California State University, San Bernardino

CSUSB ScholarWorks

Theses Digitization Project John M. Pfau Library

2000

An evaluation of the drugs crime nexus, legalization of drugs, drug
enforcement, and drug treatment rehabilitation

James Richard Keesling

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu/etd-project

6‘ Part of the Law Enforcement and Corrections Commons

Recommended Citation

Keesling, James Richard, "An evaluation of the drugs crime nexus, legalization of drugs, drug
enforcement, and drug treatment rehabilitation" (2000). Theses Digitization Project. 1697.
https://scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu/etd-project/1697

This Project is brought to you for free and open access by the John M. Pfau Library at CSUSB ScholarWorks. It has
been accepted for inclusion in Theses Digitization Project by an authorized administrator of CSUSB ScholarWorks.
For more information, please contact scholarworks@csusb.edu.


https://scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu/
https://scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu/etd-project
https://scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu/library
https://scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu/etd-project?utm_source=scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu%2Fetd-project%2F1697&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/854?utm_source=scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu%2Fetd-project%2F1697&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu/etd-project/1697?utm_source=scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu%2Fetd-project%2F1697&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:scholarworks@csusb.edu

AN EVALUATION OF THE DRUGS CRIME NEXUS LEGALIZATION
OF DRUGS DRUG ENFORCEMENT AND DRUG TREATMENT

REHABILITATION

A Project
Presented to the
aFaculty ofv
‘California State University,

San Bernardino

In Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree‘
Master“bf'ArtS‘in '

Criminal Justice

by
 James Richard Keesling

June 2000



AN EVALUATION OF THE DRUGS CRIME NEXUS, LEGALIZATION OF

DRUGS, DRUG ENFORCEMENT, AND DRUG TREATMENT REHABILITATION

A‘Projeét
_»Preséntéd to the
- Faculty of
iCalifornié State Univérsity;

© San Bernardino

by
James Richard Keesling

June 2000

Approved by:

Dr. Dale Sechrest, First Reader ~ Date

Dr. Deborah Parsons, Second Reader



© 2000 James R. Keesling



ABSTRACT
}.Research has revealed that therelis a'clear conneCtion'
between drug use and both property and Violent crimev a
‘(Inc1ardi, l986) i | |
Law enforcement agencies'are'facedbwith the problem of
how to reduce crime in the'most eCohomical method_possible,
without violating the law. 'Sincevdrug offeuder$~a150d |
engagebin a_disproportionate amount of nonédrug’crimev then
‘drug enforcement.is COnsidered as an acceptable general
crime control method. quortunately,:this is'an”eXpensivem-
option because incarceratinggoffenders isvbotﬁ costly and
only a short-term solution to the problem. A'review of
existing'research andvlimited original,researchpexaminingiV
the.prior criminal histories of drug offehdere COmpared to
their prev1ous 1nvolvement in violent and property crime is
conducted to evaluate this relationship
Findings indicate that drug—related crime is a result
of the pharmacological_effects of drugs; economic factors
‘that are part of any illicitvtrade, and syétemic violence
that is the result of'an'illegal busiuess (Musto, 1987l
First, the pharmacological effects of drugs make users more
‘Violent. Second because 1llegal drugs are expen51ve, |
people will steal and commit‘other crimes to get the-money_
to pay for them, and third, because there is no legitimate

‘recourse for drug dealers to enforce contract and
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'territorial disputes,,tbey3Will'resort,to street violence
to settle their.disagreementé (Musto; 1987).

Proponents of drug legalization argue"that legalizing
drugs will not affect the‘incidence of‘thelr'use and,will'
‘reduce crime) while}coneervatiVes argue that the reverse is
true (Kane, 1992; Scorza, 1990; Jacobs, 1990; Tnciardi &
Saum, 1996; Lynch & Blotner, 1993; Califano, 1997) .
Legalizingvdrugs has been tried in the past, and the
results reveal that legalization results ln an increase in
drug andynon—druglcrimes.‘ | |

The nexus between drug use and property andbviolent
crime givee support to law enforcement policies, Whlch’
place empbasis on’drUg crimes enforCement as a general
crime control method, because a large percentage of
voffenders, who use 111egal drugs, have also been prev1ouslyg3
arrested for non- drug violent crimes, such»as robbery and»
assault with a deadly weapon, in_addition to property H
fcrimee like burglary and theft (Mott, 1998).

Drug enforcement is expenslve,‘tnerefore adding drug
‘treatment rehabllltatlon to drug enforcement and |
incarceration is considered as a more cost- effectlve crime

control technlque.
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CHAPTER ONE
_ Intféduction
Law enfOrcement'agencies must be more effective with.
fewer resources.’ Administrators have an obligation to be
well informed about wvarious crimé issues, which enables
them to develop and implemént effective policy. A‘sefious
issue facing the criminal justice syétem is the effect of
'_‘drug abuse and the iliegal drug trade on the safety of
society. Illegal drug use and crime are associated with
each other, and drug uSers.commit a disproportionate amount
of drug and non-drug crime (Inciardi, 1986). The question
ié, what should we do about it?

Researchers, Dr. David Nurco, at The University of
Maryland School of Medicine, and John C. Ball,‘at Temple
University, discovered that péople commit crime an average
of 255 days out of the year“when‘they are using drugs, but
only engage in crime an averagé of 65 days out of the yvear
when they are not using drugs (Inciardi, 1986). If drug
users commit a disproportionate,amount of crime, whereas
:people wh§ are not using drugs engage in much less crime,
then anything which reduces the amount of drug use, or
‘ihcapacitates these‘offenders, should also reduce overall
crime. If this is true, then fbcussing enforcement efforts
Qn‘individuals'Who violate dfug laws may be an indirect way

to reduce overall crime.



In any analysis of this conéept, drug crime activities
should be considered separately‘frOm'non— drug crimes.
Drﬁgfcrimes are thése‘actions which are prohibited because
drugs afe currently illegal to possess, sell, and use.
.Often, when researchers refer to‘the crime rates for drug
users they include the drug—crimes themselves, like
possession, sale, and use of illegal drugs as indicators of
overall crime‘involvementv(Inéiardi, 1986} Harrison &
Gfroerer, 1992). ‘This can paint an inaccurate‘piqture of
the criminal aCtivitieé of drug users, becausebthe crimes
of pbssession and use are included in the crime numbers.
While drug users do appear to engage in much more crime
“than pebplé who do not ﬁse drugs;.combiningvboth drug-
crimes and_noh—drug_crimes together, as the metric of
criminal activity, makes drug users appear to engage in
eveh mbre crime than they actually commit.

‘In 1991, the study'of people who engaged in criminal
,activities‘énd those arrested and booked for crimes was
added to the National Household Survey on Drug Abuse
(NHSDA), to help answer the question about the crime and
drugs connection.l The findingé revealed that there was a
clear nexus betWeen drug use and cfime (Harrison &
foderer, 1992), but that,the most commdn crime committed
by drug addicts was‘actually selling drugs (Harrison &
Gfroerer,vi992). This indicated that a smaller number of

drug addicts were actively engaged in non-drug crimes than
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it at flrst appeared (Harrlson & Gfroerer, 1992)

‘ 'to accurately assess drug addlcts 1nvolvement 1n non drug l

crime. we shoul'_only cons1der the non drug crlmes that theyvy
‘commlt
Enforcement of drug 1aws is a very conservatlve

approach tO reduc1ng drug related crlme f leerals arguéVT

that legallzlng drugs should also be an acceptable way to

reduce crlme, because remov1ng the legal sanctlons’agalnst B

ldrug use and sales w1ll cause the prlce of 1llegal drugS‘to -
ffall (Dennls,.l990 Yacoublan & Kane, 1992 Sollars &

,'Rasmussen, l994v‘Greers, 1995) Less expens1ve drugs w111 .

