in with an older crowd {"Even though fie was 10 years older than me. . everything
he did, I, | somewhat emulated him...” [C1] and “I was the only one | knew that was like my
age doing drugs or drinking. | hung out with a much oider crowd from my neighborhood —

like afl these 17 and I8 year olds...] was dealing when I was..probably 14..." [C2)).

Focus group and discussion group participants mentioned race/ethnicity as a component of
feeling like an outsider. In Focus Group I, which was composed entirely of African
American males, references were made to the burden of trying to make good in a white world

(“...where ! was the only black kid...it was rough...[having [ o deal with the color barrier of
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my skin and not understanding what the problems were and having zf:i.rzgs. thrown at you...tt

L]

made me bitieyr, it mude me angry...” {B1Y, "5 the money. .it's the respect; it's the
acceptance. You want 1o be important; you want 1o also have some pride in yourself..a lor of
our voung, black sisiers will not accept us as men unless we have somerhing.” {B1]; and
"...you have one world over here that you want to be accepied by, bur then you have ro live

in this world over here, and be a rotally different person..it's hard to do thar at 15, 14, !3‘
because if you don’t have nothin’, you got ¢ mother thar works—grandmather or

whatever—and...it's not like Leave it 1w Beaver. .in our community.. when you get home, you

might won't have nothing to eat.” [D11L

In the discussion groups the racizl/ethoicity themes inciuded the differential treatment of whites

by the police during searches and arrests; the racial politics of drug busting; the pressure 1o use drugs o
3

show 1

hat you can fit in when you are not part of the ethnic majority; the different cultural perspectives

on drug use, and the suspicion of being involved in drugs or not, based on race/ethnicity or other

| . , . TR
appearance-related variables {e.g.. ¢lothing, tartoos, and hair siviel. Most of the ethnic minonty youth

mentioped their belief that their minority status represented an obstacie o either economic and social

SUECRSS,

Al

Adolescent drug traffickers crave the social status that dealing bestows.--Drug dealing aiso
s¢t these youth up as a focal point, so that other youth were drawn 10 them as a source of
drugs, which gave the appearance of populanity or of having more friends {“Dealing drugs
was just something 1 did 1o help everyone out. 1 just wanted everyone 10 be happy.” [C2]).
Several focus group members stated that they especially enjoyed having the power of the sell
over other drug users (“...even though we treated them like shis, they were still there...because
we had the drugs.” [A2] and “lt's like a sense of power.. you feel like God or something...”
tF2D.

Many adolescent drug dealers have an eagerness io work and to develop their own business
skills—what might be considered entrepreneurial spirit.——Almost all of the focus group and

discussion group participants mentioned having had some type of paving jéb while they were
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in high school (e.g., auto mechanic, fast-food clerk, cosmetics salesperson, recephionist, or
clothing store clerk). Some of the youth started finding ways 16 make money quite early
{“...] was goin’ to try 10 make my way, go find, eh, odd jobs.. .} had a whole bunch of jobs -
delivered papers, 1 cut grass, pumped gas, washed windows...swept hair in the
barbersiiops...” [Al]). Some of the youth continued with legul paying jobs while they were
selling drugs, while others mentioned the desire for more mcome as the reason they maoved
on to a drug-selling carser {"And, it was, like a big wasre of time and | wasn’t really bringin
in enough money,.xo | started dotn’ Linle suff for fdrug dealerf..” {Al] and “[lLegat work]

Jis" didn’t cut the mustard. 1t was jis' not, never enough money. " {B1]}.

School and Peer Group Relationships

o Youth who get involved in selling drugs are often both bright and capable.—A lasge
proportion of the focus group participants described themiselves as having been pood students
and achieving good grades in big}x school (¥ did realty well in school. maintained an A
averuge all my Hfe. " 1D2Y; ..my thing was school.. ] was one of the smartest kids in the
school...affered scholarships...” [D1} 4 was ;;refry good in school..abvays got decent
grades.” [C2}; and “MYy grades have always been outstanding...l gradusted school with
Aonors, the top 13 percent of my class.” [F21. Even those whe did noi consider schoo!
important or apply themselves gave evidence of ability (“...schoal wasn't really nothin' to
me... I knew the work, I gin’t never go that much...! go around test times, I passed the resr

and-—well, it was easy—I rever worked.” [E1]).

Several of the discussion group participants also described how they had been good studemis
until they became engaged in drug activities. Some described how being a good student was
a good cover because as long as they got good prades, their parents were Jess suspicious of
their being invalved with drugs. "My grades have always been outstanding...1 graduated
schoot with honors, the top 15 percent of my class. And then'l got o the University and |
feft home and that's when things went downhill, because like, I didn’t have anybody 10 hide
my shit from anymore, like, no focus.” {F2] “Once my father passed away, 1 just got wide

open, just didn't care....] made it to the twelfth grade middie year. That's when my futher
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passed away, and [ took two weeks out of schaol and then after two weeks 1 just said, bump

school, I ain’t gonna go back to school.” [Fl]

*  Peer group influence may be less of o risk foctor for drug dealing than it is for drug wse;
adpelescent drug dealers are not just following the crowd —The mujority of focus group
participants did not credit their initiation into drug dealing to peer pressure or even 1o the
influence of people in their own age group. For the most part, this group of young dealers
suggested that they took the initiative to become dealers or were 1rying to emulate the
activities of someone who was much older than they were at the time they started dealing (*/
was that little boy up the street that nobody suspected he was doing anything wrong...! started
my own Uitle enterprise. {f vou can do it and you can make money, | can do it 10o..” [BI]:
“I bought some cocaine from him [to seli]_even though ke was 10 years older than me,..
everything he did, { somewhat emutated 7 [C1}, "..my girlfriend’s older brother.. he was
sellin’ drags so | starred out doin’ linle stuff for him...” {A1] "..50 the older guys..was Hke,
OK shorty, what y'all want? Well look, 1 got 350, lemme buy ¢ ounce..and | would take it

‘ and rolt all that 1..and jis'selt all of ‘em 1o the school.”™ DU, ] think § was abowst 15 when

my [older] brother encouraged me 1o {sell drugs]...” (AZ).

¢ Adolescent drug dealers are often independent dealers rather than gang members selling as
part of their gang responsibilitv.—Several of the discussion group participants mentioned that
police described them as gang members, but that they did not belong 1o any gang. These
youth stated that they tended 10 “hang out” with members of their own ethnic group, but that
they were not engaged in any group activily that could be labeled as gang activity. “f was
that little boy up the sireet that nobody suspected he was doing anyihing wrong, and he could
5it there, Sitting on top of something...a little lunch bag or whatever, and nobody would pay
any aitention to me. § got info i, § got :':m‘a it. I started my own little enterprise.” {Bl}

“f used to run drugs for my boyfriends when I was, um, probahly a ninth grader, {maybe] 18,
Bur the only time | was ever really selling my own drugs was ence 1 got to coliege. " (D2]
Some youth felt that the police make false assumptions about any group associations when

drugs are invoived.
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introduction o Substance Use

» First drug use often cccars in the family, usually as a result of a family member offering
the drug.--Most of the focus group panticipants were given their first substance by a family
member (V7 started to drink.. .when | was like, Hitle; [ drank like o whole beer ad 1 be like
on the floor. buzzed and riding in my Dad's boat... f've gotten high with my mather and {
actually - my dad smoked por when I was 6 years old.” [B2). “Ud be ar my uncle’s house
and he'd be like, here's a beer man...." {ELY; “...when | was a bahy they used 1o put brandy
on my teeth so | would step screaming.” |F2Y, "Drinking and smoking recfer with my older
cousins,” [Al] "When 1 was 12, me and miy cousin gat one of these finile shorty botties of
Cisco...and just walked around Miami. drinking all night long,” [G11. “My brother

introduced me 10 aleohol for the first time in like 4th or Sth grade.” [H2]).

« Intaxicating and illegal substances are a significant part of youth’s everyday world.—Focus
group participants described frequent encounters with aleohol and drugs as part of their
everyday life (“1'd go w0 a park, like fomily functions, and there would be mass amounts of
alcohod..my uncles and their wives smoked weed...” [BE2), "..my friend’s hause and, you can
basically go anywhere in the house and find reefer. there'd be a candy dish sittin® on the
dining room rable, full up wit’ reefer and they'd have all these kinds of pipes...” [F1}. One
youth even mentioned how, after going through a D.AR.E. (Drug Abuse Resistance
Education} course, he told his mother that his uncle was smoking marijuana in the bathroom,

but she denied il even though the smell was obvigus around the house,

»  Some youth are introduced to drugs as a way of controlling their behavior; drug use
becomes familiar as ¢ way of dealing with personal probiems.—Several focus group
participants described how either drugs or aleohol were used to ¢alm them down ag babies or
bring their behavior under controf at school {77 was pui on Ritalin when I was real linle...and
that kind of gor me high...” [H2L "7 was on Ritalin and that really fucked me up..1 felt like 1
wasa’'t normal and they were telling me | had to do drugs, take drugs to be normal.™ [E2};, ~1
come from this really dysfuncrional neighborhiood. . every single girl is thin and beautiful ..and

maybe 7th grade, and | was doing a lot of over-the-counter-speeds...we were just eating It all
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the time.” [D2]; “When I was a baby...they used 10 put brandy on my teeth, so I would stop

screaming.. .when my teeth were coming in.” [F2]).

How and When Youth Began Drug Dealing

-

Youth with heavy drug habits often turn to drug dealing to finance their own use.—Most of
this group of younyg drug dealers 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 [ was [8, | was just using way oo much. If I had a full-
time job I couldn't pay for i1 fust did i so I could have enough drugs.” [D2}; “..a1 first 1
didn't care about the money because. ] was smoking my profit.. . I'd get paid in bud.” [E2);
“My primary purpose for doing that was to gel more drugs and to...you know, I wanted
money, but like money for drugs.” [G2]). Most of the participants had tried a vanety of drugs
by the time they began dealing drugs, and first drug use frequently was at an early age (ic..
age 1210 13). Those drugs that focus group participants mentioned having sold are
marijuans, cocaine, heroin, hashish, crystal methedrine, MDMA {Ecslasy). and psilocybin

mushrooms.

Youth who become involved in dealing drugs before using them rarely avoid becoming
users ai a later date. At least two members of Focus Group | appeared to have participated
in drug trafficking activities (e.g., as fookowts or runners) at very young ages and before
starting their own drug use. Even so, they began using alcohol and drugs, usunally marijuans,

before age 20 and continued on to heavier drug use {1.¢., “tripping zcid and poppin’ pilis.”)

Drug deoling is ant alluring and lucrative business for youwth who already envision
themselves gz “outsiders, " —Youh are drawn into drug dealing because it offers hig rewards
and some control over income at & time in their lives when these things are not otherwise
available. Focus group and discussion group participants made {requent references to their
need for money, whether it was (¢ suppornt themselves and become independent from their

parents of to buy things they needed to fit in with their peer group (“I'm growing up around
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. people who had nice shoes and everybody was dressing in slick pamis... ! at least wanted to be
able 1o blend in...” [B1], “Before | had.a job and my mom never gave me'arty money...as
iong as | had drugs it was like a safery kind of thing. " [AZL “...cocaine...paid for my habit
and.. paid for my Hmousines and fancy restauranss and all that good swff.” [B2); “...1 was
basicalty setling LSD in large quantities 5o I could tour fwith the Grateful Dead] so | would
have food and money and what not.” {F2}. *..1 sold drugs 1o feed my addiction and 1 feed

myself sometimes. When I was komeless, I'd have to sell drugs 1o like ear.” [H2]).

The discussion group participants who acknowledged having sold drugs were almost evenldy split
between zhese.whc began their selling careers quite informally (i... started with an occasional sale 1 a
friend or acquaintance) and those who consciously entered into drug dealing for its jucrative mlums.
The scope of their drug selling careers, however, was nol totally dependent on what initial path they
ook into dealing b rather was dependent on other factors such as friendships, success or Tailure at

dealing, and degree of drug use.

Lite as a Drug Dealer

»  Heavy drug use among adolescents is associated with drug trafficking.-As the focus group
and discussion group participants described their drug-dealing carcers, it became very clear
that those whe were engaged 1n the largest volume of drug transactions {multiple drugs for
farge profits) during thelr teenage years also were the heaviest users of a variety of drugs;
their drug wse and drug dealing were totally interrelated. Those youth with more limited
personal usage {i.e., only marijuana or prescription drugs} were engaged in more Hmited
selling (i.e., they sald only to a few friends or acquaintances). However, this strong
interrelationship between drug use and dealing may change as the dealers get older and
experience the consequences of their drug dealing. The older focus group participanis, many
of whom were in their Jawe 207s had been convicted and seeved time, described a much more
husiness-like approach o their drug dealing; their comments suggested that they were much
fess involved in drug use.

v Drug trafficking represenis a rational choice for youth who have some connections fo the

drug world—Whether they live in neighborhoods with widespread open drug marketing or
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k

simply have friends who use marijuana on an occasional basis, teenagers today are
knowledgeable about drugs and knowledgeable about where to obiain a variety of illegal
substances. Most of the youth who admitted seliing drugs related that they did so for the
money—whether it was for an occasional extra 350 to $100 (o spend on themselves or for
several thousand dollars to bail a friend out of jail, the youth also acknowledged that selling
was £asy, i.e., they didn’t have troubie 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 gorta pay for probation..I awe my lawyer money...f was
saying...l don’t wanna go out there an’ hustle, afl the way up 10 the day before | went 1o
court.,.§ want a job..but I knew ! wasn’t gon’ git no job..muking no money to hit my lawyer
up. And you gotta hit your lawyer o stay out on the streets.” [E1}; “As a
taborer...nonskitled . § couldn’t make more than maybe 85 to 37.50 a hour. [As a drug
deafer] V'm making $5,600 a month., 1 could become g millionaire—wouldn't have been a
problem..." [B1)).

