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Abstract

The current research analyzed the relationshipdetwnethamphetamine use,
cocaine use and marijuana use within the last 12tlmscand crime committed within the
last 12 months. Crime is defined as drug saleqesty and violent crime. The research
design is a quantitative approach which uses secgrthta analysis of the National
Longitudinal Survey of Adolescent Health (Add Héalio provide evidence toward the

research question; does illegal drug use incrdasagk of committing a crime?

The public access, 2008 Wave Il data resulthisfriationally representative
sample of adolescents in grades 7 through 12 ivghe the 1994-95 school year was
used for analysis. Methamphetamine use was assdaath an increased risk of
committing all crime, only until cocaine use wastolled for. Once cocaine use was
controlled for, methamphetamine use became nonfisigmt. Cocaine use and marijuana

use were significant and associated with an inegtase of committing a crime.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

“As the national outcry and panic over the cracklemic abates, public attention
and concern is now concentrated on a supposed wWorge methamphetamine”
(Sommers & Baskin, 2006, p. 77). Methamphetansreederivative of amphetamine,
also called meth, crystal, or speed. It is a céngavous system stimulant that can be
injected, smoked, snorted, or ingested orally. Metphetamine is manufactured easily in
covert laboratories with inexpensive and easilyaoiatble ingredients. The factors of
easy manufacturing and a high rate for dependemcypme to make methamphetamine a
drug with a high potential for widespread use dmalsa. Our country has a long history
of demonizing certain drugs during certain timeiques and scapegoating the drug for the
nation’s problems. Methamphetamine seems to h&entthe place of the once feared
and demonized drug crack/cocaine. Reinarman (1&84gs, that crack became
scapegoat for the nation’s poverty crime and mdegleneracy, unemployment and
personal and business failure”(p. 157). As with ¢hack epidemic, sensationalized
headlines have become common in newspapers, televeports and billboards across
the country, leaving many Americans with an obsdwiew of methamphetamine use

and its effects.

Media reports around the United States have visteatated the idea that
methamphetamine abuse has reached rampant praysofiiong, 2006). According to
Chitwood et al. (2009) these reports often inclddpictions of a scourge raging across
the country and enveloping communities in chao® fMiedia in turn feeds this sense of

alarm that it has created by continuously “cirtalathe dire reports delivered by



officials from the reported epicenters of use” (@Goibd et al., 2009, p. 32).The spirit of
these images is reflected in newspaper headlineshése: “Spread of meth near
epidemic, Czar says” (Ruff, 1997); “Governor wamnmsth epidemic growing like kudzu”
(Bluestein, 2004); “Officials brace for meth epidentabs on the rise in New England”
(Valencia, 2005); “Attorney General calls meth @rdemic in Illinois” (Nauman, 2005);
and “Meth epidemic forcing grandparents to raisndchildren” (Dillon, 2006).The
parallels between the coverage of crack in the $9&@ere it was described as a
“plague” and an “epidemic,” and the reporting ontimaenphetamine are so striking one
could swap the word “meth” for “crack.” And someses seem to have done exactly
that: “Methamphetamine sinks its teeth into Arkansite crack’s epidemic rise in ‘80s,

police say” (Waite, 1999).

By simply replacing the word crack with meth thediaehas created this
similarity in effect between the two drugs. Therefavhatever adjective, crime or
behavior was associated with crack/cocaine useeiri®80’s is now associated with
methamphetamine use during this new epidemic tihogever, research studies are
conflicting as to whether methamphetamine and oecaie as similar in effect as the
media portrays them. Some literature shows a giityilaetween cocaine and
methamphetamine and the effects that each drugrhas users. Methamphetamine and
cocaine are both powerful psyihostimulants hat peedvery significant acute and

chronic effects and serious negative consequendgg iusers’ life (Rawson et al., 2000).