';freduce the need to steal in order to pay for them,fcaus1ng

voverall crlme to decrease (Sollars &: Rasmussen,vl994

‘"].Greers, l995)5band legallzlng drugs w1ll also reduce the

'pYSystemlc v1olence assoc1ated with any 1llegal bu51ness

‘(Inc1ard1L*1386;'Mustoﬁ 1987; Kane,gl992; Mocan & Corman,‘fpd
y1998) R : o S L ’

F’ll Conversely, conservatlyes belleve that legallzlng‘ld
drugs w1ll not reduce crlme at all and 1nstead w1ll lead
B to more drugvuse and more assoc1ated crlme (Scorza; 1990
‘_Lynch & Blotner,’l993 Callfano, 1997) They argue that.
: even 1f drugs are 1egallzed cau51ng the prlce of drugs to.
;,fall the pharmacologlcal effects of 1llegal drugs make
wdrug users more v1olent and less 1nh1b1ted (Inc1ard1 & 7
‘lSaum;vl996), and 1egallzlng drugs w1ll not do anythlng to R

© reduce this effect (Musto, 1987; Kane, 1992 “Lynch &



,,'Blotner,:, 1993 ' cali"faﬁé 1997 Mdca‘hf'& :'c‘éi:ﬁ{aﬁ*,- 19‘9:8')...

'Another reason that legallzlng drugs w1ll not reduce crlme;j

:Vls because many offenders report that they steal not just”"”‘

v;for money to buy drugs, but also.to‘pay for 11v1ng

‘”*fexpenses, and say that steallng 1s eas1er than worklng

hf(Tunnell 1992) Researchers at the Center for Drug’and

:“Alcohol Studles at the Unlver31ty of Delaware,‘who studled 35'

v'_pcrack users 1n Mlaml supported thlS bellef f1nd1ng that

Qf’86 of males and 70% of females commltted crlme to pay forgf =

11v1ng expenses,'that 50% of men and 256 of women pald for‘ebt

f'more than 90° of thelr llVlng expenses by commlttlng crlme;Q;

“7y and that 966 of men and 996 of women had not held a jOb

.w1th1n 90 days before belng 1nterv1ewed (Inc1ard1 & Saum,
1996) . B = - TER S

‘ Wlth these‘opp051ng llberal>and conseryative views 1n'd
..mlnd three questlons should be cons1dered ,,Is there y'i

"really a nexus between drug use and cr1me° If so what are i

hthe pros and cons of legallzlng drugs as a method of crlmevg,;tl"

_fcontrol° If drug use 1s assoc1ated w1th crlme, and

“~=1egallzatlon 1s not practlcal then is drug enforcement

.comblned w1th drug treatment rehabllltatlon an effectlvev;”
Cerime control model? T O
o H The War On Drugs,

An enormous share of pollce resources is allocated to: 3
v[th‘r“War on Drugs”‘ Wthh found 1ts modern gene51s 1n the’

“ 1964 pres1dent1al campalgn of U S Senator,.Barry Goldwateri



(DiIulio, 1992). President Lyndon Johnson embraced the
idea,‘Which leduto his appointment of the 1965 Commission
on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justicei‘ The
commission recommended,that the‘federal government address
crime control by fighting a war on the SOcioeconomic
‘conditions that were thought to create or amplify crime
(DiIulio,Al992) The Nixon, Ford, and Carter,
administrations continued Johnson s crime poliCies,
however; in spite of these large expenditures on law
enforcement programs( the‘crime rate continued to rise, and
by theklate 1970s the conSensus was that the war on crime‘
had been lost (Dilulio, l992), | | |
Liherals argued that money should have'been.spent on
social factors, Whichkthey saw as associated with*crime,
vrather than on enforcement of laws and punishment of |
offenders after they already committed crimes (DiIulio,
1992) - ‘They claimed ‘that" increased law»enforcement did not
treat the causes of crimejandﬁinstead only'led}to crowded
prisons and inhumane conditions for inmates'(bilulio;‘
l992).> Conservatives argued that more punishment and
greater deterrence was.the'order'of the‘day, believing that
increased punishmentfwouldvlead to a:reduction in crime
through deterrence fDiIulio; 1992)- ) |
"While the police are under pressure‘to reduce crime
and make people feel safe their ability to do. this is |

limited by their resources Property crimes are difficult .



to prevent and to solvei Thé nature of property crimes is
that they occur whén‘no oneiis around to see the offender,
so there are not usually any witnesses to the crime;. In
addition, violént offenders may intimidate or injure‘their,
victims, in the coﬁrse of their offenses, in an attempt to
discourage victims from léter'identifying and prosecuting
them; According to San Bernardino Police Departmént
District Crimes Investigations Supervisor, David Harp, the
police have hot had much success solving property crimes
compared to violent crimes, however, as the seriousness of
the crime increases so does the clearance rate (Harp,
personal communication, March'l2; 1999)7 Aééording to
Robert Evans, supervisor of the San Bernardino Police
Department homicide unit, ‘burglaries are infrequently
Solved whereas homicides are almost always solved (Evans,
personal communication, March 12, 1999). In 1996, 47% of
property. crimes reported to‘the poliée in the United States
were cleared by arrest, howéﬁer/ as the seriousness of the
crime increased so did the clearance‘rate, with homicides
being cleared by arrest 67% of the time (Scarpitti‘&
Nielsen, 1999, p.57).

These numbers indicate that the police are capable of
solving crimes and making arrésts, but enforcement of laws
is expensive, and because resources are limited, the police
‘are forced to limit the thorough investigation of some

crimes, like burglary, so that there will be sufficient
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resources a&ailable to adequately investigate more serious
offenses, like homicide. Thié raises the question of
whether or not there is a more cost effective way to |
accémplish the tasks of both solving and reducing crime.
One way therpolice‘have tried to do this is to deal with
criminals and crime'prevention mOfe broadly.  For exampie;'
instead of arresting burglars after they have broken into
someone’s home, the police‘may provide crime’preventioh.
education to residents and business owners. 'Residents may
be instfucted to reduce landscaping around windowé or doors -
that a burglar may usé to conceal himself'when breaking
into their résidence, or the policé may suggest that
résidents install more lighting around their homes and
businesses to discourage break-ins that occur at night.
Following the same rationaie, if property and violent
offenders also engage régularly in drug offenses, then a
more cost effective method of crime reduction mayvbe drug
enforcement activities that will indirectly réduée the
number of burglaries, robberies, and assaults with a deadly
weapon, by incapacitating offenders er drug law1 
violations. | |

While law enforcement exécutivés must be creative and
inhovative in their attempts to‘réduce crime, using drug
enforcement iaws may seem unfair when the weight of the
criminal justice system falls disproportionately”on the

‘drug,using segment of society, unless these offenders also
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contribute to anpihordinate amount 6flnoh—dfﬁg cfime} If
the police'diééoVer'that,propérty'ahd violehtpOffendérs, '
Who are injuring inhoceﬁtvpeople;'élso‘frequently comﬁit‘
drug ¢rimes;‘thén the violators’ inCapacitatioﬁ, while in
custody, will stillvréduce the harm that offehders can
inflict on their victims while they are free. 'Dfug‘
enforcement then becoﬁes a valid law enforcemént and crime
prevention option. This will be evaluated in the Los
Angeles Police Deparpment‘and San Bernardino Police
Department studiesfthat examine the probability thatp
property and viblent_offénders are a subéet ofpdfug
offenders. |

During in dépth interviews with.sixty repetipive
property criminais, Kenneth‘Tunnell (1992, p. 345),
discovered that drug‘users commit non-drug crimes‘betweenr
187 and 287 times a vear. _According to Joseph CalifanQ
Jr., President of the National Center on Addiction and
Substancevause at Columbia Univérsity, “...criminals
commit six times as many homicides, fourytimes as many
assau}ts, and almost one and a half times as many‘robberies
under the influehce‘of drugs as they do in ordef to get
money to buy drugs”*(Califand, 1997, p.46). This éompels
agency executives to consider drug enforcement as a crime
control metth for violent crime. .