Selling drugs was more lucrative and, (0 some degree, More accessible than were other ways
for youth 10 meot their need for cash. The youth who were engaged in heavy drug sales
described how they began by selling marijuana but went on to harder ﬁmgs {primarily
cocaine) because the money was better, Marijuana netted small profits and, in many cases.
no profit because the dealer often used the whole supply beforz he or she could sell it.
(“...back when I was goin’ 10 school, like o nickel bag was like 13 joints, So you conld get a
nickel and like.. .smoke some weed, git your money back, and rhar was jis tike selling it on a
targe, small scale.” (D], “So I stepped messing wit” weed cause | aint gon’ lgt emt make no
money off weed.” [E1Y, “f was about, probably u 7th grader when { first sold a drug and it
was pot. I'd buy it and sell it and cut it with oregane if 1 felt like it..thar was basically a
waste of time and I started 1o get inlo cocaine...” {B2]; “When ! started dealing drugs 1 was
Just like a happy hippy...dealing drugs [pot] was just something [ did to help everyone out.
Once it got past pot it gor really bad. | started dealing {Ecstacy] and.. it was craziness..J'd
walk out [of a club] with @ lot of the cash,” [C21 "1 was tike 14 and. . selling pot. . Kids knew
thar [ could pet 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, like...a little money here and there..and then | started selling acid . .coke and crysial...and
{ ended up making like money...” VE2]; “I remember selling people weed because | always
had weed and peopie just knew I atways had i1 F just did thar sa I could get more.. ] got
introduced to coke by my drug dealer., she told me we could get more drugs and that our

dealer would pay us in drugs 1o sell themn...” [G2].)

»  Youth whe engage in cither drug use or drug dealing find their outiook on life becomes
very grim.—The focus group and discussion group participants described bow their lives
changed afler they started using and selling drogs {(“"...once [ started like puiling in the mad

. loot, fike { didn’t care abowt anything, abow anyone.” [C2),, "You know, 1'd fuck people over
like that, screw with people’s heads. | was a really, reafly mean person.” [B2); “..my dealer
was g prostituie and was 1ryving o get. .us inte like the whole thing...it's not that | don’'t think
| would ever have done it | would not have done that if It wasn't for using and seifing to
keep using. " {Q2); “Violence isn't necessarily slamming somebody’s head with a baseball
bat; violence is being disrespeciful 1o the ones that you fove...or imposing vourself, mind
manipulation. ] did a {ot of those things.” (B1y “When | left my house and got in my cor fo
8o out and sell my drugs..} was irue, crude, crudbail downright money-oriented business

man. {C11).

Since drug use and drug dealing were so interrefated in the lives of these youth, it is difficult
to separate the impact of the drug trafficking from the effects of being only users (e.g., fear
or paranoin). The inability o separate the impact of one from the impact of the other also
was noted by several of the participants (1 think both rthe dealing and the using impacied me
ke equally the same. thinking that all humans are scum, seeing whar people do for drugs.”
[H21, "f just looked in the mirror ong day and 1 couldn’t recognize myself and | was a sheli

of a person.” [G2]}.

v Drug dealing subjects youth to a world of vielence.-Like most activilies that involve large
amounts of money, drug dealing generates violence. When asked how their lives changed as

a result of their drug dealing, the focus group participants responded by relating a wide range
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of violent events {“The police are the easiest thing to deal with...another hustler, uh, stick-up
boys will kill yow, They will rape your mother, beat up your girlfriend, rape her too; shoot
your children.. those kind of people don’t make a lot of noise when they come into your
house.” (B1), “..some guys got kilt, shor in the head: guy's mothers gor kilt; guys families
got burned up...a lot of d{}?"erem things happened o reaily. it made me become real violent”

(D

Several of the focus group ;:‘;ar[icipants menticned the use of guns, either for their own
protection ("1 carried a Glock around all the time. { had a switchblade on me all ihe

tme. "[C2])) or having beer involved in situations where gung were used by others, Some of
the stories they related involved seeing or hearing abowt a close friend who was shot and
killed because of drug-related activity. While these episodes of viglence were disturbing to
the youth involved, these events did not ultimately discourage them from their own drug

activities {“...one day the guy who | was hustlin' for. got killedw—right ‘dere while | was with

him...f knew gbout a half-a-kee that ke had back in his house... That's when | went and found
it, up rhere with my cousins and they showed me what to do wit' ft. And that’s how, and
when 1 first started hustling.” [Al]; “I've kad 10 put myself in a tot of like close-to-dying
situations from like...either buying er selling.” THZY, .. the vicious part abowt it was "dat 1
watched o lona’ guys git kili on my side..guys died in my hands; we kilt guys..and you know,

ir wax fike, it was o business.” {11} .

Gun-related violence also was described in the discussion groups. One female participant-
described aa 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. 5he tried 1o escape the violence by moving out-of-
state and stopping her drug selling:. however, this only lasted a few weeks before the urge w

be back with friends and drugs found her resuming her previous activities,

«  Young drug dealers create a world of violence Y outh involved in high-stakes drug
trafficking treat their seiting as a business and often resort to violence to both protect and

increase their income and drug-selling turfl {“F'm standing behind this Uzi an’, anything

C8R, ingorporated 26




Youthiul GHenders: Theory and Practice of Adoleseent Drug Tratficking

movin'—dog, cat, fish, I'm killing...and dats how it went.. " [D1Y, “ was the only business in
the area.. if anvone else was selling coke, we were obligated to beat the hell owt of ‘em. So
we put @ gun in their foce.” [B2], “f treated people like shit. I was supreme goddess, and if
you didn't like pay homage to me, like you could fuck off...it got reaily violens.” [C2}; “I'd
scll somebody an ounce of coke and Mr. E would rob them [of it] and 56 we'd ger it
back...I'd do crazy shit all the time like..gv rob houses, just, like for the hell of it...steal cars
anid give them away and toke them 1o the chop shop” B2} °I was cruddy. | would do stuff
fike...give my cousin a package; send him oul the back door.. into the allev und have
somebody else waitin' around the other way, stick hint up, bring the package back o me;
he'd come back and give me a sob story.,.and 1 act like 1 won't believe him and he still gotia’
pay me.. | made him do cruddy things to get my money back. he became my “Fuck Boy.”
{A1L “Someboidy robbed me once and I shot him in the foot with a 45 calibre

twlpmatic—semiawiomatic.” [B2Z].

What Helped Youth Get Out of Drug Trafficking

Although the focus group members were not asked to divulge whether or not they were still

engaged tn drug trafficking, the responses o a variety of questions provide some inforroation about what

might help youth get out of drug dealing. It is important to note that those who sell drugs primarity for

the money appear less sanguine about quitting their selling careers than those who are selling drugs

primarily 1o ensure their own supply.

s Heavy-drug-using youth may be more likely to sla;;is‘effing drugs because their drug use

brings them to a crisis point.—The youth who reported that they had stopped selling drugs
were those who were heavy users of muliiple drugs. Many of these youth quit either because
they were stopped by law enforcement (" got busted. * [F2), “Four counts of assault and
battery against police officers in a year and juvenile institutions " [H2), " gening locked up,
evading the police.. psych wards, Boys Village, institutions and jails, ef cetera, et cetera.”
| [B2D) or because they just got tired of being so “messed up” (“Losing everyzfzz‘ng, materisl,
. friendships, losing everything and not thinking thar I had anything to Hive for” (A2},

“..becaase I was a shell of a person; a therapist and rehab got me clean.,.” [D2]).
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However, because drug use was the focal point of their feeling “out of control” or messed up,
their cessalion of drug selling was the nataral result of being away from drugs, not because of
any new insights or attitudes about drug dealing, What helped these youth the most was
some form of treatment or rehabilitation program and the ability to return (o supportive
families. It is important to note that the youth who fell into this calegory were younger than
the other focus group participants and were primarily middie-class white kids from the

suburbs,

The other focus group paﬂé?ipants, privnarily African American males in their mid- to late-
20s, described how problems with drugs (e.g., violence, loss of control, and incarceration)
forced them to scale back their drug use or o guit using drugs altogether {“Cut of my
incarceration..my caunselor fought for me 1o git in boot camp...30 § got 6 years..l only did
10 months on my 6...and boot camp kinda put me in the right direction.” {(F1]). 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 wking place. There also
was evidence that profits from past drug dealing were used to estabi{sb one of the participants
in legiti;nazzt income-producing activities for his future {7 Aave rental property to this day
and some of those cabinets [taken from a drug user who couldn’t pay}] are intem.” [B1]).
When a drug dealer is tired of using drugs or coping with the prﬁbiemé of using drugs, L 15
easier for him or her to envision a future without selling than it is for those who used drug
dealing as a means of supporting an exciting lifestyle with large sums of mopey and power
over others. For some youth, drug dealing is a business and one that has fewer obstacles for
getting started from a disadvantaged position ("Nobody was able 10 send me 10 college. II's
aboul money. This isn't about anything else if I could git a résumdé together and show you
atl of what 1 have done...you'd say...this boy really is a cheap execusive in a corporation. 1
fza;e lawyers P've dealt with, trying to get things together, but 1 had 10 learn the hard way
because nobody really wanted to heip me. Even the lawyers tovk advantage.. but i'm a

business man.. J just want to make money. It wasa’t nothing more than that” [B11).

CSA, Incorporated 28




Youthful Oftenders: Theory and Practice of Adolescent Drug Trafficking

*

When vouth relurn 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
participants described how returning to their same neighborhoods after being released from
imcarceration did little to help them stay clean ("Boot camp kinda put me in the right
direction at first..but once I came home, was a different thing. They said, come home, go to
school, get a jobd go 1o school, 1 git my GED..but they [friends] was pressuring me —
violate -~ so 1 got back into the drug game again.” [F1], "His cousin just got outta jail, tike
3 months sgo. And was on home mowniior; and had a Lexus coup. Now how you gonna have
a Lexus {f you can't drive it? His mother doesn’t know; his boys drive it and park it down
the strect from his house. he sits up in the house when she's at work and smokes all day...”

(Gl

Several other youth, both in the foces 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 {“f was just a horrible person and just because..d was in a car accident and 1 could
have died of alcohol poisoning, plus the car accident. And 1 was still alive, you know, made
me think thai. there’s a second chance.” {E2]). They expressed a strong desire not (o lose
the ground they have gained in geuing their hives back in order as the primary reason for not
using or selling dmés.. For these participants, however, it s not clesr that encugh time hay
passed to know whether they will be able to resist either drug use or drug dealing in the

future.

Law enforcement plays a key role in the rehabilitation of adolescent drug deaters,—Most of
the focus group and discussion participants stated that they had had frequent encounters with
the police while they were inmf\*cd in various drug activities. The encounters with law
enforcement were not 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 cxchange 10 lower or not file charges against the
vouth, In other cases, the youth described the harassment provided by law enforcement as

one of the biggest irritations and threats to their continued dealing. (“"Worrying about the
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i

cops logking at me strange, calling me by my first name when I don't even know ‘em—stuff
fike that ” [G1]). Overall, it would appear that local law enforcement activities alone are
insufficient o deter adolescents who are heavily involved in drug activities {using or dealing),
In most cases, drug dealing was cuntailed when drug ose was stopped, which occurred with

Federal prosecution and/or treatment programs.

Violence is a key reason adolescents discontinue drug traofficking.—A frequent reason given
for geiting out of the business were not wanling io deal with the ongoing vinlence assaciated
with drug dealing any longer and the need to stop using drugs because of the impact they
have on physical salety (“Using dr'ugs made me viclenl...l have 6 years clean; never
relapsed.. . And to this day.. I have 1o be that way because the lifestyle 7 used 10 live. You

know, the enemies never go away.” [F1].

Prevention

b

Successful prevention requires major social and economic change—Youth discussed the
social and economic tircumstances that thwart prevention efforts. {7 feef ke circumsiances
that thrusted me imo i1 think 90 w0 95 percent of anybody in American, in the world, been
through everything I been through.. woudda® probably did the same thing 1 did or something
simitar.” {Al}, "..0t's the respect; ir's the acceprance...The acceptance of Afro-American
Jfemales 1o black males is that we're nothing...a lot of our young black sisters will not accepr .
us ax men unless we have something.” [B1]; “..there iy such a thing as drug-dealing
addiction where you gir addicted 1o tha: lifestyle, that money, that adrenalin works from
tiving that lifestyle. an’ it's hard to get out.™ {C1}, "..after you've experienced Hke dealing
drugs—the quick money and the shir thar comes along with i1, the gold...it's hard not 10 make
that an pption.”" [E2]: “1 was educared more on the sireets than Ul ever be educated in any

>

type of institution., survival s what it's about..” “And a lof of times they just wanna' be
heard, and a lona’ different programs and curricutums aren’t geared for these kids because a
lot of these kids...are developmentally messed up...slow learners.” [DAL “The streets is
teacking the individual not the parents; the parents' givin’ up, the teachers givin up, the

court system is giving up...don’t nobody cares about you no more... They need to start
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Jocusing on education. They gonna spenid $50 million on this new stadium...ithey need things

in the school” [F1]).

*  Drug use and drug dealing are fucts of Iife and nothing ean be done to stop the
inevitable.—Some youih believe drug uvse and wafficking are a way of life. (“...you know, /
think drugs is going to be @ problem in America and outside America forever. People have
been using drugs and dealing drugs for thousands of years. " {E2), "My parenis rold me that
drugs were bad. and..people came in that were-had been in recovery...and gave drug talks
to z}zy school.. 1 heard the horror stories..but | didn’s believe that it could happen 10 me.”
[G2); T grew up like in the Reagan era when *just say‘na’ was a poster,.and | know.. Jois of
uddicts...who've heard that slogan. So | don't belivve education is gning to do it. The war
on drugs...is more ¢ war on the economical environment because like rich people aren’t heing

warred upon..they don't get busted as often as the, you know, paorer people.” [H2]

«  Prevention education holdy some promise, but not how il is eurrently implemented.—Others
thought education held some prommise but not the way it is currently being applied. Several
youth made jokes about the ineffectiveness of the celebrity udvertisements and the persenal
testimonies that appear on television, There was a mixed response 16 whether the educational
programs such as those presenied in schools were effective or useful (*f don’t remember
hearing anything about how drugs were bad till | got ff{(if finaudible] school and by thai time
! way already into it and way like, fuck that. .maybe swarting @ program as early as
elementary school.. they understand good and bad.. just break it down into Hke that and just
progress that education as their educarion progresses.” [F2), 1 think education is a lot of
what needs to be, one of the only things that can be fixed. ” {C2]). Otber suggestions
inciuded ("giving pepple things fo do, keeping ‘em busy. keep ‘em out of using drugs™ [A2]:
“..but the vice presidemt said it best, we need to deal with family values. Nobody wanis to
hear it...it starts from home. The other thing to des is to.degitimize narcotics. .and deal with it
as @ health problem... The other thing is to rein on us all with some very harsh rules and
repuiations, Such as..ger your butt in by dark...control the streets.” {B11, "] reafly hope that

drugs aren’t fegafized... They really need 1o get some psychologisiy.. psychiatrists...yome
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addicts.and some program people, who know this suuff, instead of having these bullshit first
ladies who did nothing anyway bur marry a president...” (D2}, “They need to like start
making some programs for kids, youths—inner city kids, basically, because that's where a lot
af the hard core drug dealing poes on. They need 1o...make sure these kids have jobs. " [E2}]}
¢+ 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 better criminal when you get out. It's totally
lire reinforcing bad stuff.” [E2]}.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

ke literature review and funther investigation of adolescent drug Lra'fﬁcking through focus and
discussion groups uncovered no clear demographic profile or risk faclors that would describe the youth
who become invelved in selling drugs. The focus and discussion group panicipants in this study had
diverse Efamiiy and socioeconomic backgrounds, yet all had been involved in drug use and drug sales.
Drug-seiling youth in the focus groups included youth whose family backgrounds ranged from absentee
parents fo stable and intact families, from poverty w upper middle-class family backgrounds, from
familiesidescribed as emotionally supportive to families described as uncaring, and from families who
were involved in drug use to families described as law-zbiding, hard-working, and involved in religious
andfor cgmrch activities, This finding points to the care that must be taken not 1o stereotype youth

mvoived in drug sales,

i?;:fSR‘s liwerature review identified a lack of research on adolescent drug wafficking that would
lead us to a clearer understanding of the reasons youth become involved in selling drugs. Most of the
résfiewcg literature peniained to specific subpopulations (e.g.. inner-city youth and/or drug using youth
who werg not necessarily involved in drug trafficking). Though many of the youth involved in drug
sales also are abusers of multiple drugs and began selling 10 support their own dm.g use, ather youth
have become involved in drug sales as a “business venture,” Sometimes introduced to drog traffickiog at
a very young age when older drug dealers pay them to be “lock outs” b wam of approaching law

enforcement officers.
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Whether or ant 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 during their drug
trafficking. The youth panticipating in the focus groups reported heavy drug use and dealing that may
have been facilitated by the lack of awareness and/or lack of intervention on the part of adults around
them, especially parents. In some cases it may be that the sterestypes regarding youthful drug
users/dealers shield them from identificalion and possible intervention. One of the focus group
participants gave an example of this when he reported that being a good siudent served as a cover for

his drug use and drug dealing (i.e., no one would suspect 2 good student of being drug-invelved).