“Amphetamines cause a number of effects that argledoy the abuser, for
example, a sense of increased energy, self-corgdemd well-being; heightened
awareness; loss of appetite; and euphoria. Iniaddi these effects, the drugs
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cause bronchodilation and an increase in heararatéblood pressure. In
previous years, amphetamine abusers have inclustasgional users who wanted
to stay awake, obese persons who wanted to logghtyand compulsive users.
This is comparable to the effects cocaine use hats aiser “(Beebe & Walley,
1995, p. 449).

Users of cocaine describe the effects of the dimdasly. This description includes
feelings of euphoria, increased energy, talkatwel mentally alert. It can also
temporarily decrease the need for food and sleiggéf 1984). Cocaine use has
repeatedly been associated with an increased fristnomitting a crime once a user has
taken the drug. Therefore, it becomes imperativesearch whether or not the
similarities of cocaine and methamphetamine tram$@ato whether using

methamphetamine also increases the risk of thetosgmmit a crime.

The differences in the effects of cocaine and nmafiteetamine use are firstly, the

way in which the body mechanisms respond to thg dnce it has entered the body.

“Although their overall actions are similar, thesea fundamental difference in
the mechanisms by which amphetamine and cocainease neurotransmitter
levels in the synaptic cleft. Cocaine appears hibibthe removal of transmitter
that is released by neuronal activity and its acisodependent on extracellular,
whereas amphetamine causes transmitter to be tnaedpextraneuronally (Beebe
& Walley, 1995, p. 449).

Secondly, there are psychopharmacological differgietween crack and
methamphetamine use. In contrast to crack/cocairthamphetamine produces a more
powerful and longer lasting high. It is imperatteestudy whether or not these differing

effects transcend into the risk of committing amionce a user has taken the drug.

Almost every state legislature in the USA has rdgemacted laws to prevent

methamphetamine manufacture and use while contihiggdsalience of the ‘negative



effects’ of methamphetamine use flood the populasp (Zernike, 2006). New, harsher
laws were also passed during the crack/cocaineppadin an attempt to get tough on
drugs and control the outbreak of use and portragstruction of this ‘new demonized
drug’. However according to Reinarman (1994), naws and harsher penalties for
crack/cocaine use did not arise when the prevalehcecaine use quadrupled in the late
1970’s nor even when thousands of users begandkesinin the more potent and
dangerous form of freebasing. Rather this drugesaas launched in 1986 when freebase
cocaine was renamed crack and sold in pre-cookekpensive units on the ghetto street
corners. “Once politicians and the media linked tiew form of cocaine use to the inner-
city, minority poor, a new drug scare was underaag the solution became more prison
cells rather than more treatment slots” (Reinard2®4, p. 159). These new laws were
enacted without any study documenting an actualczsed risk between crack cocaine
and any of the destructive societal effects thiggdvas said to have on the user. Drug use
becomes a problem when it is said to be affectowgesy negatively, either by the media
or politicians. Therefore, one of the negative &fehat most Americans fear especially
by those individuals who have ingested these ‘deredih substances is crimes
committed to them. Crime affects society as a wholé is used by not only the media
but politicians to fuel the fear fire in Americai$erefore, if politicians and the media
claim that drugs use is associated with an incoeask of committing crime more
Americans might be tempted to vote or be in favidravsher laws that would keep these
drug users behind bars. This strategy was usealiticians and the media during the

crack/cocaine epidemic. This strategy ended witlcldcocaine users, who were mostly



African American and of low income, serving a seggemore than 8 times longer than

their white middle class powder cocaine user (Ang&l96).