In spite of this, drug enforcement may be too narrow

an approach to the problem. While drug enforcement is one
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‘metnod that is available, it is also both expensive and
only a short-term solution, because drug offenders will
eventually be released from custody. According to Dr.
David Beliomy, Assistant Professor of Public Administration
at California State University, San Bernardino, it costs an
average of $25,000 to $30,6001a year to incarceraté-a'
person in state.prison'for‘one year, and offenders usually
leave prison no less inclined to commiticrime than when
they first;entered (Bellomy, personal communication,
February 12, 1998)f
However, if as Nurco and’Ball discovered, drug,users commit
less overall crime when,they are not using drugs (Inciardi,
1986) , then drug treatment rehabilitation programsvmay be a.
less costly dimension of drug enforcement than just iocking
‘np offenders. 'With_this:invmind, a combination’of |
enforcement (incapacitation) and drug»treatment
(rehabilitation) may work:synergistically to reduce overall
crime. o :
| ,Literature Review

Researchfindicates that there is a clear association
betweenbdrug use and crime (Inciardi, 1986), and drug,and
alcOhol use has had’a_dramatic affect on crime (Califano,
1997). As reported earlier; offenders commit between one
and a half and sixitimes as many violent crimes while under
the influence of drugs as they do in order to get money to

buy drugs (Califano, 1997), and according to Gerald Lynch,
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"ilj(Lynch & Blotner,

'*ﬁ;durlng whlch they experlence halluc1natlon”

inpre81dent of John Jay College of Crlmlnalvi 1;'

ﬁUnlver81ty of New York deoberta Blotner, director“of

M'ythe Clty of New York s substance abuse programsfﬁ5’abr

wl»v1olent crlme 1nvolves the usegof alcohol and/drugs7(Lynch

‘Ll;& Blotner,_l993) t?“Spe01flcally, cocalne"has the’t nd ncy‘f~~*ﬂh

VVtake place 1n:fhe neurotr'”

1993 Barry Spunt'atw;

p 7) Researcher

/,j?York Clty, also agrees that drug users get v1olent when»
fthey use drugs (Inc1ard1 & Saum,,1996)

‘,chronlc cocalne users often experlence “cocalne psychos1s,,v‘

TJand belleve

:Vthat the pOllce',Or thelr famlly members,gare plottlng L

B agalnst them (Inc1ard1 & Saum, 1996) “ThlS causes them toﬁﬁ-f7f

"1ncorrectly v1ew 1nnocent"vllons by other people s lf‘l‘

. ”gthreats to them,‘and canr

“ilmarljuanafwere related (Inc1ard1 & Saum,l1996)




While it‘is:Widély feported in the'media thét drug-
induced violence is common, the phafmacological[ econbmic,
and systemiC‘effects of drugsﬂafe all major Ways that dfug
use affects crime (quto; 1987; Kane,'1992}‘1nciardi & |
Saum, 1996j'Mbcén;&5Cormah, 1998) . Theée three facﬁbrs can
be>des¢ribedvas drug abuse related criﬁé’(pharmaCological),
'écdnomically motivatgd,drug érime (eéohbmic),-and drug’

" market reléted crime (systemic). | |

The use of drugs has an obvious and well-known
pharmécqiogicél afféét on criminélity, because thevdrugé
indu¢ed staté causes the individual user‘tb be'mdre violent
(Scorza, 1990; Mocan & Cormén,,l998).v The Drug Use
Fbrecasting (DﬁF)’pfdgfam, initiated in'1987 by the
National Institute of Justice, tésted,arreStees‘Whovwere
booked for drﬁgbuse in 23 major cities across the nation.
Fifty percentﬁ¥orvmore; of‘those who werevbOOked on other
»crihinal‘charges also ﬁésted positive.for illegal drugs at
the time they wére booked‘(Harrisoh\& fooéref,jl§92).
'Cocéine'waé the most commonly’found drug,‘fblloﬁed by
'marijuana and'opiates, andvthe lowesﬁ rate=Qf 5ffénding, iﬁ
this study, was amdng‘thdée who had not used drugs ér
aiéohol within the‘past year. Crime inVolveﬁént appeafed
ﬁo be a fUnction_of drug use, and in particular, getting
drunk monthly andrusing marijuana and cocaine within the
past yeaf were significantly related to cfiminal'behavior,

- while cocaine use was the strongest predictor of being
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booked for.a_violent or property:crime (Harrisbn &
varoerér,yl992). | |

While the pharmacologicaiveffect of'drugs‘is a direct
cause of crime (Scorza, 1990; Califano, 1997; Mocan &
Corman;‘1998),.the‘economic crime effect of illicit drﬁgs,
while less obvious,»isva function of their high price.
Illegal drugs are expensive because the risks invblved in
their production, tfansportation/,énd distribution are-high
" (Greers, 1995). To make trafficking.attfactive,
compensation must be commensurate with the associated
riSks.' This driveé up the price of illegal drugs in order
to adequately rewafd dealers for the risks they take. Drug
addicts generally cannot legitimately afford to pay these
high prices, and so they commit érimes to obtéin enough
money to. pay for drugs (Sheley, 1994; Sollars & Rasmussen,
1994; Greers, 1995).

Drug use has more than just pharmacological and
economic effecté on people. It élso leads to other violent
criminal behavior, because of the combination of high drug
prices and the high drug profits associated with a risky
and illegal enterprise (Mocan & Corman, 1998). There is no
legitimate recourse through the courts to settle business
and territorial disputes in an illegal business likevdrug
tréfficking,'so the use of systemic violence is common
(Sheley, 1994; Mocan & Corman, 1998). Street drug dealers

engage in violent crime by robbing other dealers in order
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& r_g sales,rrather f
1th street v1olence
r,ecause street v1olence ‘

'fibu51ness (Sheley;‘d}

_?Ldealers who sell_

N:V(Sheley,

”f3f1rearms

'ﬁownershlp,

”ﬁfjusers (Sheley,_1994) Slxty nlne percent of t',

"Qiasald they had owned at least threeidlfferent flrearms,just

“‘fbefore they were ncarcerated 53%‘sa1d'they'rout1nely

~fcar»1ed a gun in :he year or two before they werelmrﬁ

uiincarceratedfe29% Sald they carrled a gun now and then, andﬁf'}

‘"it836 had shot at omeone (Sheley, 1994)




Sheley’s research reveals that between drug users and

drug dealers, it is the dealers who are more likely to

carry and use firearms, but that drug uSers, who are not

dealers, are more likely‘to engage in robbéries. In

addition, drug dealers who
than dealers or drug users
means that in spite of the

~use and carry guns because

also use drugs are more violent

alone (Sheley, 1994). This
observation that drug dealers

they operate a violent business

with no legitimate recourse for conflict resolution, it is

the drug users who victimize people more often in the form

of robberies. Therefore, a law enforcement focus on users

may be just as productive as an enforcement emphasis on

"drug dealers.
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CHAPTER TWO
Pollce Department Studles
The Los Angeles Pollce Department (LAPD) conducted a ﬁh

‘;”wl997 study to determlne 1f people who were- arrested for

%Vbbelng under the 1nfluence of drugs were also engaglng in }j':*':”

'chother non drug related crlmes As part of thelr drug

'-,,f recognltlon experts (DRE) re certlflcatlon process, ‘a teamfs*

of offlcers arrested 48 people for belng under the
‘:1nf1uence of 1llega1 drugs durlng an 8 day perlod They
'f;then analyzed the prev1ous arrest records of each arrested H

-[person to determlne thelr prev1ous 1nvolvement 1n crlme

":fnThey dlscovered that 75 of those who were arrested for;,

;gbelng under the 1nfluence of 1llegal drugs had also been

Iprev1ously arrested for property crlmes,»llke theft and

l”fcburglary,'and 60% had been arrested for v1olent crlmes,'

- 1nclud1ng assault w1th a deadly weapon, kldnapplng and

'”_murder (Mott 1997)

As a detectlve employed by the San Bernardlno Pollce

Df“Department (SBPD), my dutles 1nclude 1dent1fy1ng and L

.;;address1ng crlme trends,land 1mplement1ng approprlate_y,hy
penforcement actlon 1n order to reduce both crlme and thef-
‘d~fear of crlmev: I conducted‘a research prOJect to determlnet~
twhether or notldrug users‘also engagedlln an 1nord1nate S
f,amount of non- drug crlme I followed the same methodology ;f
:D-used 1n the 1997 LAPD study to see 1f thelr results could

' ;be dupllcated in San Bernardlno



The method used was to assign three two-officer teams
to identifyvand arrest people who they believed to be under
the influence of illegal drugs, which included heroin,
cocaine, and methamphetamine, but excluded marijuana and
alcohol. Officers were also instructed to arrest persons

_Who were in possession of these same controlled substances,
or who were in possession of drug paraphernalia that is
commonly used to ingest these drugs. This‘was done to
identify people who were drug users, but who may not have
been under the influence of drugs at the moment the police
contacted them.