The lierature review and focus and discussion group f{indings suggest that parents and other
caring aduits may miss opportonities for intervention in youth drug use and drug wrafiicking, 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 professionats, and business and

community leaders to help youth reject jllegal drugs and underage alcohel and tobacco use”

The missed opportunilies for intervention by adults may be the result of any number of factors
meleding {1) o lack of awareness or attention (0 the youth; (2) a beiief that the youth does not meet the
stereotype of a drug user or dealer; (3) a lack of information on signs and symptoms of drug usc and
dealing: or (4) 2 Jack of information on how to effectively intervene. Education effors directed w
parents and other adults involved with youth could lead to earlier intervention to deter conlinued drug

use and/or drug trafficking among already invelved youth.

Both the ltterature and the focus and discussion groups uncovered myriad responses to the
questions of how and why vouth become involved with drug trafficking but uncovered little evidence
that would lead to an identification of causality thatl could serve as u foundation for prevention efforns.
The diversity of responses emphasizes the complexity of the problem. There appear 0 be multiple risk
factors involved and no single solution can be expected to hall the increase in the numbers of youth
involved in drug sales. Additional research is vital 1o deepen an understanding of (1} the risk factors
associated with drug (rafficking among youth and (2) the resiliency factors that might be supporied

through prevention and intervention efforts Lo mitigate risk and deter drug traflicking by adolescents.
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This research can provide the foundation for targeted prevention and intervention efforts that will reduce

the escalation of drug trafficking by America’s youth.

|
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RISK FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH ADOLESCENT DRUG TRAFFICKING
Recent Research Findings
Risk Factor Link to Drug Sample Charscteristics
Dealing {assoctation
Rlsk Factors und sequence} Sire Characterdstics Ages Author(s} and Date
IhdivIgiial RISK Fagtora™ .. = 1wy & 52 Se g el B0 o T Sln g B A0 R A U Reph RNy ) B A RNAEd MR
Drug us Axsociation 3587 Mincrity 9t and 10th-grate males — Brounstein et al,, 19&3
Haequence 100 Medium-sized-city youth 1220 Carperer et al., 1988
Seguence 305 Destained youlh 16-18 Dembo et al, 1990
association 1,003 Ingrcity residents 1626 (47%) Fagan, 1962
Association 50 inner-city youth 18 and under Fagan and Chin, 1880
508G inner-city asgiuily’ Over 1B
Agsociation @1 Incarceraied youth 14.8 {mean) Farrow and French, 1986
Agsociation 10t Garng members ' 26 (madian) Hagedorn, 1884 _
Seguens £ Definguent youth 12-17 inciardi, Horowllz, and Potlieger, 1853
Association 1,725 Youth 11-%7 Johnsern o al, 1989
Asseciation 455 Alrnican-Amencan youth ) 15 Li gt at, 1684b
Association B2 Incarcerated drug iralfickems - Pelfrey, 1952
Association | 5798 High school youth 15-20 Sread, Adlaf, and Walsh, 1992
Sequencs B3 {rizan males 13-15 van Kammaen and Loabes, 1594
Association 300 Bang members 1440 Waldof, 1993
Aicohaol and tobacoo Aggodciation 387 Minority 9th- and 10h-grade males - Brounstein el al, 1580
use Agsociation B Incarcerated youth 4.8 {moan) Farrow and French, 1886
Sequency 811 Delinquerd youth 117 Inciardi, Horowilz, and Pottieger, 1993
Saquargs 1,725 Youth 11-17 Johngon £ af., 1991
Agsociation BOP2 Incarcerted drug traffickens — Paifroy, 1992
Agsociation 5,794 High schoot vouth 15.20 Sman, Adlal, and Waish, 19892
Association 300 Gang members 1440 Waldigf, 1893
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ARRENDIX.A (continued)

!l

Risk Factor Link to Drug . Sample Characteristics
Pealing {assoclation
Risk Factors angd seéquents) Gira Characteristics Ages Author{s} and Date
Delinguent behavior Associalion 3574 Alncan-American youth §.15 Black snd Ricardo, 1934
Association ag7 $th- and {Dih-grade youth — Brounsteis & al, 1990
Asgociation 100 Madium-sized-city youth 12-20 Carpenter of o, 1988
Association 305 {eiatned youth 1318 Dembo ot al., 1980
Association b 41 Detainges 1% fmean} {embo et al., 1992
Sequence 1527 High-rigk youth 7-15 Esbensen and Huizinga, 1883
Asgociation 151 ¥ale gang members 13248 Fagan, {1488
Association 4 500 innes-cily youth T 15 Huizinga, Loeber, and Thomberry, 1995
Sequence 811 Delinguent voulh 1217 inciardi, Horowltz, andd Pollieger, 1883
Association 1,725 Youlh 1417 Johnson et al,, 199t
Association 351 African-American youth 315 Li and Feigaiman, 1994
Assoviation so2 Insargpmted drug vaflickers —_ Pellrey, 1592
Agsociation 188 Male drug dealers 1840 Bauter, MacCoun, and Murphy, 1888
Association &35 Incarcerated males 17 {moan) Shwlay, 1994
Association 12,686 Youlh 421 Himpson, unpublishad.
Assnciation 5,784 High school youth 15-20 Bmart, Adial, and Walsh, 1882
Asmociation 503 Lithan males 13-1% van Kammen and Losher, 1584
Eady paricipation in Association 192 African-Amedcan youth G-15 8iack and Ricarde, 1994
ﬁ::aﬁig?f (e.g.. Associasion 50 Youth that five in public housing 22 aed under Dembo ot al, 1993
marriags, parenting) Association 300 Low-income youth $-15 Li ot al, 19845
Association 351 African-American youth _ 15 Li and Feigeiman, 1994
Theit-geeking o k- Asgoniation a87 ik and 10th-grade youth - Srounstein ef al., 1990
taking personatity Association 305 Detained youth 1018 Dembio ot al., 1990
’ AssoCiation 50 Youlh that five in public housing 22 and under Cembo et al., 1993
Assoclation &1 Delinquent youth 1217 Inciardi, Morowitz, and Pottisger, 1933
Association 300 Low-inoome youlh 9-15 Li el al., 1984a
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APPENDIX A (continued)
Risk Fagctor Link 1o Drug Sample Characteristics
Dealing {assochtion
Risk Factors and seguence) Sizn Characteristics Ages Author{s] and Date
fun possession and Sequence 152 Abrican-American youth 915 Black and Ricardn, 1994
weapon carrying Association a#7 | Sth and 10Wgrade youth | — Brounstoin et at,, 1990
Association Bt Supplemental Homicide Reports —_ Blumsisin, 1995
Associabion 4,500 nar-city youth 15 Huizingn, Loeber, amd Thornbemy, 1095
Association 835 incarcerated males +7 (moar) | Shaley, 1804
Assaciation 758 Male stigienty 16 {mwan} Sheley, 1894
Assuciation A7 Studerds from crack-cocaing — Weisman, 1993
naighbortisuds
Low school atlachment Associghion [y $th- and 10th-grads youth e Broungtein et al., 1950
and low atiendance Assoclation 50 | Youth that live in public housing 22 and under | Dembog ot at,, 1999
Ansocttion 957 101t through 1 2h-grade youth R Fagan, Piper, and Moore, 1988
Association 611 Defingquent youth 12-17 Incineid, Hotowllz, and Potlieger, 1993
Associatipn 12556 Youth 14-21 JSatjoura, 1994
Association 351 Afdean-American youth B-15 Li and Feigelman, 1984
Asgoctation B2 intarcerated druy iraftickers — Pellray, 1862
Foor schogl Association 162 African-Amernican youth 915 Black and Micawdy, 1984
achievsment Association 387 2th- and H{th-grade youth — Brounslein ot )., 1800
Asseciation 50 Yoush thal live in public housing 22 and under Berbo af al, 1893
Sequence 1,003 nner-city residents 19-28 (40%} Fagan, 18982
Asgeciation 12,686 Yauik 14-21% Jadoura, 1993
Asgociation 73 Asian gsng mermbers 18.7 {mean) Joe, 1994
Asgodiation #02 incarcerated drug raffickers — Pellray, 1892
Lack ol sef-controd ang Association 3g7 Gih- apd 10th-grade youth —_ Altsehuler and Brounslein, 1981
axiemal locus of coniral Associatien 298 | Youlh 0-20 Foghia, 1995
Asgociation 140 Incarcerated young adully — Haterdald, 1082
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APPENDIX A _{continued)

Risk Factor Link io Brug

Sampie Characteriatics

: {ealing {essocistion
Risk $a<:1ms and saquwce} Size Charecteristics Author{s) and Date
I T A e S T T

Faméy atcohol and dmg Asso::ialton 192 Alrican-American youth mack and Ricardo, 1994
use Assaciation 387 th- and 10th-grads youth — Hrounstein et al, 1990

Asscocialion 149 incarcerated young adulis — Habedeld, 1992

Associalion 802 incarcareted druag traflickers —_ Palfrpy, 1992
Low family attachmen} Associalion 192 Atroandunerican males 8-15 Binck and Ricards, 1994

Association 146 incarcarated young adulls — Habereld, 1957

Azsociation a0z incarcerated diug traflickers — Palfrey, 1992

Association 188 Male dnug cienlers 1840 Heuter, Mact;oun, and Murphy, 1990
Lack of supervision Association 50 Youth that live in public housing 22 and under Dembo gt al., 1992
{e.g., single parenl} Association 140 Incarcarated young adulls — Haberel, 1952

Associalion 300 Low-incoms youth G185 iietal, 18984

Agsociation 503 Urban mates 1345 van Kammen and Logber, 19094
Pareniel atiucational Associaiion 387 gth- and 10Uvgrade youth —_— Brouastein ¢t gl., 1980
tevel Association aoz incarcgraied drug talfickers — Pelfrgy, 1992

Association 503 Urban maies van Kammen and Loeber, 1994
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Frequent gxpasure to
drug actbilies

Association 192 - Alfcan-Amencin youth Biack and Hicardo, 1904

Association 387 Sth- and 10th-grade youth e Brounstein of o, 1980

Association &4 High-risk youlh 1014 Feigelman, Slanton, and Rivardo, 1983
Association £11 Delinguent youth 2 inciardi, Horoweitz, and Poltieger, 1993
Assonintion A58 Low-income youth 15 iielal, 1804l

Ageocigtion a5 Alricar-Amercan youth 815 Li and Feigelman, 1994

Agssociation a7 Students rom crack-cocaing o Weisman, 1933

neighbortioods
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APPENDIX A (continued)

Risk Factor Link 1o Drug

Sample Charggteristics

Disating {assuciation
Risk Faclors and sequence} Blge Characteristics Ages Author(s} and Uate
Contast with drug Sgguence 5 Youlh hat five in public housing 22 and under - Dembo el al., 1883
trafficking adulls Association 84 | Migh-risk youth 10-14 Felgeiman, Stanton, and Risardo, 1993
Hequence 140 incarteraled young adulls o Haberield, 1992
Community acceplante Assoclation 1.503 Innes-city residents 1826 (40%) Fagan, 1992
of drugs Association 140 Incarcerated young adulls _ Habesteld, 1992
Segmnce 73 Asian gany members 18.6 {mean} Joe, 1984
Sequence .38 Inner-city rrales 1623 Sulihean, 1989
Few opporhuniics for #Agsociation 1,003 fnner-clly residents 19-226 {40%} Fagas, 1992
personal SUToass Association 500 Prmarlly innercity males $4-29 Whitehead, Peterson, and Kaljes, 1554
Lack of atemative Assecintion KX Paranis ang sommunity agency stall T - Dembo et al., 1993
activilies Agsociation 351 Mrican-nmerican youlh 915 Li and Feigeimaﬂ 1994
Other Soclal Risk-Fastars 75 10 L iTeeit AT T R Bl ol e T ey Te TR G B - MR R
Peeor group mﬁaance Association 387 oMb and 1{xh~gmde youlh — Bmumwm el a, 198D
Segurnce 1.527 High-risk youth 7-15 Esbensen and Huizings, 1883
Assiciation 161 Mate gang members 13-20 Fagan, 1589
Assoviation 811 Lrefinquers youth 1217 Inciardi, Horowitz, and Poitisgar, 1993
Agsociation 455 Aricare Amencan youth 915 tislal, 1994
Seguengs 351 Afrigar-Amedoun youlh 8-15 Li and Fpigelman, 1994
Association 23 Fomale drug desiers 21-50 Mie caboveski, 1984
Asstciation 499 SBibdirg palis 9-17 Flowe and Gudley, 1992
Sequence 987 Th- anedg Sth-grade youth e Thembeny el al., 1993
Low lavel of deterrence " Association 387 $th- and 10th-grade youlh - Brounsiein 1 al, 1590
by legal system Association 305 | Detainedt youth 10-18 Dembo el al., 1990
Association T Youth that five in publis bousing 22 and unday Dembs et al, 1993
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APPENDIX A (continued)

ftisk Factor Link to Drug
Pealing {fassoclation

Sample Charcteristicg

Rigk Faciors and sequence) Size Characteristics Author{s} and Date
‘Economic.Risk Factor ARG B s SRR Sl R e P BRI R
Weak labor matke! for 1,003 nner-city residents Fagan, 1882
fow-skili jobs Association 50 Innes-gity youth 15 and undar Fagan and Chin, 1990