The enactment of harsher penalties for crack digion, manufacturing and
possession did not lead to decrease in crime cdeuhiity the user. Cocaine use has been
shown in previous research to be significantly eisged with crime (McGlothlin, 1978;
Anglin & Speckart, 1988; Beebe & Walley, 1995; limtbre, 1997; Rawson et al.,
2000;Garlow et al., 2002;Glasner-Edwards, 2008tvziod et al., 2009). Also, our
society cannot afford to imprison even more petipde we already have locked away
now. Therefore, since the imprisonment of crackside not prevent the user or deter
other users from committing crime and society camfiord another mass imprisonment,
in particular, those of low economic and minoritgrsling, it is essential to first provide
evidence toward the basic research question, ‘ohetsamphetamine use increase the
risk of committing crime? Although national survegdicate that the prevalence of
methamphetamine use is highest among young a@Af8IEHA, 2005), few research
studies based on nationally representative data eamined the association between
methamphetamine use, cocaine use, marijuana usaiamewithin this age group. This
thesis is based on data from The National Longiaidstudy of Adolescent Health (Add
Health) 2008, which asked respondents about tiseiiofimethamphetamine, cocaine and
marijuana in the past year and past 12 months.Heldth's nationally representative
sample of young adults was used to examine theiasem between illegal drug use and

crime.



Chapter 2. Literature Review

History of Methamphetamine

Methamphetamine (MA) is a derivative of amphetanand was first synthesized
from ephedrine in 1893 by Japanese pharmacologi®gata (Suwaki, Fukui & Konuma
1997). It wasn’t until World War Il when Japan, @amny, and the United States
provided the drug to military personnel to increeasdurance and performance that
methamphetamine started to become widely usedinBieg in 1941, MA was sold in
Japan over the counter as Philopon and Sedrinytsbaas a product to "fight
sleepiness and enhance vitality." Therefore, thig eras promoted to aid increased
productivity of civilian factory workers in militgrsupport industries. Widespread abuse
only occurred after the war ended (Anglin et 200@). Methamphetamine from surplus
army stocks flooded the market, leading to thestRpidemic" (1945-1957). “By 1948,
Methamphetamine had suggestively been abused hy &boof Japanese people age 16

to 25” (Anglin et al., 2000, p. 138).

In the United States, amphetamine was also ustgkitreatment of certain
medical conditions. “Amphetamine tablets were aldé without prescription until 1951
and amphetamine-containing inhalers were availabée the counter until 1959. During
the 1960s, amphetamine was widely prescribed aed tastreat depression and obesity”
(Anglin et al., 2000). Additionally, in the 1960esliquid form of methamphetamine
began gaining popularity by the medical communitgt &as used as a treatment for

heroin addiction (Anglin et al., 2000). “The blaglarket in amphetamine consisted



mainly of illegally diverted supplies from pharmatieal companies, distributors, and
physicians” (Anglin et al., 2000, p. 139 ). It waamtil after the withdrawal of Desoxyn
and Methedrine from the pharmaceutical market,ghitisit methamphetamine

laboratories began to emerge in San Francisco62.19

As the 1970s approached, research was being cawonctthe effects of
methamphetamine which led to additional restrictibring placed on the amount that
could be legally produced and thus how and to whamould be distributed (Anglin et
al., 2000). With these new restrictions in placgéased levels of illicit production
ensued. lllegal production at this point in timaswWimited to motorcycle gangs and a
very small amount of independent manufacturers dsu®997). Additionally, as the
1970’s progressed, the typical user population gedrirom white, blue-collar workers
to include college students, young professionaispnties, and women (Potter &

Kolbye, 1996).

By the 1980s, law enforcement efforts targetingtiker groups had intensified
coupled with a simpler, ephedrine reduction-basethod of production. This caused
production and distribution, to shift to the Sare@ area which added a greater
involvement of Mexican traffickers (Morgan & Bed®97). “Large quantities of illicitly
produced ‘crystal meth’ were smuggled from MexiotwiCalifornia and were distributed
not only in the traditional regions of use but algere increasingly directed toward the
southwestern and mid-western states” (Anglin e28l00). During the 1990s, the use of

“ice” was rampant in the Hawaiian Islands. Disttibo of the drug was gradually



dominated by Mexico and California based traffickarganizations (Laidler & Morgan

1997).