The criminal history of eaohiperson errested for a
drug charge was later obtained te see if.they had been
previously‘arrested for non-drug crimes. This would
indicate whether or not drug users were also involved in a
disproportionate amoﬁnt of non-drug crime. Officers who
made the arrests‘did'not know that the criminal histories
of each arrested person,wOuid:be‘evaluated for'preViOus
arrests, so these officers shou1d~notihave pre—seleoted
people who were under the influence of.drugs who they
thought may have also beeh iﬂvolved in other crimes.

Casual criminalsvwerevseparated'from those who Were
more involved in crime‘on a regular basis, and from those

»Who were identified'as career criminals and predators based
on the extehsivehess of theiricriminal histories (See |

Appendix A tables and graphs, and Appendix B for
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..-definitionsfp »Smployment‘was also eValua£ea,f;6*ééé“h¢w_'

:many of those subjects arreSted were employed:atﬁleaSt
part tlme when.- they were arrested |

There were some llmltatlons to the external valldlty

of’the flndlngs because the test group was not randomly :

_tselected and was llmlted to only people who used drugs and
*,bwere found in San Bernardlno Therefore, the resultsbonly

ylndlcated what may be occurrlng in San Bernardlno, however,a
“fthevflndlngs,were‘Very.81m1larito the results_obtalned:in_
‘the LAPD study iw \1‘9’}98}' |

Durlng the four day perlod a total of 50 arrests were ;,

made, 1nc1ud1ng 37 drug arrests,‘ An analys1s of the' L
crlmlnal hlstorles of each person arrested revealed that
. 656 of those persons arrested for drug crimes had also ‘been
prev1ously arrested for property crimes. In addltlon 62%»
of those arrested had been prev1ously arrested for Vlolent
crrmes, of those subjects arrested in San Bernardlno
‘during’thls-program;v84% hadvbeen arrested before, and 70%
y»had been prev1ously conv1cted of mlsdemeanor crlmes
Seventy six percent had been. prev1ously arrested for felony
.crlmes,-and 54% had been preV1ously conv1cted of‘felony
crimes. hOf_those'arrested, 65° had been prev1ously
arrestedffor‘vioient'crimes, and weapons charges and 57%
had been prev1ously arrested for v1olent felonles, like
assau;t with a deadly.weapon,‘robbery, kldnapplng, and .

false impriSonmentg The modal;violent‘crlme, for whlch
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»persons had been prev1ously arrested was robbery followed
by assaults w1th a deadly weapon ' The summary of these 37 _M:

Ih‘drug arrests can be found 1n Appendlx A Table 2

The Pros And Cons Of Legallzlng Drugs
Proponents of legallzlng drugs argue that legallzlng
>‘drugs w111 lead to both a. decrease 1n drug use and a

decrease 1n the overall crlme rate (Sollars & Rasmussen,

o 1994 Greers, 1995) Sollars & Rasmussen and Greers

Vexplaln that drugs are expens1ve because the hlgh rlsks‘

aSSOC1ated w1th the 1llegal drug trade requlre hlgh profltsﬁr.w

to make the rlsk of 1llegal trafflcklng Worth the potentlalr:
gain of large proflts i ThlS,‘ln turn makesvdrug*addlcts ‘
'ﬂsteal 1n order to get enough money to pay for the drugs
.e because they are too expens1ve to afford by legltlmate
bmeanss They also explaln that 1f drugs are legallzed thenh'
'the‘prlce of drugs W1ll fall as the assoc1ated r1sks to o
edrug trafflckers also fall and thlS w1ll allow drug users’h
to get drugs w1thout belng compelled to commlt crimes to.

.vget enoughhmoney‘to pay‘for them‘(Sollars & Rasmussen,h‘

'»11994)

Callfano (1997) agrees that legalizing drugSHWOuld
‘[lead to some reductlon in cr1me, because 1f drug prices
decreased as a result of legallzatlon, then fewer people fl

would feel compelled to steal to get money for drugs,-and

b‘vthe systemlc v1olence assoc1ated w1th the 1llegal drug

trade would also be“reduced.‘ Ass1stant U. S Attorney and

'f{lii8 o



chlef‘narcotlcs prosecutor for the Northern D1str1ct of
',Illln01s, Thomas Scorza (1990) p01nts to the reductlon 1niv
~marljuana use follow1ng decrlmlnallzatlon of marljuana in ,i

'the Netherlands as support for the predlctlon that _::
T;legallzlng drugs may lead to a decrease in thelr use,hf’f
because after decrlmlnallzatlon ‘marljuana use 1n the
'Netherlands among 15- 18 year olds dropped by a - thlrd over afﬂfi
>515 year perlod o - L

181nce pollce agen01es haye recognlzedfthe v1olent

tendenc1es of drug users and dealers, th1s has led them to
engage in pollce crack downs 1n heavy drug areas. However,

,,1987 research conducted 1n 296 Florlda*law enforcement

“fjurlsdlctlons,.revealed that pollce‘cra,ﬁydowns on;drug;‘
~users actually 1ncrease crlme (Sollars & Rasmussen, l994).
'f~F1nd1ngs showed that thlS 1s so because, whlle it 1s true'*

that there is an overlap of drug users and property |
‘crlmlnals, drug offenders are not a subset of property ‘
7vcr1m1nals (Sollars & Rasmussen,;l994) Therefore, when'
'-lpollce resources are re allocated to drug enforcement thé»
.llkellhood of being arrested for property crlmes ls .
reduced caus1ng a decreasevln general deterrence‘m
bAccordlng to Sollars & Rasmussen,w(l994) offenders
/ratlonally welgh the rlsks of gettlng caught agalnst the
‘potentlal beneflts of commlttlng the crlme ' Therefore, as"ﬁQ

the probablllty of belng caught decreases when pollce .

reallocatewthelr‘resources to drug'enforcement, thlS



' 1ncreases offenders w1lllngness to commlt other non drug PR

cr1mes4 In addltlon to the 1neffect1veness of pollce{ﬁ;fylﬁga'?w

h‘legallzlng drugs argue that mandatory drug sentenc1ng laws
5i}are’also contrlbutlng to an 1ncrease in street crlmeQ;c"bf
(Sollars & Rasmussen, 1994 Mocan & Corman, 1998)
l:fMandatory drug sentenc1ng laws have 1ncreased the frequencyf
dand duratlon of prlson sentences for drug offenders - Thls,:

‘lhas resulted 1n shorter sentences for non drug offenders 1n‘

"f{forder to allev1ate prlson overcrowdlng (Sollars &

'Rasmussen, 1994 Mocan & Corman, 1998) and has left more

f'v1olent offenders free to commlt crlmes and v1ct1mlze

. Vlnnocent people

In splte of the support for legallzlng drugs, there
are compelllng arguments that legallzlng drugs would doju

"fmore harm than good | Scorza (1990) predlcts that 'although'

h ?marljuana use decreased 1n the Netherlands after 1t was‘if

'.-f'decrlmlnallzed legallzlng drugs 1n the U S w1ll cause an

1ncrease in use, and that it w1ll 1ncrease sharply, based =

othhe'350°‘1ncrease in alcohol use that followed the}“

'“icrackdowns as’ a general crlme control method proponents ofﬂlff

1repeal of Prohlbltlon "He also explalns that because klds”uﬁj"