809 inner-city adults Over 18
Sequence 101 Gung members 26 (redian) Magedarn, 1994
Association 3 Gany members 14.8 {mean} Joe, 1994
Association 65 Female gang members 14-32 Laucerhack, Hansen, and Waldord, 1992
Associgtion BoO Primarily inner-ity males 1429 Whitshead, Peterson, gnd Kalies, 1954
Low wage peolantial of Assoeiation 387 Gth- and 10Wh-grode youlhs — Brounstein st af,, 1990
existing jobs Association i 50 Youth that five in public housing 22 and under Dembe at al., 1993
an Parents and agenty staf
Seguence 1.003 Innsr-cily residents 1928 {40%) Fagan, 1852
Association 186 Male tnny daslers 164G Reuter, MacCour, and Mumphy, 19548
Stong drug marke? 99 Gang members 13-29 Decker and Van Winkde, 1094
Saquente 1,003 Innercity residents 1928 {40%) Fagan, 1852
Association 50 Innercity youth 18 and under Fagan and Chin, 1980
509 Inner-city edulls Ohver 18
Association 741 Cocaine ares! incidens e Kigin, Maxson, and Gunninghiys, 1991
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APPENDIX B: Focus and Discussion Group Questions

A

What was it like growing up for each of you? What or who were the big influences on you

when you were a Kid? What kind of family relations did you have? Were you raised by your
parents? Grandparents? 'Did you have a generally happy home jife? Did you move a Jot? Did
!you do well in scheol?

l}‘m going to assume that each of you is pow or was in the past a drug user. If this is not the
case, please tell me so. Who was the person who first introduced you to aleohol or other drugs?
;‘W&z this person ¢lder than you? Younger? Was he or she a family member? A neighbor?
How did this person persuade you o try this drug? Did you feel pressured or coerced to use?

What drugs did you first use regularly?

i?i{}w old were you when you first sold illegal drugs? What was the drug? Why did you do it?

What was the primary reasen that you sold these drugs?

Once you moved beyond just using drugs and began selling them, how did your life change?

How does selling drugs affect a person’s life? Did you start treating people differently? Did
yiolence become more common in your life? When you were selling, what did you feel
compelled to do that you may not have done before you started selling drugs. How did selling or
%ea]ing change your life?

Now, the final question is: Inn the context of what you know about the “dealing” life, where do
you go from here? We have deliberately not asked if anybody is still in the business. We are
more concerned with where are you going from here. Furthermore, we would like to know what,
if anything, can be done 1o prevent young people from getting into the drug-selling business? In
vour opinion, will this society ever be able to seriously reduce the drug business? If not, what

not? ;
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APPENDIX C: Focus Group Method

}
Focus groups are a method of collecting qualitative data gathered from a meeung of from 7 to 10

participants who are selected for a set of characteristics they have in common. The focus group is
usually [conducted in-persan for a period of about 2 hours in a permissive environment conducive (0 4
flow ofjideas and opinions on a specific topic. The session is almost always tape-recorded (or
sometimes vadectaped) for later analysis. An advantage of focus groups is that, unlike one-on-one.
interviews, they generate free-flowing, synergistic group responses without the built«in constraints of the
individual question-and-answer format.

:_ -

As a research method, focus groups are extremely successful in eliciting a free flow of ideas and
information in a son-threstening atmosphere.  They are most successful when the group of people
assembled believe they have a great deal in common with ¢ach other and, thus, feel comfontable sharing
their thoughts, opinions, and ideas. The more homogenous the group i3, the more grotup members will

feel comfonrable and the more useful the data will be.

Focus groups commonly have one of the four following purposes: (1) exploratory—10 develop
familiarity about a topic, wst methodological techniques, undersiand context, or formulate hypotheses;
(2} pretest—to test questionnaire items, assess product or advertising reactions, of try out ideas,

{3} triangulation—as one of multiple methods used 1o enhance validity or o betier understand
quazzzizaz;ve findings: or (4) phenomenologicai—io understand social meanings {i.c., on another level

beyond one-to-one interaction or to gam a more in-depth, complex understanding).

Focus groups are characterized by the following:

*“The explicit use of the group imteraction to produce data and insights that would be less

accessible without the interaction found in a group” (Morgan, 1988, p. 12},

“]. . a focus group can be defined as a carclully planned discussion designed 1o obtain

CSA, incorporated €1




Appendix : Foous Group Method

_perceptions on a defined area of interest in a permissive, nonthreatening environment”
{Krueger, 1988, p. 18);

The goal “is to elicit perceptions, feelings, attitudes, and ideas of participants about a
selected topic™ {Vaughn et al. {996, p. 3);

“The key to the effective of focus groups . . . is to identify the overall sense of the group
relative to the idea being discussed, not to focus on the input of any individual”

{Greenbaurn {993, p. 16).

Shedlin and Schretber {1995 note that {ocus groups are contrived communication events rather
than naturalistic observation or recorded spontancous group discourse. However, like ethnography, focus
groups are not static, formulaic technigue but rather are constantly adapting to both the research
abjectives and the group participants. Focus groups are dynamic and process driven and, unlike other
group interviews, altempl to maintain the inieraction predominantly within the groep rather than between
the participating individuals and the interviewer or moderator. Furthermore, Krueger (1994) lists the

following advantages of using focus groups as a methed of data collection:

» Focus groups place people in natural, real-life situations as opposed to the conirolled

gxperimental situations typical of guantitative swdies;

«  The format of a focus group allows the moderator to probe, (L.e., it is a flexible format with
ability to explore unanticipated issues);

*  As a data collection method, focus groups have high face validity and present findings that

usually are clear to lay audiences; and

» Frequently, focus groups are less expensive than other methods of gathering data.

*

LS8R, ncorporated G-2



Appendix C: Focus Group Method

For the purposes of this study, the focus groups were planned, implemented, and documented

using the foilowing guidelines:

Planning

»  Prior 10 arrival onsite, through a local contact, recruit and arrange for a group discussion

among teens known 1o have participated in drug trafficking.

- Dhscuss the best way to identify and recruit candidates for the focus group with the local

contact,

— Obtain o list of likely participants and select the names of six to eight persons For each

focus group.

- Ask the local contact to call the participants regarding their involvement in the focus

group,

- Dletermine the best time for the focus group to meer; and

- Send a letter to the participants describing the purpose of the meeting, the impontance of
their participation, the topic and format of the focus group, and matiers pertaining to

confidentiality.

Implementation

»  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 scheduiss and other neads.

CSR, incorporated : c-3
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£ w

* Hold the focus group in a central site that is easily accessible 1o the participants. Check to
see that the local contact has a suitsble room, becavse participants will be more comfortable

in familiar surroundings.

= Do not tell the participants the exact nature of the focus group; rather, inform them of the

general nature of the focus group. We do not want them 4o prepare responses to questions,

+  Prepare the focus group questions ahead of time and become thoroughly familiar with them in

order to guide the discussion uncbtrusively.

= Introduce the participants 10 each other and discuss the ground rutes of the session {e.g., one
al a time, speak freely, no right or wrong answers, and interesled in and want 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 distinction between what constituted a focus group and 2 discussion group in this study
follows from the methodological differences in how each group was conducted. The focus groups were
conducted with greater methodological ngor—they were structured around a specific group of rescarch
questions: were moderated by a neutral member of the community; were audiotaped for transcription and
analysis; and there was enough stmilarity between participants (o ensure a simifar 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 famuhar to the participants. The discussion
groups differed from the focus groups in several other important ways-—each discussion group had fewer

than the optimal nuinber of participants; there was greater diversity among the partieipants, which acted

L8R, Incorporated C.4
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]

+

to repress free discussion among those reluctant {o participate; an element of coercion influenced the

recruitment of participants in that group participation was coordinated by law enforcement officials; the
groups|were maoderated by CSR staff members; and the locations were selected for CSR's and law
enforcement’s convenience rather than any connectedness to the youth or community. These
metho?aiqgicai differences Hmited what information was captured from the discussion groups and the

analysis of the resulting data. ¢
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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 marnijuana, has increased among American
adolescents (Johnston, [996). Recent research also has shed light on another disturbing wend: In
addition o the physical and psychological injury caused by childhood neglect, physical abuse, and sexual
abuse, children who are maltreated are at an increased risk for adolescent and adult drug use and
offending (Widon, 1993, National Institute of Justice, 1995). The purpose of this siudy was to provide
scientific evidence about the relationship between childhood maltreatment, delinquency, and drug
offending. While findings from the existing research are informative, they are inconclusive, due in pan
to methodological limitations. The present study seeks 10 remedy the methodological deficits of this
research by examining longitudinal, “real life,” official, juvenile records from the Washington, D.C.,

Superior Court. We found the following:

*  There were important dcmographié differences between youths who had both delinquency and
maltremment petitions (MP) and a control group of youths who had delinquency petitions
only, designated as nonmaltreatment petitioned (NMP) youths, Although both groups
conprised primanly African Americans, males, and those living with only their mother at the
ume of their first contact with the coun, the MP group of youths had a smaller propertion of

Alrican Americans and males and was younger than the NMP group of youths.

» Of the ¢ight delinquency offenses identified from the juvenile count 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, althovugh a smaller propertion was observed for

this group in the proportion of youths with violent petitions.

»  When the propontion of youths with drug, order, and runaway offenses was examined for sach
group, NMP youths had slightly more drug petitions thun MP youths. However, MP youths

had twice as many youths with an order petition and five times as many with a runaway
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Exesutive Summary

petiion,

» The following three types of maltreatment were identified from the juvenile count records of
MP youths: neglect, physical abuse, and sexual abuse, Physical abuse and neglect were the
most fré:quemly occurring types of maltreatment. African Americans were the majority of

vouths for all maltréatment types. Males had the greatest proportion of neglect and physical

abuse petitions, while females had the majority of sexual abuse petitions.

+ MP youths with a physical abuse petition had slighily higher proportions of vouths with drug,

property, order, runaway, sex offense, and viclent delinquency offense petitions,

= MP youths with a drug petition were on average younger than NMP youths at the time of
th;:ir first contact with the court and their first delinquency petition, MP and NMP youths
were approximately the same mean age at the time of {irst drug offense petition. The mean
number of court contacts for MP youths was five contacts higher than for the NMP group,
With the exception of property and vielent offense petitions, MP and NMP youths had the

same mean number of delinquency offense petitions.

* The following five count dispositions were identified from the data: dismissal/suspension,
community treatment, Depanméﬁz of Human Services (DHSYProwective Services,
institutionalization, and probation. The disposition most likely 1o be received for either group
was DHS/Protective Services, When data were analyzed on the relationship between
.disposition history we found that MP youths who had been institutionalized had the highest
mean number of propenty offenses. Mean number of vidlent offenses was highest among

those MP youths who had received a2 communily treatment or institutionalization disposition.

»  Multivariate models predicting a drug offense petition on youth juvenile court record revealed
that for MP youths, gender {being male) is the best predictor of a drug offense petition when

race and living arrangement are held constanl.
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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 types, except probation and institutionalization, are positively

and significantly related 1o having a drug offease petition.

These findings are vitally imponant and directly impact the goals and objectives of the Office of
National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP). 1, as the extant research suggests, childhood maltreatment is a
substantial risk factor for drug use and offending, policies and programs can be formulated that (1)
educate parents, caregivers, teachers, clergy, health professionals, and community leaders (Geal /:
Cijective 1), (2) guide principles upon which prevention programs are based in order (¢ increase
program effectiveness and address the ever changing needs of youths as new drug challenges emerge
(Goal 1: Objective 9); and, (3) integrate {indings from scientific research into prevention programs,

especially those targeting youths {(Gaeal F: Objective 10).

Research on the relationship beiween childhood malueatment, delinquency, and drug offending s
attracting increased attention from policymakers and researchers concerned with recent trends in juvenile
delinquency and drug use. The fact that childhood 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 future research, CSR,

Incorporated, offers the following recommendations:

»  Focus future research on populations of youths whose individual, family, socioeconomic, or

comemunity background put them at risk for malemtiment and/or delinquency.

+ Examine gender differences more closely, Gender is an important, though frequently

overtooked, variable. The relationship between maltreatment and delinquency for females
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Executive Sisnmary

should be examined thoroughly. If females respond differently 10 experiences of
malireatment, they may need delinquency and drug use prevention strategies and programs
tailored to thelr specific needs and perceptions,

*  Fund more longitudinal studies that use official court data from several regions of the United
States. These data would help to determine the long-term effcets of maltreatmnent on

delinquency and criminal offending and would permit more sophisticated analyses.

3 .
* Identify protective factors for children who are at risk for offending but have not offended.

These protective factors might be individual-, family-, 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 Information, 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 sériously injured and killed (National Committee for the Prevention of
Child Abuse, 1996). A national survey conducted in 1995 by the National Committee for the Prevention
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 maltreaiment 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 and/or neglecled
children are at an increased risk for adolescent and adult drug use and offending (Widom, 1993,
National Institute of Justice, 1995). Childhood maltreatment 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 between 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 contact with the criminal justice system. In 1994, approximately 120,000
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Caonnection Between Child Maltreatment ang Youth Delinquency and Drug Petitions

delinquency cases involving drug violations were processed in juvenile courts in the United States.
These 'cases represented a 35-percent increase over the prior year and an 82-percent increase from 1991
(Butrs, 1997}, '

What i3 the role of drug use in juvenile delinquency? This guestion cannot be addressed
nécc;zza;c?y with the research availabie to date. In fact, the best es:’imazc of the role drugs play in
Juvenile delinquency is derived from surveys. A 1987 survey of institutionalized youths found that
ap;%mxlimataly ane-quarter were under the influence of drugs and alcohol at the time they committed the
offense for which they were incarcerated (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1987). More recent research has
vielded similar findings. Drug Use Forecasting (DUF) data from 1993 indicate that across 12 DUF test
siles the average proportion of positive drug tests among male juvenile detainees was 33 percent (Sayder
and Sickmund, 1995).