Clandestine labs operating in California and Mexaoe still the primary sources
of methamphetamine available in the United Stadesvever, a growing number of MA
labs are operating in midwestern states (OfficMational Drug Control Policy 1997). In
response to the growing public health threat pdsetthe use and production of
methamphetamine (and especially environmental Hazessociated with the toxic
compounds used in the clandestine labs), the Cdmapséve Methamphetamine Control
Act was enacted in 1996. The MCA broadens contolisted chemicals used in the
production of methamphetamine, increases pendtigbe trafficking and manufacture
of methamphetamine and listed chemicals, and exgpamitrols to include the
distribution of lawfully marketed drug products whicontain the listed chemicals

ephedrine, pseudoephedrine and phenyl-propanolai@iP&) (Anglin et al., 2000).

Increasing Use of Methamphetamine

Methamphetamine use is increasing in the UniteteStaccording to the national
Survey on Drug Use and Health 2009. This increasese is shown by a variety of
indicators. In 2004, an estimated 12 million pess@h9 of the general population aged
twelve and older) had used methamphetamine atdeastin their lifetime (Substance
Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration®0®ethamphetamine use declined
drastically and by 2008, only 5% of the populati@t used methamphetamine in their

lifetime (Substance Abuse and Mental Health SesvAd@ministration 2008). However,



methamphetamine use has increased slightly anstagesd consistent from 2009 until
2011 at 5.1% of the population having tried methl@et@mine sometime in their lifetime

(Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Adiratign 2008).

Another indicator of an increase in the use offramphetamine is an increase in
treatment admissions due to methamphetamine usatritent admissions of persons
with methamphetamine use problems increased frag@0R1n 1993 to 117,000 in 2003
(Sommers & Sommers, 2006). Specifically, the wesist has seen a vast increase in
admissions to publically funded treatment faciitey methamphetamine users.
According to Brecht (2001), admissions to publigélinded treatment facilities in
California by methamphetamine addicts increasedp22éent from 1992 to 1998.
Additionally, emergency department records and oedixaminer reports involving
those patients who were involved with methamphetamse doubled as the new
millennium approached (Substance Abuse and mertaltiiServices Administration,
2003). Also, recent trends suggest that metharapfiee’s popularity has grown among
college students, and methamphetamine is now iedlirdthis group’s repertoire of
“party drugs” (Somers & Baskin, 2006). HoweveltJdiresearch has been conducted

using a nationally representative survey on youhgta and methamphetamine use.

The possible increasing trends in methamphetansaete of major concern
because of the destructive, harmful, and deadbceffthat methamphetamine use can
cause. Chronic methamphetamine use can cause to@kavior, anxiety, confusion and
insomnia. Additionally, some users exhibit psyctdehavior, mood disturbances,

delusions and paranoia (Albertson, Walby, & Deld®95). However, even when one
9



attempts to discontinue methamphetamine use, vattarsymptoms usually occur and
can be just as detrimental as or even more dangéhan the effects of actual drug use.
These withdrawal symptoms include depression, &niear, fatigue, paranoia and

intense cravings for the drug (Katsumata, Sato,a&tdwafe, 1993).

Effects of Methamphetamine

"Crystal”, "meth," or "speed,"” as MA is variouslglied, can be injected, smoked,
snorted, or ingested orally. The timing and intgnef the "rush” that accompanies the
use of MA, which is a result of the release of Higfels of dopamine into the brain,
depend in part on the method of administration. difiects are almost instantaneous
when MA is smoked or injected; they occur approxehafive minutes after snorting or
20 minutes after oral ingestion. Immediate phygjaal changes associated with the use
of MA are similar to those produced by the fightfloght response and include increased
blood pressure, body temperature, heart rate, eeathing rate. Negative side effects
include high body temperature, stroke, cardiacydinrhia, stomach cramps, and shaking,
as well as increased anxiety, insomnia, aggressnaencies, paranoia, and

hallucinations.

Prolonged use of MA may result in a tolerance ferdrug and increased use at
higher dosage levels, creating a pernicious depemd&uch continual use of the drug,
with little or no sleep, leads to an extremelytaible and paranoid state (National
Institute on Drug Abuse 1998a). Discontinuing usM#A often results in a state of

extreme depression, as well as fatigue, anergéhcagnitive impairment that lasts
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anywhere from two days to two weeks (National tnsti on Drug Abuse 1998b).
Negative consequences of MA abuse range from anaret insomnia to convulsions,
paranoia, and brain damage, but in addition torthay direct effects on MA users there

are indirect impacts on individuals and society.