.i‘cannot legally buy drugs, there w1ll Stlll always be an
1llegal drug market for young people ThlS w1ll cause
fstreet dealers to target'chlldren, 1nstead of adults, whenrv
the government becomes thelr competltlon after legallzlng l'

and tax1ng drugs sold to adults (Scorza,/1990)
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‘Lynch'& Blotner (1993) agree w1th legallzatlonvy
.proponents that legallzlng drugs would reduce crlme, but
»only by ellmlnatlng‘drug‘crlmes from current-statutes They
pos1t 1nstead that drugs use w1ll 1ncrease due to more_
_avallablllty They also argue that the 1ncreased use of
'vdrugs comblned w1th the pharmacologltal effects of ?do
ddecreas1ng 1nh1b1tlon and 1ncrea31ng aggress1on w1ll 1ead
‘-to an. 1ncrease 1n v1olent crlme |
Accordlng to Inc1ard1 & Saum (1996) there are*three'
freasons why legallzlng drugs may actually cause an 1ncrease
llnstead of a reductlon in thelr use. Flrst removing the
»crlmlnal sanctlonsvagalnst the possessiOn::use,‘and
bdlstrlbutlon of 1llegal drugs would make them more
attractlve and more-avallable‘ creatlng large numberS'of
new'users, Second an 1ncrease would lead to a’greatery
"number.of dysfunctlonal‘addlcts who.could not‘support f‘
themselves, thelr hablts,:or their lifestyies through ;
,legitimate means, leav1ng crlme as thelr only alternative,
and thlrd more users would mean more of the o |
pharmacologlcally 1nduced v1olence assoc1ated:mithhthey
'1ngestlon of drugs. . | | |
| } Whatﬂbthers HaVe Done ‘d

HaVing reviewed the‘literature regardingahow
legalization_of drugs‘may‘affect their use, andexamination‘
of the‘resuits~of.earlier legaliration eXperiments is‘h

appropriate. _Attemptsdto legalize'narcotics”in Europe, and
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marijuana’in the U.S. are both associated With increased
drug use, and in the European experiment with a sharp
increase in‘dverall crime.

Harald klingemann (1996) reported that in 1986,
Platpitz “Needles” Park, in Zurich, Switzerland, was opened
as an experimental open-drug zone, where enforcement of
drug laws was suspended. Needle exchahges, free health
care, meals, shelter, and methadone maintenance were all
provided. Intravenous heroin use aﬁd drug dealing were
-still illegai,'but‘heroin uée was tolerated.

Drug sales, drug use, and violent crime all increased
sharply (Klingemann, 1996).  Neighborhood residénts moved
away, and those that remained hired private sécurity to ‘
escort their children to and from school! A vigilante 
‘mentality began to'grdw in response to the escalating crime
rate. There were so many problems that officials had to-
close the park and fence off the area, however, addicts
just moved to Letten, which was an abandoned train station
'in the city. The same problems occurred there and
~officials had to close that area as well (Klingemann,
1996) .

While the Platpitz Park was open to drug addicts
between 1986 énd 1992; crime roée’sharply in the area.
When the park was closed by éfficials in 1992, drug deaths
and crimé rates fell again (Klingemann, 1996). This

demonstrated that an open-drug scene increased not only
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drug use, but also associated crime. According to Lynch &
Blotner (1993, P.7), “Zﬁrich has,Served as a reai life
experience that proves the failure of‘decriminaiizétion"u

In addition torthékfailed Swiss expefiment, the
Netherlands and the UnitedHS£ates have also expérienced
failure after similar experiments. In the Netherlands,
- anyone over the age of 18vcaﬁ legally smoke marijuana;‘
Adolescen£ marijuana use there went up 200%, while at thé
same time in the United States, where it continued to be
illegal, marijuana use decreasedvby 66% (Califano, 1997).
In Alaska, an adult can legally possess up to 200 marijuana
cigarettes in hisvor her own home, whilé the sale,
puréhase, and transportation of marijuana is still against
" the law. Consequently, many people in‘Alaska grow their
own marijuana. Opponents to the Alaskan law say that this
sends a sigﬁal that drugs are acceptable, which has led to
increased marijuana use (Roth, 1990). Studies in 1983 and
1988 showed‘that the population of Alaska used 20% more |
marijuana, compared to the average use inithe continental
United States (Roth, 1990).

The Economics Of Legalizing Drugs

In addition to the connection between drugs and crime,
and the probability that legalization will cause more
people to use drugs, there is an economic cost assdciated

with widespread drug addiction.
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Proponents of legalization believevthat léw
enférCement costs will decrease whiie, at the same time,
legaiizing drugs will provide a new tax base to increase‘
government_revenue (Dennis, 1990; Kane, '1990; Greers,
1995); Legalization opponents belieVe that if drugs are
legaiized, then use will increase,.and'this will increase
social and medical costs as well as increase the number of
- dysfunctional addicts, thereby damaging the economy (Lynch
,&:Blotner, 1993; Inciardi’& Séum; 1996; Califano, 1997).

It isveStimated that between $10 billion (Denﬁis,
1990) and $40 billion (Greers, 1995) will be saved each
yvear in criminal justice costs if drugs are legalized.

‘ Joseph Kane, chablain‘at Rikerfé Island, New York,‘fof 2b
years, pointing to the 60%»increaée in alcohol use after
the repeal of Prohibition, admits that drug use will
‘increase if drugs are‘legalized;_howeVer, he belieVésvthat
the increase in tax revenue will offset the increased
social costs (Kaﬁe) 1992). Lynch & Blotner (1993) explain
that legalizing drugs would not,onIQ céuéé'Crimé'fates to
rise, due to the.pharmacological_effécts of drugs that
cause violent behavior, but legalizing drug use would also
cost more in added health and éocial service costs than
would ever be realized in law enforcement savings. "Even
assuming there is no increase in drug use, the $4O billion
savings in»law enforcement Costs'claimed by Greers (1990)

will, according to Lynch and'Blotner; be lost to increased
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'health and soc1al serv1cefcosts that w1ll result from drug*-i““

’ff>1egallZat1°n and theyvbelleve these assoc1ated soc1al

’,costs w1ll actually be much hlgher than the $40 bllllon

'”lestlmate : They base th1s on thelr bellef that 80%:of

‘f‘v1olent crlme 1nvolves the use of alcohol and drugs

'ﬁf‘skyrocket If the experlences in Ah

W3§ﬁ350%

" Therefore legallz1ng drugs w1ll 1ncrease the soc1al and
"fmedlcal costs of treatlng more addlcts and thelr crlme 5fﬁ”
vygvlctlms; who w1ll suffer because of drug legallzatlon |

;(Lynch & Blotner,_l993) » Callfano (1997) concurs,tsaylng:tg;ﬁ’

‘-_that legallzatlon w1ll not save any money because

- the crlmlnal justlce system may spend less on law “.yu,M

',f.enforcement the costs of soc1al and health serv1ces w1ll

f, Zurlch and of

Prohlbltlon 1n the Unlted States are 1nd1cators of what can

- be expected then these costs may rlse between 206 and

":'In addltlon to the 1ncreased costs of law enforcement

Rf,;and 5001al programs, 1ncreased drug use that results from

"v;drug legallzatlon may actually reduce rather th n 1ncrease

‘v’the tax base (Lynch & Blotner,‘1993) A 1990:report

’75lreleased by the Natlonal Campalgn Agalnst Drug Abuse ;b“ff5

?ifrevealed that only 143 Of peOPle enterlng drug

“»frehabllltatlon programs were employed whlle 70° were

':;_dutles) (Youth Studles,

'lunemployed (the remalnlng 169 were retlred or had home::fr.

T1790) In the San Bernardlno

jﬂPollce'Departmentwstudy,v76% of those persons arrested for



http:Carifa.no

bookable bffénses wére unemployed,_which also suggests that
drug use and employment are correlated.

‘Since drug addicts don't W6rk very mﬁch (Jacobs, l990) this
‘limits their contribution'to thé economy. Researchers at
the Center for Drug andvAlcohol Studies at the University
of Delaware found that 96%‘of men and 99% of women had not
held é job within 90 days before being interviewed
(Inciardi & Saum, 1996). A§ drug use increases and the
number of dysfunctional addicts rises, this will move more
addicts from the ranks bf tax base contributors té tax

revenue consumers.
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CHAPTER THREE

| Drug TreatmenttProgramsf'w“
\ :Whileiitbseemslclearhthatfthére:isvacrelationshipo
between drughuse andlcrime, and’that'legaliring drungWilli
increase.rathethhanfdecrease crime, what'is'not aS'clear
1s how the crlmlnalbjustlce system should exp101t the drug
and crime assoc1atlon 1n order to reduce crlme It 1s»
.gev1dent that 1ncarcerat1ng drug addicts w1ll reduce overall»
crime whlle they are 1ncapac1tated 3 However, these
offenders have to be released eventually,vso locking them
‘up is only a short term solutlon to- the problem ‘vInV;
‘addltlon we have already dlscussed the high cost of
incarceratlng people; ThlS makes straight drug enforcementf
an expensive and‘temporary’remedy.V;Howeverk if drug
treatment programs‘are successful in_reducing the,:
recidivism of SOme.drugvaddicts, then this can‘be.combinedt
w1th 1ncarceratlon to further reduce overall crime.