There are several explanations for the hypothesized relationship between childhood malireatment
and later delinquency and drug offending, including (1} maltreated children may sustain physical injury
0 (he brain, affecting emetional, social, and intellectual development; (2) severely abused or neglecled
children may develop coping sirategies, such as internalization of negative feelings about themselves and
others, that make the children more easily influeneed by delinquent peers; (3} abuse or neglect may
lower alchild’s self-esteem and affect social skills that encourage negative or antisocial peer
relationships; and {4} child maltreatment may trigger changes in famijy living arrangements (i.e,, the
child may be placed in foster care) that may encourage problem behavior in adolescence (Widom, 1993,
1994).

When maltreatment leads to delinguency, drug use may serve psychological, emotional, or social
needs in several ways. Drugs provide a means of emotional or psychological escape from an abusive
environment. [Drug use also may provide a form of “seif-medication™ against the emotional and
psychological pain of abuse. Drugs may be viewed as a way to “lubricate” social interaction, loosening
inhibitions and offering a means to improving self-esteem and social interaction in relation to peers.
Lastly, maltreated youths may perceive drug use as 2 means (o mdugc social iselation and feelings of
toneliness (Scerbo and Kolko, 1993; Widom, 1993).
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Connection Between Child Maltreatiment and Youth Delinguency and Drug Petltions

It is important to keep in mind that not e;mry drug-involved or delinquent youth has been
maltreatcci, nor will all maltreated children offend as juveniles or aduits. The value of risk-factor
focused research that examines the nexus between childhood maltré:atmcnl and delinquency is that it
identifies those factors that increase the probabiliry that youths will enter into delinquency and adult
criminal careers, The findings of malweatment-delinquency research are thus vitally important. If it is
true that malteeated children and youths are at increased risk for future offending, pelicies and programs
can be formulated that prevent problem behaviors before they develop into life-long patterns that reduce

individual and family quality of life and mcrease contact with the criminal justice system.

Unforiunately, although the findings of extant research on the relationship between maltreatment
and delinguency are informative, they are inconclusive, due in part 10 methodological imitations. Critics
of this research point to its overreliance on cross-sectional data and data collected from clinical samples
of youths in drup treatment {as opposed 1o longitudinal data and data collected via field experiments).
These studies also typically collect retrospective data of individual seif-reported drug use and
delinquency and are thus fimited © what respondents recall and what they are willing to disclose freely

{0 an inferviewer,

2. CASE PROCESSING IN WASHINGTON, D.C,, SUPERIOR COURT

This section of the report is imended to familiarize the reader with speciaf terminology and
provide a brief overview of the process by which malireatment and delinquency cases are filed and

adjudicated by the Washington. D.C., Superior Cournt

2.1 Malitreatment

When children are suspected of being maltreated, reports can come from multiple sources.
School officials, neighbors, or physicians may report their suspicions (o social service agencies or
directly to the police. Once police receive a complaint, this information is forwarded o the Metropelitan
Police Department’s (MPD's) Youth Division. The Youth Division then is responsible for taking this

complaint to the Office of Corporation Counsel.
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The Office of Corporation counsel then decides, based on the evidence and information available

to them, whether the case will be referred (ie., petitioned) to the Washingion, D.C., Superior Court.
Cases referred (o the court are set for trial. When there is evidence that maltreatment has occurred, case
disposttion (1.e., sentencing) options include commisment to the Washington, I.C., Depantment of
Human Services or third-party protective supervision. Each of these dispositions are subject to
sibsequent review and oversight by the cowrt. Revocation or terminaticn of the terms of a disposition is

pessible at review hearings.

2.2 Delinquency

:Delinquent juveniles come to the attention of criminal justice authorities in several ways.
Juveniles may be arrested at the scene of a crime or identified by witnesses. Suspected delinguent
offending also may be reporied by school officials, neighbors, or individuals from social service
agencies. Reports received by the MPD are referred 1o its Youth Division, which is then responsibie for

taking cases to the Superior Court for initial intake (National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 1996),

At initia) 1ntake, Superior Court staff conduct interviews with the child and his or her parents in
arder to gather information about peading charges, past delinguent behavior, and home environment,
From this information Superior Court officials decide whether to release the child (o the custady of his

or her parents or detain the ¢hild pending further screening.

Screening information is reviewed by a probation officer responsible for deciding whether the
case wilt! be petitioned 10 the Office of Corporation Counsel. If the case is petitioned o the Office of
Corporation Counsel, the Assistani Corporation Counsel reviews the sercening information and conducts
her or her own isvestigation, (Cases are either papered or no-papered. No-papered cases are closed and
receive no further action from the court. Papered cases are scheduled for an initial court hearing. If in
the initial court hearing the judge finds there is probsbie cause that the juvenile committed the charged

offense dthe 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

Washingion, 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, and/or delinquency petitions (similar (o a criminal complaint) from 1959 1o 1996,

The present study seeks to remedy the deficits in the extant literature on the relationship between

child maltreatment and delinguency and drug offending by examining longitudinal, “real life,” official

juvenile court records to answer the following questions:

Is race, sex, or household living arrangement associated with having a maltreatment, drug,
ar other delinquency petition on a youth's court record? Arg minorily children more likely
than nonminority children to be neglected? Are females less likely than males to be

physically abused?

Does having a maltreatment peiition increase the likelihood that ¢ child will have drug or
other delinquency petitions on his or her court record? Compared with youths without a
maltreatment petition, are those with a maltreatment petition more or less likely to have drug

offense petitions?

Daoes the type of maltreatment petition (physical abuse, sexunl abuyse, or neglect) predict
drug and other delinguency petitions? Is there support for the cycle of violence theory?
Are physieal abuse petitions associated more with drug offense petitions than neglect
petitions?  Are youths with malreatment petitions more or less likely than those without

maltreatment petitions to have viplent offense petitions?

What are the pathways to juvenile drug affending? Among youths with drug offense
petitions, comparing those with and without malieeatment petitions, are there differences in

delinguency careers (i.6., differences of age at initintion, chronicity, and specialization)?
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+ Do juvenile court interventions affect future offending? Compared with youths without a
maltreatment petition, does having 2 disposition history of placement outside the home

increase or decrease the likelthood that youths will (rejoffend?
The variables available in the dawa set that were used in this apalysis include the following:

*  Year of birth;

* Race of juvenile,

»  Sex of juvemle;

» Household living arrangement (recorded at the first court contact only),
« Number of recorded contaets with the Superior Court;

*  Year, type, and number of maltreatment and delinguency petitions; and

+ Number and type of dispositions {sentences).

Only youths with one or more delinguency petitions were included in this analysis. In order to

address the research questions involving contrasts two, groups were compared. The first group consists
of all youths with at least one malreatment petition (N = 1,696). The second group consists of youths
with no maltreatment petitions (¥ = 30,662). Analysis of the data included deseriptive statistios,

biviriatc analysis, and multivariate modeling.

4, LIMITATIONS TO THE PROPOSED STUDY

‘Before discussing study findings, several limitations should be ascknowledged. This study was
limited[to cases processed by one court, in one jurisdiction. If juveniles in this sumple were malueated
or arrested in another jurisdiction or processed by another court in Washington, D.C., those data were
nol incfiaded in the analysis. Compounding these limitations are the unique demographics of
Washingion, D.C., with i15 significant nonwhite population {74 percent). Arguably, other crimogenic
factors Ez?zai correlate with race, 5ui:h as income and community instability, affect the data and study

findings. Data on these and other faclors were not avallable for analysis.
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The incidents of mallreatrment discussed in this study should be understond as unadjudicated {and
‘thus unsubstantiated) cases of neglect, physical abuse, and sexual abuse. In other words, these are
criminal complaints of malueatment made to the Washington, D.C., Superior Court. For the large
majority of these cases final court disposition data were not avaifable. The same is true for delinquency
incidents; these data can he thought of as amests of juveniles that led w the Bling of formal criminal

complaints in the Washington, D.C., Supenor Court.

Lastly, one of the major strengths of the data sel—its size——also is somewhat of a Liability. One
artifact of large data ser analyses 15 that statistical 1ests {e.g., chi-square and fetests) more readily yield
statistically significant findings. That is, differences in observed characteristics of the study sample may
have oecurred by chance alone and may not represent actual differences found in the population from
which the sample was drawn, even when the statistical test indicates otherwise. To address this, a lower,
more conservative significance level (p < .01 instead of p < .05} was used in all statistical tests,

Furthermore, each analysis was reviewed for statistical as well as practical significance.

5. FINDINGS

Results of the data analysis are presented under the following five major categories:
(1} demographic characteristics of maltreatment petitioned (MP) and nosmaitreatment peiitioned (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} delinguency careers among MP and NMP youths with

drug petitions, and {3} 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 malireaiment and delinquency
petitions. NMP 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 Exhibit 1). In order 1o better undersiand the
youths in this sample, petitioned youths were examined according to their race, sex, year of birth, and

living arrangement.
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Exhibit 1. Maltrestrment gnid Nonmaltrectment Petitioned Youths: Frequency
- Percent {Number)

No Malireatment Petition
95 (30,662)

Maltreatment Petifion

! Total Bample
! 5 (1,695}

100 {32,358}

Maltreatment palitions include those for neglect, physicat sbuse, and sexusl abuse.

5.1.1 | Race

African Americans composed 92 percent of the entire sample of youths; whites {8 percent),

Hispanics {less than | percent), and other races (2 percent} composed the remaining 8 percent of the
sample {see Exhibit 2). Not surprisingly, among MP youihs (those with both maitreatment and
delinquency petitions) African Americans predominate (97 percent). The same was true for NMP youths
{those \with a record of delinguency petitions, but none for maltreaument), with African Americans the

majority (92 percent), but less 30 in comparnison te the MP group.

Exhibit 2. Maitreatment and Nonmaitrestmend Petitioned Youths: Race

i Percent {Number
Race of Juvenlle Maltreatment Pstition No Msitreatment Petition Entire Sample
Atrican Amarican g7 {1.398) 82 {(22,673) 82 {24.271)
Whité 1 {17} 8 {1371} 5 {1,388)
Other 2 (25) 2 {587} 2 612
Hispanic <t {1} < {33 «1 {34)
Tota] 100 (1,441} 100 {24,864} 10D (26,305}
chi s{;_u;ue = 53934 . ’
df=3 |
p < 001
5.1.2 iSex : ' ,

Males were 81 percent and females 19 percent of the entire sample of youths (see Exhibit 3).
There was a greater representation of females in the sample of MP youths (37 percent) than among NMP
vouths (18 percent). Because females are less involved in delinguency than muales, the difference in sex

distribution might operate to lower levels of delinquency a:%wzzg MP youths,
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Exhibit 3. Maltreaimont and Nonmeitrealment Petit]
Parcant INumbaer}

oned Youlhs: Sex

Sex of Juvenile Maltreatment Petition | No Maliresiment Petltion Entire Sample
Famale 37 {816} 18 {5,6586) 14 {6 275)
Male é3 (1,076} §2 {24 992 B1 {26,088}
Total 1406 {1,688) 100 (30,648} 100 (32,3458}

chi sguare = 335,182
dt=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 comtact with the court was not included in the
data set. As might be expectled, 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
quarter (23 percent} of NMP youths were born hetween 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 delinguency careers
of the older, NMP group than they do of MP youths.

Exhibit 4. Maltreatment and Nonmaltreatment Patitioned Youths: Year Bam
Fercent {Number)

No
HMaltreatment Cumulative Cumilative
Year Born Petition Percentage Maliraatment Percentsge Entire Sample
Petition
1GHS o 1098 <t {8} <t 1 {141} 3 1{147)
| 1983 10 1988 3 (A8 3 14259} 2 1 {304)
1977 10 1682 38 {B46) 41 2% (644D} 23 22 (7086}
1971 o 1878 28 {480y 70 29 {8Yas; 52 29 8426}
1865 o 1970 23 {387} 93 26 1808} 78 286 {8478}
18558 v 1964 7{1Eh pit 22 B8 10 21 {£830)
chi square = 447.121
gt=§
p < 001

Categorias reprasent year of binth, nol age at which petition(s) were filed with the coun,
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5.1.4 | Living Arrangement

Data on living arrangement also was enly 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
trea{cdi this va::izblc as if it were static. MP and NMP vouths reported fiving with mother only most
frequently (62 percent for each group). The next most frequent living arrangement for MP youths was
other (?2? percent), encompassing adoption placement, foster care, group care, alone, relatives, and other
arrangements (see Exhibit 5). NMP youths reported living with other (17 percent) and two parents (16

percent) as their next most frequent living arangements.

Exhibit 5. Malireatmen? and Nonmsitrestment Potllioned Youlhs: Living Arrangoment

Percent {Numbet}

Living Arrangement Malireatment Pelition No Mallireatment Petilion Entire Sample
Mother only 82 (424} 62 {8,223 82 {6,847}
Fatherlonly 4 {27 - 8 {528) 5 {555)
Twa parents 7 (48 16 {1,555} 15 {1.801}
Other § 27 {187) 17 {1,675} 17 {1,862)
Total | 100 (684) 100 (9,981) 100 (10,665)

chi square = 76.528
o =3
D OO

As repanted at the Hme of the first court contact,  Other categary inchides sdoption placement, foster carg, graug

care, alone, other, and relalives.

[
We found large differences between MP and NMP youths who reported living with two pargos

and those living in other arrangements. More than twice the percentage of NMP youths reported living

with two parents {16 percent) as did MP youths (7 percent. In addition, almost fwo times the

percentage of MP youths reported other as their living arrangement (27 percent) as did NMP youths (17

percenl)i These findings are consistent with what the hterature says about the effect of single-mother

households, child supervision, economic disadvantage, and delinquency. While these data say lite

about causality, there is some indicaion that living outside of a parental home, with the exception of the

mother only living arrangements, increases the nisk of delinquency for MP youths.

CSR, Incorporated
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52 Delinquency Petitions Among Maltreatment and Nonmaltreatment Petitioned Youths

Eight delinquency offense types were identified from the court records of MP and NMP youths,
mciuding the following: drug, order, property, minaway, sex offenses, violent, weapon, and oiher offenses
(3ee Exhibit 6). Violent (53 percent) 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 vouths
had a greater proportion of violent delinquency petitions (38 percent for violent offenses and 51 percent
for property). Slightly more NMP yeuths had drug offense petitions (29 percent) than did MP youths
(22 percent), Twice as many MP youths had order petitions {24 percent} as did NMP youths (12
percent), Although both the MP and NMP groups had small proportions of youths with runaway offense
petitions, five times as many MP youths {3 percent} had these petitions as did NMP youths (1 percent).

Exhibit 6. Maltreatmant and Nonmaltreatment Patitionsd Youths: Type ¢f Dalinguency Petltion
Percent {(Number}

At Least Ong Potition Malireatment Patition Ho Maltreatment Petition Total
Drug 22 {3758} 28 18.803) 25 {9,278)
Orcier 24 {403} 12 {3,611} 12 {4,014)
Other 18 {286) 16 {5,387) 18 {5,883)
Property 52 {882} 51 {15,740) 51 (16,622)
Runaway 5 {86} 1 {278) 1 (364)
Sex offanse 5 {BG} 4 (1,080 4 {1,179)
Viplent 53 {892) 38 (11,7112) 38 {12,604}
Waeapon 14 {168) 10 (3,066) 10 {3,234)

Proporions reprasent within-group {malireated or nonmaliraated) percentages and will not add o 189 percend due
1o multipie outcoms possibifities.

Drug petitions include sale or possession of controlled substances. Order petitions includs youth status oltenses,
axciuding runaways; disordeny conduet; gambling: and nuisance offenses. Qther petitioas include obsiruction of
maiis, conspiracy, bribery, ohstruction of justice, cruelty to animals, and fraud. Property patittons include burglary,
purse snatching, armon, car theh, larceny, destruction of property, unauthorized use of vehicle, and receiving stolen
goods, Runaway petitions include runaway and habitual runaway offenses. Sex offense petitions include rape,
sodomy, indecent behavior, and prastilution. Viclent petitions include simple and aggravaled assault, robbery,
armed assault, murder, manslaughter, and carjacking. Weapon petitions include possessing or Carrying a weapon,

521 Race

Consistent with the statisiics discussed above 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

CSA, Incarporated "



Connection Between Child Maltreatment and Youth Delinquency and Drug Petitions

had a higher proportion of petitions, Percentage-point differences between African American MP and

NMP youths ranged from as litthe as | for violent offense petitions 1o 14 for other offense petitions.

Drug (!i"fense petitions among Alfrican American MP and NMP groups were 98 percent and 93 percent,

respectively.

Exhibit 7. Maitreatment and Nonmallrealment Pelitioned Youths: Type of Dellnguency Petition by Race

Percent {Number)

| At Least One Petition

Maltreatment Petition

No Maltreatmernt Pelition

Oruy {n = B,503)

African American G (308} g5 {7,825
White <1 {33 3{243)
Other <1 {3 1 {118}
Hispanic - <1 {5)
Totat | 1G0 {314) 100 (8,189)
Order'{n = 2,985)
African American 96 (332) B4 (2,476
Whité <1 (3) 2 {85
Other <1 {8} 4 {86)
Hispanie <% {1} <1 {3
Totat | 100 {345} 100 (2,690
Diher (0 = 4,747}
Alrican American g8 {288) B4 (3,754)
White 13 13 (585}
Othet, 1(3) 3 {130}
Hispanic — <1 {4}
Total | 100 {273 100 {4,473}
Property {n = 13,134)
Atrican American g8 (735 g5 {11,764)
White, 1 {7} 3 (K1)
Othey 1{8) 2 (254}
Hispanic — <1 {18)
Total | 100 (750) 100 (12,384)
Runaway {n = 37%)
African American 89 (76} 82 {234}
White, 22} 3 {8}
Other, 7 6 4 (11}
Hispanic 1{1} 12 (33)
Tomt } 100 {85) 100 (286)
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At Least One Petltion

Maltreatment Pelition

No Maltreatment Petltion

Sex Oftense (n = B54)

Alrican American a4 {68} 82 {720}
While — 7 53}
Other 1 {1} 202
Hisparic — -
Total 100 (65) 100 {785)
Violent (n = 9,970)
Afrcan American 88 (761} 47 {8,848}
White 1 (5) 2 (175}
Othar 1 (B) 1 (113
Hispanic — <1 {10)
Totat 100 (774 100 (8,196)
Weapon {n = 3,034)
African Amencan a9 (152} 86 (2,780}
Whits 1(1) 3 {78
{her 1 {1} 1 {42}
Hispanic — -
Total 100 {184) 100 {2,880)

When white MP and NMP youths were examined in this same way, we found the exact opposite

pattern. ' White NMP youths consistently had higher proportions of each offense pctitic:s:n type than did

white MP youths. Percemage differences for whites ranged from | for runaway and violent offense

petitions to 12 for other offense petitions. The proportions of youths with drug petitions was higher

among NMP vouths than MP youths (3 percent and less than | percent, respectivelyl.

. With the exception of runaway offense petitions among Hispanic youths (NMP Hispanic youths

had 12 percemt of the runaway petitions, compared with 1 percent for MP Hispanic youths). percentage

differences between MP and NMP other and Hispanic youths were not large.

522 Bex

Examination of sex differences in the proporton of MP and NMP youths with delinquency

petitions revealed that females had a smaller proportion of offense petitions across most delinguency

£5R, incorporated
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offense categories. This ts consistent with what we see in the criminological literature. Three offense

categories, however, vielded findings contrary to the expectation that males offend &t a grester rate than

females. First, MP and NMP females had 70 percent and 67 percent, respectively, of runaway petitions.

This is consistent with the research Inerature that inds that girls are more likely than boys 10 run away.

Less expected, however, were the findings for order and violent offenses for MP females, In the order

offense categery, MP females had slightly more than one-half of ali petitions {51 percent), NMFP females

had only 31 percent of these pelitions (see Exhibit 8). For the violent offense category, MP females had

approximately a one-third of all petitions (34 percent), twice as many as NMP females (17 percent). In

addition, MP females were more likely than NMP females to have a delinquency peiition for drug, other,

property, and weapon offense types.

Exhiblt 8. Maltreatment and Nonmaltraatment Petitioped Youths: Type of Delingquencty Petition by Sex

Bercant {Number)

S

| At Least One Petition

Malireatment Petition

No Maltreaiment Pelition

Drugl(n = 9,272)

7 {ésg}

Femate 13 {80}

Male BY {324} 93 {8,308}
Totalf 100 {374} 100 (8,698)
Order (n = 4,012)

Female 51 {207} 33 {1,124)

Malé 43 {198} 69 {2,485}
Totat} 100 {403} 00 {3,609
Other {n = 5,678)

Female 28 {78 24 (1,208)

Male 74 {218} 76 (4,084}
Total] 100 {2986} 100 (5,382)
Property (n = 16,615)

Ferfale 21 {181} 10 {1,638)

Mate . 75 {701) 80 (14,085)
Total} 100 {882} 100 (15,733)
Runaway (n = 364}

Female 70 {60} 67 {187)

Mate 30 {26} 33 (81)
Totai} 100 (68} 100 {278)

a
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At Least One Patition

Maltreatrnent Pelition

Sex OHense (n = 1,178}

No Maltrestment Petition

Female 16 {14} 18 {203}
Maie 84 {75) 81 {886}
Totai 100 {89} 00 1,088

Yiolent in = 12,598}

Female 34 (299) 17 {1,983
Male 66 (593} 83 {8,723
Tolai 100 {892} 100 {11,708}

Weapon {n = 3,229}
Female 5 {158 5 (160)
Maig 91 {153 as (2,901)
Toial 100 {188) 100 {3,081)
Violent {n = 12,588}

Female 34 {209 17 (1,983)
KMale 55 (583} 83 (9,723)
Total 100 {832} 100 {11,708)

Weapon (11 = 32,299}
Femaie 8 {15} 5 {180}
Male 81 {153} 88 {2 801}
Tolal 100 (188} 100 {3.061)

Males showed a different pattern. For all bul 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 mules had sex offense petitions.) Percentage point differences between MP and

NMP males ranged from 2 for other offense petitions to 20 for order offense petstions.

523 Living Arrangement

Across all offense types, a mother only hiving arrangement was predominant among both MP and

NMP vouths. For youths with a drug offense petition on their count record, 57 percent of MP and 62

percent of WMP youths reported living with only their mother at the time of their first court contact (see

Exhibit 8). 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 vouths, the range was 60 percent (in the sex offense caregory) (o 69 percent (in

CSR, Incorperated
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the order offense category). With the exception of runaway petitions, -a larger proportion of NMP vouths

reporied iivihg with only their mother for all offense petition types.

Exhibit 9. Maltreatment and Nonmaltreatment Petitioned Youths:
Type of Delinqueney Petitlon by Living Arrengement
Pearcent {Mumber

{ At Least One Petition _ Malireatment Petition No Malireatment Petition
Orug (n = 4,825)
Motber Only 57 {82} 82 (2,822
Father Only ! 3 {4) 5 {238} -~
Two|Parenis 6 {8} 14 {677)
Othar 34 {49 18 (844)
Total { 100 (144} 100 {4,681)
Order{n = 1,207
Mother Oniy B4 (101} 63 (720)
Father Oniy 2 (3) 4 (40)
TwoParents 6 {10} 10 (110)
Other 28 {44) 17 (179)
Total § A 100 {158) 100 (1,048)
Otherlin = 1,781) _
Mother Only 62 (85) 63 {1,041}
Fathér Only 6 (8) ’ & {100)
Twn Parents G (8) 13 {208}
Other 26 {36} 18 {295}
Torat | 100 (137} 100 {1,644}
Property (n = 5,345)
Mother Only 58 (190} 63 (3,179
Fathér Only 3 (11} 5 (274)
Two Parants 723 ' 15 {755}
Othet 31 {102) 15 {811)
Towat { . 100 {326} 100 (5,019)
Drug (1= 154}
Mother Onily 88 (30} 67 (74)
Fathar Oniy 7{3 4 14
Two Parents . 11 {5} 10 {11}
Other 14 {6} 19 (21)
Touw | 100 {44) 100 (110)

LHA, Incormporated 1%
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At Least Ona Patition Maltreatment Patition No Maltreatment Petltion
Sex Offense {0 = 338) '
Mother Only . 82 (Y7 80 {1B2)
Father Only 31 7 {20}
Two Parents ’ 12 {4} 17 {51)
Cther 33{11} 24 {52
Total , 100 {33 100 (305}
Violernd {p = 4,227)
Mother Only 62 (225) 85 {2,517}
Father Only 4 (14 5 {192)
Two Parenis 6 {23) 14 {5z2)
Oiher 27 (99) 18 {635)
Total 100 (361) 100 (3.868)
YWeapon {n = 1,778}
Mother Only 53 {45) 63 {1,075)
Father Only & {5) 5 {7B)
Two Parsnis & {4} 13 {222) ,
Qther O 36{3Y) 18 (318)
Total 100 {85) 160 (1,693) |

In every offense petition category, with the exception of runaway petitions, MP youths reporied
other living arrangement in higher proportions {second only 10 mother only as the living arrangement)
than did NMP vouths. Percentage point differences ranged from 8 to 17. More NMP than MP youths
reported living with their father only (with the excepuon of other, runaway, and weapon offense petition
types). Two-parent living arrangements also were greater among NMP youths (percentage point
differences in all offense petition categories ranged from | w 8). Once again, however, runaway offense
petitions were the exception, with MP youths reponied living with two parents in 11 percent of the cases

{10 percent for NMP youths).

53 Type of Maltreatment Petition and Type of Delinquency Petition(s)

The literature on the rclationship between delingquency and child maltreatment suggests that the
frequency and type of delinquency offending may be related 1o what specific type(s) of malireaiment 4

child experienced. We defined three areas of maltreatment in our sample of youths with both
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maltreatment and delinquency petitions: neglect, physical abuse, and sexual abuse {see Exhibit 10},
Physical abuse (60 percent) and neglect (58 percent) were the most frequently i}ccw:riﬁg maltreatment

pe{iiio? types. . Sexual abuse was the least {requent type of maltreatment petition (3 percemt).

L

Exhibit 10. Type of Maltreatment Petition: Frequency
Parcent (Numbern

I'Iype of Maltreatment Frogquency
Naglett 58 (986}
Physical Abuse 80 (1,028}
Sexual Abuse 34N

Caieg&fries are not mutually exclusive.  An individual can have more than one type of maltreatment petition.
Propotions represent the perceniage of thoss maltreated {N = 1,696).

5.3.1 {Race, Sex, and Living Arrangement

percent), and sexual abuse (98 percent) petitions {see Exhibit 11). Males were a majority of the youths
with neglect (61 percent) and physical abuse (65 percent) petitions.  Females, however, were the
majority of youths with sexual abuse petitions ;{6{3 percent} {see Exhibit 12). Mother only living
arrangements predominated among alt maltreatment petition types; youths with physical abuse petitions
were the highest proportion who reported living with their mother only {68 percent), followed closely b
those with a sexual abuse petition (67 percent). Other was the next frequently reporied living
arrangement (neglect, 30 percent; sexval abuse, 24 percent; and, physical abuse, 17 percent) {see
Exhibit 13),

Exhibit 11, Type of Maltreatment Patition: Race
Percent (Nurmber}

African Americans composed the majority of youths with neglect (37 percent), physical abuse (97

4

Hace of Juvenile Neglect Physical Abuse® Sexual Abuse”®
African) Amarican 97 {826) 87 (768} 98 (45)
White § 1 (9} 1(11) Q
Cther § 2 {22} 1 (11) 2 {13
Hispanic <1 {1} 0 0
Total {fype of maltreatment) 100 {858} 100 (790} 100 (48)

The tatal for all three types of mareaiment {2,060} was greater than the number of individual incidents (1,698)

hecauss individuals can have multiple maltreatrment petitions.

*p < .00t
¥ not significant

§
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Exhibit 12, Type of Melireatment Petition: Sex

Perment (Number}

Sex of Juvenlie Negleot” Physical Abuse® Sexual Abuge”
Female 39 (581) 35 (382) 60 {28)
Male 61 {604) 55 (858} a0 {18}
Total (iype of maltrealment] 1080 (G853 100 {1,028 100 {473

The total for all three types of maltreament (2,060) was greater than the number of individual incidents {1,896}
hecause individualis can have muiltiple malireatment pelitions.

*p e 001
Exhibit 13. Type of Maltreatmant Petition: Living Arrangemant
Parcent {Nurnber)
. MP No MP No
Living P No Physieal . Sexual
Arrangement Neglect' Naeglect Abuse® Pzgi:::i Abuse® ii?j
Mother only 81 {335} 58 (B9} 68 {215} 57 (209} 87 {14} 82 {(410)
Father only 4 (20) 57 5 {16} 3(1H § (1) 4 {26)
Two parents § (30) 12 {16) - 10 (30) 4 (16) &) 7 (45)
Othar 30 (168) 15 (19} 17 (54} 36 (133) 24 (5) 28 (182}
*p < .001
"o < .05

Cihgr cateqory insludes adoplion placement, fosler care, group care, alone, other, and relatives.
The lotal for all three types of maltreatment {2,080) was greater than the number of individual incidents {1,688)
bonsuse individuals can have multinle malirestment pettions.