John J;lelullo‘Jr;; Professor of POllthS and Publlc
Affairsvat Princeton University,;reported that 1nvl990,,47%12
of 59, OOO U S. federal prisoners had-moderatehto serious:'
i_drug use problems,'and thatfprisoners:with drug problems.

. were being provided With 40umandatory‘hours ofidrug,”:i |
_treatment while theyﬁwere in‘custody Althoughvthisf'
1ndlcates that the federal correctlonal system has been
mov1ng toward 1ncrea51ng drug treatment programs for

'prlsoners, only ll% of state prisoners received drug or
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Hh:budget from $2 9 mllllon';

) alcohol counsellng durlng the same year (DlIullO, 1992)
:Whlle 1n the past drug treatment has not been very
””lmportant 1n the U S correctlonal system,_between 1981 and

“1992 the Bureau of Prlsons 1ncreased 1ts drug treatment *'

’o $21 8 mllllon a year,~fh;:

'1ndlcat1ng that correctlons is- slowly mov1ng toward more
’drug treatment as a rehabllltatlve component of |
l%:correctlons | | “ | ‘, | | | |
| From 1980 to 1995 drug offenders made up 689 ofithej
W_lncrease in- the federal prlson populatlon and 30% bf&the‘v}i;
plncrease 1n state prlsons (Hanlon & Nurco, 1999) hnInv
llsaddltlon,.809 of state and federal 1nmates elther commltted

- a drug offense,»were under the 1nfluence of drugs when they

”H;commltted an offense commltted a crlme to support thelrvﬁ&fff”

vidrug use, or had a hlstory of “problematlc”'drug use
'(Hanlon & Nurco, 1999) As a result of the observed hlgh
.,1nc1dence of drug abuse among crlmlnal offenders, federal

fand state drug tfeatment programs in. correctlonal settlngs

‘v;have contlnued to become more popular and haveﬂbeneflted

lhﬁfrom 1ncreased fundlng (Hanlon & Nurco, 1999) However,

'"'j,the effectlveness of these programs and thelr cost beneflt

::are 1ssues Stlll to be resolved

U‘-Wexler,‘Falkln, and Llpton (1990) rev1ewed the
'Seffectlveness of the Stay n Out therapeutlc communlty (TC)
drug treatment program 1n reduc1ng rec1dlv1sm ‘ Thls_.

: program had already operated 1n the New York State
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'correctlonal system for 12 years before the study was _
-conducted The study 1ncluded 1500 men and women who were;
1ncarcerated 1n state prlson, and was conducted because.,;f

researchers have observed that a few offenders are -

',vrespon51ble for a large number of crlmlnal offenses‘(Wexler:f'

et al, 1990)

Researchers examlned men and women 1n TC treatment ',‘

"L'mllleu treatment ’counsellng treatment and no treatment

lgroups; Accordlng to the Bureau of Justlce StatlSthS, of“

?h’the‘IZ'OOO New=York.State 1nmates,:56% reported hav1ng used _J’L‘

drugs w1th1n a month of thelr offense,-whlle of those

”\fllnmates, 33% sald they used drugs at the t1me of the crlme

These 1nmates were tw1ce as llkely to have used 1llegal
drugs as the general populatlon and three tlmes as 11kely ;.‘
to have used them w1th1n the past month ~ B )
““vSuccessful completlon of parole was used as: thev'
rmeasure of rec1d1v1sm Inmates who completed the TC
'm111eu therapy, counsellng,_and no treatment programs were
b”subsequently released and were tracked for repeat offendlng

'whlle they were on parole

The TC program had 120 part1c1pants.bwho wereb
;;segregated from the rest of the prlson populatlon The TC
fprogram was well structured and operated by former addlcts,"

“‘who acted as p031t1ve role models for the 1nmates | Inmates

'were hlerarchlcally organlzed at flrst worklng menlal

Jobs, however, ‘as they demonstrated that they were b‘”




j’respon51ble,,they were’glven better jObS w1th 1ncreased
:jxstatus 1 They also part1c1pated 1n therapy, educatlon 1‘”
seminars,blnd1v1dual counsellng, and recelved referrals to
:‘non prlson TC programs |
| The mllleu treatment program was less r1g1d and less_“
vlddstructured than the TC program It con51sted of 573 | |
1nmates, who were prov1ded w1th 1nd1v1dual group, and ~zw”
7‘vocat10nal counsellng serv1ces | ThlS group‘was ‘non- a
'fhlerarchlcally organlzed and 1nmates were’ not rewarded
:w1th hlgher status jobs for des1rable performance, aszln';x
jlfthe TC program In thlS program,‘lnmates were treated by
nfprofess1onally tralned staff 1nstead of by ex- addlcts f‘Thé}'
‘counsellng treatment programiwas‘composed of 261 ‘cases. o
Inmates recelved counsellng once a week and treatment_:
"lasted only a few months The no treatment control group

was made up of 159 1nmates, each of whom volunteered for.fov

-the program They were placed 1n the control group becausef‘f.w

rthey were not ellglble for thefprograms 1f thelr sentences,”

would be completed betwee

B dld not allow them enough -megtoycompleteitheﬁtreatment;iﬁ
The average tlme spent 1n the program was 5 8 months
‘oMales spent the most tlme 1n the mllleu treatment program,,?'

"i’followed by the TC Program,_and the least amount of tlme S
vj.was spent 1n the counsellng program Female TC

'ffpart1c1pants also spent more tlme 1n the program than thelr‘t"

nd - 2”months, because thlSi”,TTTf



counterparts»in the oounseling program.. The’average amount
of time spent in prison after completion of the program was
the same for males and females, at approximately 6 months,
however, as a group, the_TC inmates spent significantly
moreitime in prison after completing the program than
inmates in the counseling program.

| The amount of time used for tracklng recidivism was
not unlform . Males spent between 35 and 41 months on
parole, while females spent between 35 and 39 months on
‘parole, and people in the male milieu group were on parole'
longer than the male TC group. Recidivism was measured by
tracking not only those who were arrested during thelr
parole period, but also by examlnlng the length of tlme-
between release from prlson and re- arrest to-determ;ne if.
the treatment program had delayed the onset of recidiVism
among those who did re—offend. Results revealed that
recidivism among TC participants was.the lowest at 26.9%
and increased as the amount of‘treatment decreased. The
milien group was the seoond most effective treatment group
followed by the counseling treatment gronp, and‘the least
successful group was the group that'reoeived no.treatment;
The delay of criminality among those who did recidivate was
"most successful for‘the no—treatment group with an average
‘of 15 months between-release and offense,‘COmpared'to 1l.4
months in thebmilieu group. Sixty percent of the TC group

recidivated before their parole was discharged, which is
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,not 81gn1f1cantly dlfferent than any of the other groups
.A curv1llnear relatlonshlp was ev1dent between the time
ispent-ln treatment'and rec1d1v1sm As t1me in the program

1ncreased the success rate of parolees also 1ncreased untll

T 12 months butrafter 12.months rec1d1v1sm 1ncreased

Inmates in the program from O 3 months successfully
completed thelr parole 49 of the tlme, those in- the
- program 9-12 months were successful 77% of the tlme 'and',
hthose 1n the program for longer than 12 months Were |
u'successful only 57 of the tlme Overall-:successful
'outcomes were dependent on the amount of t1me spent 1n the
program and those subjects who‘were ordered to part1c1patea
in the program dld better than.those who volunteered
'(Wexler et al, 1990) The most effectlve treatment tlme:
was'9—12 months, and 1nmates who recelved treatment of anyﬂ
: klnd rec1d1vated less often than those who dld not . recelve':
rtreatment -Inmates who recelved treatment and dld |
rec1d1vate took longer to re- offend than those who dld noti:d‘
recelve any treatment (Wexler at al 1990) Slmllar |
hflndlngs were obtalned for the male and female groups
Another re51dent1al treatment program that was-:;
examlned was the PAR (Parental Awareness and R