5.3.2 Type of Delinquency Petitions

An analysis was made of the proportion of each maltreatmernt group with each of the eight
delinguency offense type petitions {(see Exhibit 14). The physieal abuse category had a slightly higher
proportion of individuals with six of the eight offense petition types. Youths with a neglect petition
were more likely o have a runaway petition (15 percent) than those with & physical abuse petitton (37

percent) or a sexual abuse petition (4 percent).
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Exhibit 14, Type of Malireatment Patiion: Type of Delinquency Petition
© Percent {Nurmber}

ml ;z;z;f:m Neglect Physical Abuse Sexusi Abuse Tatal*
Drug pstition 44 {185) 55 (2423 37 100 (4443
Orderpetition 47 (233 50 (245) 3018 100 (4823
Other petition 50 (178} 5C {178} 143 100 (359)
Property petition 46 1482) 53 (567} 2 {19) ¢ 100 (1,058)
Runaway petition 58 (87} 37 {43) 4 {5} 100 {115}
Sex cffense petilion 44 {49} 51 {52) — 100 {101}
Violent patition 48 (518) 50 {543} 2@en 100 (1,088}
Weapon petition S0 (107) 50 (105) <t {1) 100 {214)

3 .
* Total may be greater than 100 percent due 0 rounging.

5.4 {Delinquency 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 varizhles included initiation (age at first court contact, malireatment petition,
delinqliezzcy peiion, and drug petitton}; chronicity (mean number of contacts with the court), and
specialization {mean number of specific offense type petitions). The relationship of demographic

characteristics 10 these indices also were analyzed.

Looking at the cntire sample (see Exhibit 15), MP youths with drug petitions were, pn average,
younger at the time of their first contact with the court (9 years old versus 16 years old) and first
delinquency petition. MFP and NMP youths were approximately the same mean age at the time of their
first drug offense petition. MP youthy had five more contacts with the court on average than did NMP
youths (1| contacis versus 6 conacts). This is accounted for {but not totaliy} by maltreatmment petition
comacz's with the court. The average number of maltreatment contacts was two. With the exception of
propenv {an average of two petitions for MP youths and 1 petition for NMP youths) and violent offense
pemmn (an average of (wo petitions for MP youihs and one petition NMP youths), MP yomi‘zs had the

same mean number of offense petitions as did NMP youths,

t
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Exhibit 15, Malirestment and Nonmaltreatment Petitioned Youths with Drug Petitions':
Court Contact History {Initintion, Chironigity, and Specintization)

Maltreatment Petition No Ralirgstmen? Petltion
INFTIATION
Moan age af first:
Court comact 2 16
Maltreatment potition _ 8 . o
Definquangy petition 14 15
Drug oifense petition 16 16
CHRONICITY
Mean number of conacis 11 &
SPECIALIZATION
Mean number of.
Drug petitions 3 3
Crder petitions 1 «3
Property petitions 2 1
Other petitions «1 <1
Hunaway pelitions <1 <1
Bex offense petitipns <1 <t
Violent pelifions V4 : 1
Weapons pelifions 1 <1
N 275 B.303

' Individual had at lsast ene grug pelition.

When this analysis 15 disaggregated by race we see several stark differences among and between
MP and NMP youths with drug petitions {see Exhibit 16). MP African American youths were, on
average, 3 to 4 years younger than other MP vouths and 6 to 7 vears younger than NMP youths a1 the
time of their irst contact with the court. MP African American youths also were 3 ta 4 years younger
on average than other MP youths at the time of their first maltreatment petition. The mean age at first
delinguency petition was younger for African American youlhs than for MP and NMP youths overall,
African Americans were 110 2 years younger on average than MP youths and 1 to 3 years younger than

NMP youths.
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Exhibl 16, MaHreatment and Nonmaitreatment Petitioned Youths with Drug Pelitions':
Court Contact Hislory {initistion, Chronicity, and Specislizetion) by Race

Haltreatment Polition No Maltroatraent Petition
1 | 2 3 1 2 3 4
INITIATION “
Meanlage at first:
Couri contact 10 13 14 18 17 16 17
Maitreatment petition 10 13 14 - - — -
Delinquency petition 14 18 15 15 17 18 17
Drug offense petition 16 16 17 16 17 16 ¥
CHRONICITY
Mean number of contacts 12 2 B 8 2 4 2
SPECIALIZATION
Maan number of:
Uruglpetitions c] 1 1 3 2 2 2
Order petitions <1 0 1 <1 <1 <1 0
Propény petitions 3 0 2 1 «t 1 +
Othef petitions <1 0 <t <1 < <1 <1
Aunaway petitions 1 0 0 < <1 b o
Sex offense petitions <1 0 0 <1 <t <% 0
Viclent petitions 2 ) 1 1 « o &
Weapons petitions 1 9 & 1 <1 o 0
N 308 3 3 7.825 243 116 5

A , . . .
1 = African American, 2 = While, 3 = Qther, 4 = Hispanic

" Individual had at ieast one drug petition,

African American MP youths aiso had a greater nursber of contacts with the count than did MP

and NMP youths overali. The mean number of court contacts for MP African American vouths was 12,

4 to 10icontacts 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

" American NMP youhs had slightly more drug offense petitions than their MP counterparts.  African

American youths had the highest mean number of drug offense petitions among MP and NMP groups

{three petitions).  African American youths also had the highest mean number of property and violent

potitions among MP and NMP youths (three and two, respectively).
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When sex differences are analyzed we observe only small within-group and between-group

differences (see Exhibit i’?}; Male and female MP youths were approximately the same mean age at

first maltreatment, Male and {emale 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

between MP and NMP vouths in average age at first court contact. Female MP youths were, on

average, 6 years younger than NMP females at first contact with the court; male MP youths were 7

years younger NMP males.

Exhibit 17, Malireatment and Nonma'ltreatment Patiticned Youths with Drug Petitions’
Court Contact History (initintion, Chroniclty, and Spacislization} by Sex

Maftreatment Patition

Mo Maltreatment Patition

Female | Male Femala Mala
INITIATION ‘
Mean age ai first
Court contact 10 ) 16 16
Malirgaimert petition 10 ;] —_ —
Oslinquency petition 15 ‘ 34 16 15
Drug offense petition 15 18 17 %
CHRONICITY
Mean number of contacts & 1% 3 8
SBECIALIZATION
Mean number of:
Drug petitions 2 3 P 3
Crder patitions <1 1 <} <
Property peliions < 3 <1 1
Giher peliions <1 < <1 <1
Runaway petitions <1 3 «1 «1
Sex oHense pelitions <1 a1 «1 <
Viclent petitions 1 2 <1 1
Weapons petitions <1 3 "2 1
N 50 324 588 8,308

! individual had at least one drug pefition,

Ferale and male MP youths had a higher mean number of contacts with the court oversll than

did NMP youths, This difference was greater for males (1) versus 6) than ferales (6 versus 3). The

menn number of contacts with the coun for specific offense petition showed little or no differences

CE8R, Incorporated




Connection Between Child Maltreatment and Youth Delinquency and Drug Petitions

among and between both gender and maltreatment groups. MP males, however, had a slightly higher

f . .
mean number 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 pelition, and drug offense petition (with the
exception of MP youths who reported. living with their father only) (see Exhibits 18 and 19). MP youths
also had greater mean number of overall court contacts than did NMP youths, regardless of living
arrangement. MP youths who reported a father only or other living arrangement had the highest mean
numbclr of contacts (15). MP youths living with two parents had the highest mean number of drug
petitions (4) both within and between maltreatment petition groups. Regardless of living arrangement
MP youths had a higher mean number of petitions for propenty offenses; MP youths who reported living
with their father only had the highest mean number of property offense petitions (7). MP youths who
reported living with their mother only or othcr had a slightly higher mean number of violent petitions (4)

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

[ Mother Only Father Only | Two Parents Other
INITIATION
Mean age al first:
Court contact 12 13 13 12
Maltreatment petition 12 13 13 12
Delinquency petition 14 15 15 14
Druglotfense petition 15 17 15 ' 16
CHRONICITY
Mean pumber of contacts 11 15 B V- 15
SPECIALIZATION
Mean humber of:
Drug!petitions 3 2 4 4
Order petitions <1 0 <1 <1
Propérty petitions 2 7 3 3
Other petitions 1
Runaway petitions <1 0 0 0
Sex offense petitions <1 1 <1 <1
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Mother Only Father Only Two Parents Other
Yiolent patitions 2 1 1 2
Weaponsg petitions 1 g 1 1
N 8z 4 g 449

' Individual had at least one drug petition,

Exhibit 19. Maltreatment snd Nonmaltrestment Petition Youths with Drug Pefitions":
Court Cantact Histary (Initiation, Chronicity, and Spectialization] by Living Arrangement,
Naonmaltreatment Petitioned Youths

Mather Only Father Only Two Parents (ther
INITIATION
Mean age at first:
Court contact 17 18 19 17
Maltreatment pelition — o~ o o
[etinguentey petition i5 18 165 <18
Drug offense petition 16 16 18 16
CHRONICITY
Mean numbeér of contacis g 5 5 8
SPECIALIZATION
Maan number of:
Drug petitions 3 3 3 3
Orgder pefitions <1 <1 <1 <1
Property patitions 1 1 1 1
Other petitions <1 <1 <1 «1
Runaway petitions «t 1 =1 <1
Sex offense petilicns <l 1 <1 <1
Yiolen! petdions 1 1 i 1
Weapons petitions 1 1 1 4
N 2,922 238 877 Ba4

' individual had at lsast one drug petition,

55 Court Disposition History and Delinquency Careers Among Maltreatment and

Nonmaltreatment Petitioned Youths

Five count dispositions were identified from the data on MP and NMP youths, including dismissaf

or suspensions, community treatment, Department of Human Services (DHS/Protective Services,

instittionalization, and probation. Ovwerall, disposition data was available Tor only 49 percent of MP
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youthg and 16 percent of NMP youths. From these data, analyses were made of the relationship between
court dispositions history and delinguency offending among MP and NMP youths,

The disposition most likely to be received for either group was DHS/Protective Services: 35

percent of MP youths with at least one court disposition received this disposition, while 13 percent of
NMP youths did. The next most frequent disposition type was dismissals and sospensions. More MP
youthé received a dismissal or suspension {20 percent} than did NMP youths {5 percent). The proportion
of all other disposition types was roughly the same for MP and NMP groups {s¢e Exhibit 20).

Exhibit 20. Maltreatment and Nonmaltreatment Petitioned Youths: Disposition Frequencies

{Youths With One or More of Each Disposition Type)
Percert (Mumbaer)

SD;:?;::gn i“:a?;zi? DHSSI:::;Z?W Institutionalization Probation
Totat} 1,847 107 4,539 7 85
mp 20 the 35 < 1 <1
NMP| 5 <1 13 0 <1
* p<.001 ‘
" o e 01

Number ot maltreated juveniles who ever had a court disposition of any kind was 781 (47 percent). Number of
maltreated juveniles who never had g ¢oust disposition was 905 {53 percant).

Number of nanmalireated juveniles who ever had a count dispositior of any kind was 4,983 (16 perceat). Nurber
of nonmaftreated juveniles who never had a court disposition was 25,679 (84 perceni).

Data also were analyzed on the relationship between disposition type and the mean number of
delinquency offense pettions. Overall, the most common type of offense petition for both groups of
youths was propernty offense petitions {see Exhibit 21}, A higher mean number of pelitions was
observed for this offense category regardless of the youth's disposition history. This same pattern, with
siightly Jower means, was observed for violent offense peritions. MFP youths who had been
institu‘tionaiizcd had the highest mean number of property offenses petitions (5}, MP 'yomhs who had
been sentenced to communily ireatment or institutionalized had the highest mean number of violent
offense petitions. We would expect that 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
institutionalization, MP youths had a Jower or comparable mean number of delinquency petitions as did

NMP youths, no matter what their disposition history was.

CER, Incorporated 26




Connaction Betweern Chilid Maltrastmont and Youth Delinquenty and Drug Petitions

Exhibl 21, Maftrestment and Nonmalireetment Petitioned Youlhs:
Bisposition History by Mean Number of Delinquency Petitions
Fercent {Number)

ot Petions. | Susponded | feement | Servioes " | Institutionstized” | Probation
Drug

NP 1 1 3 ¢

MM 2 1 2 2 4
Order

MR «) 1 «l 2 1
NP «1 <l <1 a <1
COther

Mp «1 1 «1 2 1
NP <1 1 <1 1 <1
Praparty

MPp 3 2 a § 1
KNMP 4 2 4 1 4
Runaway

P <1 <1 <3 o O
NMP <1 <1 <1 & 0
Sex Offense

MP «? <1 <4 H 4
NMP «l <% <t & <1
Viglent

MP 2 2 3 1
NMP 2 z2 1 L]
Weapon

MP <1 1 <1 0 o
NP 1 2 1 3 1
Mean Number of Delinquengies

MP 7 B 11 4*
NMP 0 & 7 11

* Based on lass than 10 oases.

56 Modeis Predicting Drug Offense Petitions Among Youth

Four multivariate {ogisiic regression models were used 1o examine the relative strength of

demographics (race, sex, and living arrangement), delinquency offense petitions {property, order,

runaway, sex offense, violent, weapon, and other), type of maltreatment {neglect, physical and sexual
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T

abuse), and court disposition history (community treatment, dismissal/suspension, DHS/Protective

[
Serv1ces institutionalization, and probation) in predicting lhc presence of a drug offense petition on MP
and NMP youths court records. Exhibits 22 to 25 describe these models and the odds ratio associated

with each cxplanatory variable in the equation.

5.6.1 |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
delinquency petition. For the MP group, malcs were 7.43 times more likely than females to have a drug
offense petition. Race (African American) and living arrangement (parental household) both were
inversc{y related to having a drug offense petition and did not significantly increase the risk of having a
drug oftfense petition when compared to non-African Americans and those who did not live in a parental
home.