Respons1b111ty) Vlllage program, Wthh is a program for"x

v_expectant mothers»(wllson, 1991). Included in the 18 month,g :

treatment program are. bas1c llfe skllls tralnlng llke

developlng bas1c math skills, and individual and group drug
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treétment counseling. Confrontation is central.to_therapy
in the PAR Village program. It is designed to help
residents diséover that it is their own behavidf'which
leads them to take drugs, and theréfbre.drug treatmehﬁ-is
psychologically based (Wilson? 1991) . >> |

A 1988 nationwide survey of 36 hospitals:iﬁ 1988>
discovered that il% of delivering mothers tested positive
for illegal drugs, and by 1990 the percentage.of women in
diug treatment'pfograms had risen from 20% to 44% (Wilsqn,
1991), demonstrating a cléar_need for this type of program,
and treatment programs like this are grqwing‘as a reéﬁlt_of
increased fundingv(DiIulio, 1992}. Jurisdictibns that once
© reported no drug-problemsfare now opehing treatmeht
programs that are fﬁnded by state and federal‘agehcies, and
between 1991 and 1994 the number of‘fesideﬁtial.treatmeﬂt
programs that allowed children and mothers to stay tOgéther
has more than'doubled (Wilson, 1991), |

The effectivéness of freatmeht bfbgréms is difficult
to analyze because'moéﬁ progfams do not follow graduates of
their programs in an effort to determine fecidiviém.
However, studies of the mofe successful programs( iiké New
York'szaytop Village, revealed that'people who'are in.
b.treatment'for-at least 90 days usﬁally réduce their drug
use and criminalvoffending, are'ﬁ§re‘inclined to go backvto

school or find employment, and the majority of those who

33



! graduate_from treatment programs do not;réturn tordrughusel
at all (wilson, 1991). - ' N |

| Cnfortunately, drug treatment programs‘are verv
',eXpensfve The PAR Vlllage program is 18 months long and
takes up to another year to re- enter the communlty
vAccordlng to Wllson, (1991) "the average cost for one year
- of treatment is between $l4 OOO and $20 OOO Whlle more
"than half of those who complete the program do not’return
to drug,use, only 10% of those enterlng drug treatment
programs natlonw1de actually complete the program At PAR_
' Vlllage,’more than 50° drop out before graduatlng |
However,‘whlle 40% drop out w1th1n the flrst six months,
80% of those who remaln 1onger than six months do not
recldlvate (Wllson,dl99l). | | | |
| .vThere are some internal factors within-drug*treatment_‘
‘programs themselves that threaten the effectlveness of :
program‘successwﬁfHanlon & Nurco (1999), summarlzed.s;xh
majorﬂbarriers:to developing effectiveftreatmentiprOgrams}'
They‘include client identificatlon, assessment and o
.’referral-brecrultment and tralnlng of treatment staff
hredeployment of correctlonal staff .over rellance on
; 1nst1tutlonal versus therapeutlc sanctlons,(aftercare;,and,
coeréion,‘ | | ” | EIRAE R

One'of the problems ls that'institutions.are-pressured
to keep thelr treatment programs full. ThiS*causes'them to

flll thelr vacan01es w1th whoever is avallable and not
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'7necessarlly w1th the‘lnmates that are in- the most need of ,;d
'd;treatment (Hanlon & Nurco,_l999) g Thls results 1n a larger'
?-‘number of less severely addlctedilnmates than mlght s
wgnormally be d1str1buted in the program ‘These 1nmates doh
.not respond as’ well to treatment because they do not have
. as far to go to 1mprove as those who are morefheav1ly
‘addlcted vand thlS causes the results to'1nd1cate less
- treatment effectlveness than would otherw1se be ev1dent
;_(Hanlon &»Nurco, 1999)
B Recrultment and tralnlng of treatment staff 1s?l‘
5d1ff1cult because prlsons are bullt 1n remote economlcally

-dlsadvantaged areas. These areas do not have an adequate

ijb pool of quallfled employees so prlsons have to attract. l

'rpeople w1lllng to relocate from other areas who may not

stay very long when they have no tles to the reglon,‘and
‘thlS leads to hlgh employee attrltlon (Hanlon & Nurco,
‘1999)

Follow upitreatment after release from custody is an
ylssue because many 1nmates are compelled to part1c1pate 1n.'>
treatment programs only whlle 1n custody When they are

released from custody they do not usually contlnue

lvtreatment »and thlS dlmlnlshes the overall effectlveness of

the program (Hanlon~&vNurco,.1999) p Accordlng to Hanlon‘
’and Nurco,:lnmates who part1c1pate in treatment only whlle
.they are 1ncarcerated have s1m11ar long term results as

those 1nmates who dld not part1c1pate in any treatment at -
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all. Aftercarewls also dlfflcult to obtaln because nany
"eommunlty based programs do not want to admlt parolees _iIn;_
vdvaddltlon, many inmates are unw1111ng to volunteer for f’ |
”Q{programs, because they‘lose the1r 1nmate senlorlty, 1t‘
‘dreduces tnelr jOb opportunltles w1th1n the 1nst1tutlon and"
‘the program 1mposes addltlonal rules and structure beyond

_whatvother 1nmates*exper1ence (Hanlon & Nurco, 1999)
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CHAPTER FOUR
'Summary And Conclus1onS'i'

_‘Thls prOJect has analyzed the nexus between drug use.
and'crlme, the pros and cons of legallzlng drugs as a
method of crime control how 1egallzlng drugs w111 affect
the frequency of drug use, and what the result has been‘
when legallzlng drugs has been attempted in the past It
‘has also examined the efflcacy of drug treatment programsJ
:and the expense of,lncarceratlon. o |

FindingS‘have shown that there“is a correlationgb‘
between\drug use and.crime, including Violent crime
(Inciardi, 1986; Tunnell,‘l992). ;According tofBureau-of_'
Justice Statistics,gless’than 1% ofuthe u.s. popuiation
reports hav1ng been" booked for any offense durlng 1998 andpi
most people that were booked report that they were. arrested
for drunk driving. Accordlng to the Unlted States Census

“Bureau (1997) the total ‘United States populatlon in 1996
'was 265 2 mllllon people Fifteen mllllon people (17 6 of
the U. S populatlon) were arrested in the Unlted States
that year. ThlS number 1ncluded 1.5 mllllon (0. 56% of the
:U S. populatlon) who were arrested for drug offenses, 2.Q’
:mllllon (O 75% of the U S populatlon) who were arrested
;for property crlmes and 730 000 (0. 27% of the U.s.
‘populatlon) who' were arrested for violent crimes. vThis
compares to thevLAPD and SBPD studles whlch revealed that

approximately 68% of those arrested'for-drug offenses had
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been previously arrested for property crimes, and 62% of
those who were arrested for drug offenses had previously
been arfested for,violeﬁt crimes. TheSe.findings support
the belief that drug users are just as- likely to engage in
violent crimes as they,aré to engage in.property crimes,
and that they do so much more frequehtly thanvthe rest of
the‘population. | | |

While the correlation betWeen drug use and all other
crimes is evidenﬁ, findings also show that legalizing drugs
will not lead to a reduction in crimé, but that the reverse
is true. Legalizing drugs may lead to an initial decrease
in drug use, but this will be followed by a sharp increase.
in drug use. This is based on the 350% increase in alcohol
consumption following the repeal of Prohibition (Scorza,
1990), as well as failed legalization experiments in Alaska
(Roth, 1990) and Zurich, Switzerland (Klingemahn, 1996) .