Exhibit 22. Multivariate Modeling of Drug Offense Petitions: Demographic Variables

!Predictors Slope Coeflicient Standard Error Odds Ratio
Maltre;itrnent Petitioned Group (N = 682)
Race ('African American) =124 .540 .B83
Sex (Male) 2.010 *** 280 . 7.429
Living E\rrangement : . =346 213 . .708
{Parental)

'
Nonmaltreatment Petitioned Group (N = 9,900}

Race (African American) 848 *** 099 2340
Sex (Mfale) 1.780 ™" 079 5.930
Living ﬁ:\rrangemem -.223 " 056 .B0O
(Parental)

" p < .001

When this model was applied to the group of NMP youths, the slopes for race (African
American), gender (male), and living arrangement (parental household) were all significant. African
Americans, males, and those not living in a parental home were at a significantly greater risk for having
a drug offense petition than those without these characteristics. The coefficients for race and gender

were both positive and the odds ratios for these variables indicated that males were 5.93 times more

CSR, Incorporated ) 28




Connectlon Between Child Maltreatment and Youth Delinquency and Drug Petitions

likely than females to have a drug offense petition and that African Americans were 2.34 times more
likely than non-African Americans to have a drug petition. Living in a parental household, however,
was inversely relaled 10 having a drug offense petition; this group was less likely to have a drug offense

petition than thosc not living in a parental household (odds ratio = .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
eslimated separately. MP youths with property offense petitions were 1.34 times more likely (han those
with no property offense pelitions 1o have a drug petition; MP youths with sex offense petitions were
1.72 times more likely than those with no sex offense petitions lo have a drug petition; and MP youths
with weapon offense petitions were 2.75 times more likely than those with no weapon offense petitions

to have a drug pelition.

Exhibit 23. Multivariate Modeling of Drug Otfense Petitions: Delinquency Offense Petitions

Predictors | Slope Coefficient Standard Error Odds Ratio
Maltreatment Pelitioned Group (N = 1,696)
Al least one:

Order Petition -073 147 830
Other Petition .151 153 1.160
Property Petition 296 ¢ 122 1,340
Sex Offense Pelition .539 - .238 1.720
Violent Petition - 111 21 .885
Runaway Petition -1.410 = 471 C L2440
Weapon Petition 1.010 ™ 173 2.750

Nonmaltreatment Petitioned Group (N = 30,662)
Al least one:

Order Petition -171 .042 .843
Other Petition - 412 .036 662
Property Petition -.547 *** 026 .579
Sex Oftense Petition -702 ™" .081 486
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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For 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.
NMP youths with a weapon offense petition were 2,30 times more likely than those without 3 weapon

- .
uifense petition 1o have a drug offense petition,

563 ’Type of Maltreatment

'Among youths with a petition for maltreatment an their court record, each type of malitreatment
petition was pegatively related to having a drug offense petition (see Exhibit 24). Maltreated youths
with # petition for neglect, physical abuse, or sex abuse on their court record were less likely than those
withouéﬁsueh petitions to have a drug offense petition. Only one type of malireatment petition (negiect)
had a coefficient that was significant, controlling for the other types of malireatment, and only at the .08

level. Thase who experieneed only neglect were at significantly less risk of having a drug offense

petition!
Exhiblt 24, Multivarlate Modaling of Drug OHtense Patitions: Type of Maltreatment
Predictors Sfope Coefficient | Standard Error Odds Ratio
Maltreatment Petitioned Group (N = 1,886)
Negiect Peatition -337 82 T14
Physical Abuse Petition =040 .189 881
Sexus! Abuse Petition 435 419 847
o 08

5.6.4 Disposition History

Having a court disposition history that includes community treatment, DHS/Protective Services.
or & dismissal significantly increased the dsk of having a drug offense petition for MP and NMP youths
(see Exhibit 25). For the MP group, the largest odds ratio in the model was for community treatment.
MP youths with a community treatment disposition were 2.7% times more likely than those without a

community treatment disposition to have a drug offense petition,

4
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Exhibit 25. Muitivariate Modeling of Drug Offerise Patitions: Disposition History

Pradictors Siope Coeflicient Standard Error Odds Ratio

Maltrentment Petitioned Group (N = 791}
At lpast one:
Community Treatment 1.030 " 504 2780
DHSProtective Services 814 238 2.2860
Dismissal/Suspension T v g 82 1.580
institutionalization ~4. 3185 8110 23
Probation 1,450 1020 3.150
NonmaBreatment Petitioned Group (N = 4,983)
At least one:
Community Treatmant By 23 2000
DM&Frotactive Services 1.080™ 03 2,980
Dismissal/Suspansion S8 D84 1.370
Institutionalization 1.16¢ 926 3.180
Probation FE* 248 2.Y70

B I .

= <Dy

*** p < .0D1

For NMP youths the DHS/Protective Services disposition variable yielded the largest odds ratia,
NMP youths with a DHS/Protective Services disposition were 2.98 times more likely than those without

a DHS/Protective Services disposition to have a drug offense petition.

8. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Office of National Drug Control Policy {ONDCP) is concerned with national trends that
indicate that Americas youths have increased their consumption of illicit substances. In order to address
this trend, ONDCP has mandated that the primary goal of s 1997 National Drug Controf Swategy
should be to prevent drug use among American youths by educating them abowt the harmful
consequences, In ling with this goal, one of the major objectives of ONDCP’s strategy is to develop

scientific research-based information that can be applied w policy and programs targeting at-risk youths.

The goal of this study was to add to the store of scientific knowledge on (he relationship between

childhood maltreatment, delinguency, and drug offending.  Although findings from extant research are
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informative, they are inconclusive, due in part to methodological limitations. The present study sought
to rcz%edy the methodological deficits of this research by examining longitudinal, “real life,” official,

juvenile records from the Washington, D.C, Superior Count to answer the following guestions:

Is race, sex, or household living arrangement associated with having maltreammeny, drug, or

other delinguency pefitions?

* Does having a maltreatment pesition increase the fikelihood that a child will have drug or

other delfinquency petitions?

*  Does the type of malireatment petition (physical abuse, sexual abuse, or neglect) predict drug

amd other delinguency peritions?
*  What are the pathways to juvenile drug offending?

o Do juvenile court interventions affect future offending?

The data for this analysis were supplied by the Washingten, ILC,, Superior Count and contain
32,358l individual juvenile records. These mdividual juventle records chronicle approximately 154,000
separate maltreatment and delinquency petitions (similar to a eriminal complaint) from 1959 to 1996.
Two groups were compared for analysis, The {irst group consisted of all youths with maltreatment and
delinquency petitions {MP group, ¥ = [,696); the second group consisted of youths with definquency
petitioz%s only (NMP group, N = 30,662}, This study was Hrniled to cases processed by one court, in ong
jurisdiction. If juveniles in this sample were maltreated or asrested in another jurisdiction or processed

by another court in Washington, I.C., those data were not included in the analysis.

iThere were impornant differences between the MP and NMP groups with regard to race, sex, year
of birth, and living arrangement characteristics. Both groups were composed primarily of African
American males living with only their mother at the time of their {irst count contact. The MP group,

however, had a smaller 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 liviog with only
thetr mother at the time of their first contact with the court, MP youths were nearly two times more
likely than NMP youths to report living in a nonparental home and more than (wo times less likely than
NMP youths to report living with two 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 individual, 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, violent, weapen, 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 propontion of violent delinguency
petitions,  Slightly 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 youths with runaway offense petitions, five times as many MP youths had these petitions
as did NMP youths. When these data were disaggregated by race, sex, and living arrangement, further

differences were observed between MP and NMP youths,

We wdentificd the {ollowing three types of maltreaiment in our sample of youths with both
maltreatment and delinquency petitions: neglect, physical abuse, and sexual sbuse. Physical abuse and
_ neglect were the most frequently occurring maltreatment petition types, sexual abuse the least frequent.
African Americans composed the majority of youths with petitions for all malireatment types. Males
were a majonity of the youths with neglect and physical abuse pelitions. Female youths, however, were
a majority of those with sexual abuse petitions. Mother only living arrangement predomtinated among all
maltreatment petition types and was highest for those with physical abuse petitions. When an analysis
was made of the proportion of each maltreatmenr type group with each of the eight delinquency petition
types, those with physical abuse petitions had slightly higher proportions of youths with cach of the
eight offense petition types {with the exception of other and weapon offense petitions, for which the

proportions were linked with the neglect petition group),
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Three aspects of juvenile delinquency carcers were examined for MP and NMP youths with drug

offense petitions, including (1) initiation (age at first court, maltreatment, delinquency, and drug court
contact), (2) chronicity (mean aumber of overall contacts with the coun); and, {3) specialization (mean
number of specific offense type petitions), MP youths with drug petitions were, on average, ybunger at
the time of their first contact with the court and first delinquency petidon. MP and NMP vouths were
approximately the same age at the time of their first drug offense petition. MP youths had a mean
number of contacts five times higher than that of NMP youths, With the exception of property and
violent offense petitions, MP youths had the same mean number of offense petitions as did NMP youths.
Againtdifferences were observed in these variables when controls for race, sex. and Hving arrangement

were added fo the analysis.

Five court dispositions were identified from the data, including dismissal/suspension, community
reatment, DHS/Protective Services, institutionalization, and probation, The disposition most likely to be
received for the MP and NMP groups was DHS/Protective Services; however, a larger proportion of MP
youthsithan NMP youths received this disposition. The next most frequent disposition type was
dismissals/suspensions, and once again a larger proportion of MP vouths than NMP youths received this
sentence. The proportion of each group receiving each of the other dispositions was roughly equal.
When data were analyzed for the relationship between disposition history and the mean number of
delinquency offense petitions, we found that MP vouths who had been institutionalized had the highest
mean number of property offense petitions. MP youths who had been sentenced (o copumunity treatment

or institutionalized had the highest mean mumber of violent offense petitions.

ILogistic regression analysis models were estimated to determined which of the variables analyzed
in this study best predicted a drug offense petition on juvenile court records. Four models, covering
demogeaphic, offense petition type, delinquency type, and disposition history variables, were estimated
separately for the MP and NMP groups. The results of this analysis showed thal when demographic
variables were modeled, gender (MP youths) and gender and race (NMP youths} were related 1o drug

offense petitions.
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Delinguency 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,

All malireatment type petitions were negatively related 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 youlhs, a counl disposition history that included community
treatment, DHS/Protective Services, or a dismissal/suspension disposition all positively and significantly

predicted having a drug offense petition.

The extant research in this area has provided informative, though inconclusive, evidence that
childhood malireatment—aneglect, physical abuse, and sexual abuse—are risk factors for adolescent and
adult drug use and criminal offending. Through the use of longitudinal, “real life,” official court petition
records, we were able to add to the research in this arca. Overall, this analysis has found preliminary
evidence that demographic variables——such as race, gender, living arrangerment (non parentai)j-—that
correlate with maltreatment gualify the hypothesis that maltreatment is a risk factor for delinquency and
drug offending. More research is needed 1o further understand the complex relationship between these

variables.,

7, RECOMMENDATIONS

The results presented in this report do not provide unequivocal answers o the questions presented
in the Obiectives, Scope, and Methods section. However, the results do suggest general themes that
have imponant policy and program mplications. To better address the connection between maltreatiment

and drug use and help guide future research, CSR offers the following recommendations:

»  Focus future research on populations of youths whose individual, family, socioeconomic, or

community background put them at risk for maltreatment and/or delinguency.
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« Examine gender differences more closely. Gender is an important, though frequently
overiooked, vanable. The relationship between maltreatment and delinguency for fomales
shouid be examined thoroughly. If females respond differently to experiences of
maitreatment and they may seed delinquency and drug use prevention strategies and programs

L tailored to their specific needs and perceplions.
»  Fund more fongitudinal studies that use official count 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 chifdren who are at risk for offending but have not offended.

These protective factors might be individual-, family-, sociceconomic-, or communtty-related.

This research holds considerable promise for understanding the rote of maltreatment i the

development of delinguency and drug-related offending among American youths. The findings from this
wscarc'h can be used in designing educational campaigns, prevention programs targeting at-risk yoizt?;s,
and future scientific research on thig issue. However, much work remains 1o be done to build a stronger
foundation of scientific knowledge that can firmly support long-term efforts to assist at-risk youths and

their families in doing all they can 0 avaid the dangers of drug use.

C8R, Insorporated : 35




Cannestion Betwaen Chiid Maltreatment snd Youth Detinguency and Drug Petitions

REFERENCES

Bureau of Justice Statistics. 1987. Survey of Youwth in Custody. VWashington, DC: U.S. Department of
Justice.

Butts, J. 1997, Drug Offense Cases in Juvenile Court, 1985-1994. Washington, XC: U.S. Depanment
of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention,

Johnston, L. 19%6. Monitoring the Future Press Release. Washingion, DC: US. Department of Health
and Human Services.

Maxficld, MG, and Widom, C.S. 1996, “The Cycle of Violence: Revisited Stx Years Later.”
Archives of Pediarric and Adolescent Medicine 130:390-395.

National Clearinghouse on Child Abuse and Neglect Information, 1997, National Child Abuse and
Neglect Statistival Fact Sheet. Washington, DC.: National Clearinghouse on Child Abuse and
Neglect Information,

Mational Committee for the Prevention of Child Abuse. {996, Preventon of Child Abuse and Neglect
Fatalities. Press release. Chicago: Natonal Commitee for the Prevertion of Child Abuse.

National Council on Crime and Delinquency. 1996, Crime and Justice Trends in the Disirict of
Columbia. Washinglon, D.C.. District of Columbia Government, Office of Grants Management and
Development, '

National Institute of Justice, 1995, Research Preview: Childhood Victimization and Risk for Alcohol
and Drug Arrests. Washingion, DC: National Instituze of Justice.

Scerbo A8, and Kolko, BJ. 1995, “Child Physical Abuse and Aggression: Prebiminary Findings on
the Role of Internalizing Problems.” Journal of the American Academy of Child and Adolescent
Psychiarry 34:1060-1066.

Sediuk, AJ., and Brondhurst, D.D. 1996. Executive Summary of the Third National incidence Study of
Child Abuse and Neglect. Washington, DC: National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect.

Snvder, H.N,, and Sickmund, M. 1995, Juvenile Offenders and Victims: A National Repori.
Washington, DC: National Center for Juvenile Justice,

Widom, C.S. 1992, Research in Brief: The Cycle of Violence. Washington, DC: U.S. Depuriment of
Justice, National Institute of Justice.

Widom, C.5. 1993, “Childhood Abuse and Alcohol Use and Abuse.” 1In Mantin, S.E., €d. Interpersonal
Viotence: Fostering Interdisciplinary Perspecrives. Research Monograph 24, Rockyille, MD:
National Institute on Ajcohol Abuse and Alcoholism, 291-314,

Widom, C.§. 1994. "Childhood Victimization and Adolescent Problem Behaviors.,” In, Lamb, ME.,
and Keuerlinus, R., eds. Adolescent Problem Behaviors. Hillsdale, NI: Erlbavm, 127-164.

CSH, Incorporated a


http:Erlba.um