Findinéé also suggest that Prohibition wés at least
partially effective because alcohol use wés down when
Prohibition was in effect, but rose sharply when it was
repealed. If Prohibition and the War on Drugs can be
compared, then the War on Drugs may indeed be more
effective that it at first appears to be in feduéing or
limiting the amount of'drugbuse. Califano (1997) points
out that there are currently 50 million nicotine addicts,
18 million alcoholics, but only 6 million other drug

addicts. The difference in these numbers may be a result
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of the stfength*of the.éﬁti¥drug meséage*cbmpared to thé 
‘mixed messages about'cigargtte and alcéhoi use. 7Colﬁmbia,f
University;s Herbeft”Klebéfvcohcufs,'waiﬁing th§t §mwi£ha'
1égali2ati§n,_the number of cocaine addicts alone would
 'juﬁ§‘béy$nd tﬁe humber of*alcohbiics” (18-million)
(califano, 1997). | |

.:;Héﬁing’recogniZed the_felatidnshipibétWéen drﬁgque o
and cfimé'involveméﬁt; 1aw,ehforcemeht‘agénciés have used>
drug eﬁfOrceﬁént»laws in én effort to.réduce ovefall criﬁe;
and thefnumber §f inmates in prison for drug'related |
bffensés‘has risen from 25%, .in 1981L’to'57%, in 1991
(Arcidiacono,‘1994)i 'However,.théreviS a limit to how‘mahy
'dfug’Offendefs Americaﬁ:soéiety‘cah affofd-to lock up. If "
drug treatment is‘effective in reducing‘drug’use, then drug
rehabilitation combinéd With dfugvenforcement'isia way to
reduce crime and thé prison population at the same time,
making more room forfothér violent Offenders.

| A briéf cost'benefit‘anélysis df combining drug
enforcement and drug tféatment ié in order.'According to
DiTulio (1992), annual drug treatment costs in 1992 were
about_$300 per prisoher;. He estimated that therefwere
approXimétely 800,000'pris§ners in custody; resultiﬁg;in‘an
"énﬁual‘cdst'of $250 miliiohvtd maintain)vthse,‘and'feed |
them. Hé reported that the typical prigonef commits a
median 12.5.crimes per yéér, at an'estimated cost of $2,300

per crime.  Based on his numbers, if 8,695 prisoners commit
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”ffno crlme forfone‘year as a result of drug treatment théﬁ_
the reductlon 1n crlme would save $250 mllllon, and’the‘? o
cost of treatment breaks even at that p01nt If all
‘800 OOO prlsoners‘commlt‘no crlme for one year as a result
.of drug treatment‘ then the beneflt of drug treatment 1s
100 tlmes greater than the cost Of course, thls assumes
V.that treatment works for 1009 of 1nmates,‘wh1ch is probably
not true;,_However, lt would only requlre that l of
offenders not commithaucrlme for one year in order to be
cost—effectiye. | E

Some_programs are much more expenslve than these costs-
cited by DiIulio. .One'example is’ the PAR Vlllage program‘
However, 1n Splte of the expense of the program the cost
vof treatment is Stlll less than the cost of one year of
offendlng that results 1n one year of 1ncarceratlon Thet
benefit of reducing the'prev1ously dlscussed l2.5~meanv“
offenses committed by drug users at an averagefcost of’
$2,3OO per‘crime, totals $28 750 and the cost of one year“
of_incarceration is: $25 OOO for a total cost of $53 750
‘thenjthe $20,000 cost of treatment is deducted from the:x
'total'costlthere is Stlll a net savings of" $33 750.
‘Howeveryain'splte of these numbers,‘the»effect1Veness
'of-drug treatment programS‘ls still an 1ssue"fGenerally,‘
successful drug treatment outcomes are dependent on the
amount of tlme spent_ln the program, and subjects who are“

ordered to participate in treatment do better‘than:thosev
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vlvwho>VOlunteer'(Wexler etfal” 1990) ' ThlS suggests that
»treatment Wthh is court ordered as a result of some. type ‘
_of crlmlnal prosecutlon may be more‘effectlve than waltlng
,dfor drug addlcts to ask for treatment

| The results of‘the Stay n’ Qut»(TC) treatment’program,‘
-fas well as the PAR Village drug treatment program areh

B promising, and show that drug treatment programs produce
mbetter results than no treatment Rec1d1v1sm occurred«less

frequently among treatment graduates than among non- |

graduates, and among those who did rec1d1vate, the length

‘of tlme before rec1d1v1sm was also longer for those who A

completed the program‘compared to those who dld not

vcomplete the program (Wexler et al 1990)

If drug treatment Works, then the approach lawl
»enforcement is currently taklng regardlng drug crlmes
should be- modlfled As dlscussed earller, based on
v‘leIullo’s (1992) cost estlmates,ithe beneflt of drug

vtreatment is 100 tlmes greater than the cost requlrlng

‘only au19 success rate to be cost effectlve : Slnce, the

greal 1ssue 1s a pollcy questlon about the approprlate
expendlture of 11m1ted resources, then 1f non drug crlmelﬂ.
vand drug use 1s as hlghly correlated as 1t appears to be,'
and legallzatlon w1ll only 1ncrease crlme, then drug
enforcement comblned w1th treatment should be more cost—
-effectlve than drug enforcement alone : Aggress;ve drug

enforcement, coupled w1th,successful drug treatment
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rehabilitation, will combine the effects of incapacitation
and rehabilitation and provide a more effective crime

control model.
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APPENDIX A: TABLES AND GRAPHS
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TABLE 1

LOS ANGELES POLICE STUDY SUMMARY FINDINGS:

Previous Previous Felony Felony Violent Property
Arrests Convictions Arrests Convictions Arrests Arrests
Total _ ' ‘
cases 27 44 46 27 - 29 36
Total

% 97 92 96 56 60 75
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TABLE 2

SAN BERNARDINO POLICE STUDY SUMMARY FINDINGS

" Previous Previous ' Felony Felony Violent Property

Arrests Convictions Arrests Convictions Arrests Arrests
Total ' : :
cases 31 26 ‘ 28 20 24 23
Total ' . . |
% 84 o 70 .75 54 65 62
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Totals and percentéges

Previous arrest °

GRAPH 1

LOS ANGELES POLICE STUDY FINDINGS  ©

Previous Feldny arrest .. Felony
conviction _ " conviction

Types of arrests
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'GRAPH 2

'SAN BERNARDINO POLICE STUDY FINDINGS
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GRAPH 3

LOS ANGELES POLICE AND SAN BERNARDINO POLICE

STUDY COMPARISONS
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APPENDIX B: .DEFINITIOﬁS.~.
The follow1ng dlstlnctlons were - made to‘separate rhl
scasual offenders from chronlc drug users and habltual |
crlmlnals. | : v

No Previous Arrest:

bThis group included.offenderstho'Were arrested on-‘
thlS occa31on but the absence of any other crlmlnal record-
suggests thlS was}an 1solated 1nc1dent or the suspect 1s
not yet well entrenched 1n crlmlnal and drug act1v1ty
Prev1ous Arrest |

| ThlS group of offenders has had enough 1nvolvement in
crlmlnal activity to be arrested before this 1nc1dent but
pthelr conduct ‘was not suff1c1ently egreglous to result in a»f
crlmlnalnconv1ctlon. |
‘Previous Misdemeanor Conviction'

ThlS group has had enough prev1ous crlmlnal

1nvolvement to result 1n a crlmlnal conv1ctlon, although -
‘not yet cons1dered tovbe of»a.serlousynaturey' o “

Prev1ous FelonV Arrest

Thls group of offenders has been more heav11y involved
-.1n crlmlnal act1v1ty leadlng up to an arrest for a seriousb
f-crlme;‘oThls lndlcatesvthat,they_are more hab;tual,criminal

offenders7than ‘the preyiOus groups;is

Prev1ous Felonv COl’lVlCthl’l

Most felony cases are reduced to. mlsdemeanors'when the .

' -offender does not have a falrly extens1ve crlmlnal history.
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In order to obtain felény cOnVictions offenders must have
both extensive criminal histories and involvemént‘in very
serious criminal‘condu¢t;, Persons falling into this
categoryvmay be classified as predatory “career criminals”
for thé purpose of this analysis.

Property Crime Arrests

This group is identified so the association between
drug use and involvement in property crime can be analyzed.

Violent Crime Arrests

This group includes both those subjeéts previously
involved in acts of violence committed agéinst other
persons as well as offenders previously arrested for
weapons charges. The purpose of this cétegory is to

analyze whether or not drug use is a victimless crime.
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