Theory of Drug Use, Crime and Violence

Goldstein (1985) explains the drug crime nexus e modeled approach. This
model postulates that the connection between dandwiolence can be found through
the application of one or more of three modelsi&wystic, Economic and/or
Pharmacological. The first model is systematic. $ysematic model suggests that those
involved with the illegal drug market, such as wltting or manufacturing illegal drugs
have an increased association with crime and weleBlumstein (1995) argued that
drug market norms are especially important whersiclaming levels of crime and
violence. Rival drug dealers cannot call upon thkcp to protect them when they feel
threatened because of their involvement in illegaivity. Therefore, rival drug dealers
will take care of the problem themselves, usualiydeadly force (Blumstein, 1995).
Researchers such as Blumstein argue that the sechedhe homicide rate observed in
several cities in the 1980s is associated withethergence of crack cocaine markets and
the resulting recruitment of young gang members tihéit drug network. However, with
the methamphetamine market there is little evideuggesting that it has a market
structure similar to that of crack cocaine. In esse the affiliation that most
crack/cocaine dealers have with gang activity istvdtcounts for a majority of the

violent and property crime committed by these dsaldethamphetamine dealers are
11



small time entrepreneurs who are selling to a sn&tlbf people, the criminal and violent
activities that accompany cocaine dealers shoul@ecmmpany methamphetamine
dealers. If a relationship between methamphetaaridecrime does exist, the literature
on drug use does not appear to suggest that daeredhip is likely to be systemic in

nature (Sommer & Baskin, 2006).

Second, Goldstein (1985) defines economic-compeillsiime as the efforts drug
users use to obtain money to finance the high adstcit drugs. This could be robbery,
burglary or larceny in which the money is usednarice the drug habit. Violent criminal
activity could occur if the individual uses phyditarce or the threat of physical force in
order to obtain finances to support their drug hali the case of methamphetamine, it
has been suggested that however, economic-compuwgilence is less likely than for
other drugs. For example, some drug habits such@sne and heroin are expensive and
so economic violence is more likely to be relatethese particular drugs (Boles &
Miotto, 2003). Additionally, methamphetamine is mdikely than other drugs such as
crack cocaine to be made for consumption purpogeasnall-time entrepreneurs
(Wermuth, 2000). Therefore, methamphetamine userpuwrchasing cheaper drugs and
are purchasing their drug of choice from a smaiktientrepreneur instead of a gang,
cartel or larger scale drug trafficking organizatighich may imply a weaker link

between methamphetamine and economic-compulsinescri

Third, the reason for the potential associationveenh methamphetamine crime
and violence may also be pharmacological (Fischénklaney, 1999). That is,

methamphetamine changes the body’s chemistry iayathat makes users act violently
12



(Kosten & Singha, 1999). Medical researchers,dstance, have argued that
methamphetamine is a neurotoxin that acts on theadenervous system to produce a
variety of physical manifestations and psychiatomplaints such as “depression with
severe dysphoria, irritability and melancholia, ietyx marked fatigue with hypersomnia,
intense craving for the drug, and even paranoeggression” (Meredith et al., 2005, p.
143). Methamphetamine may lead to more violencemtngasing the stakes in everyday
social interactions and “transforming them from +obvallenging verbal interactions into
the types of character contests whose resoluti@m afivolved violence” (Sommers &
Baskin, 2006, p. 92). Additionally, it has beengested that potential biological effects
of methamphetamine may be intensified by situatiomeumstances. In a review of the
drug violence relationship literature, Parker angefhahn (1998) noted that a lack of
social interaction may increase the chances foratamine-related violence because

users are unable to “cross-check” their behavior.

Methamphetamine Use and Violent Crime

Numerous studies have reported associations betsudEtance use and violent
behavior. Some studies have examined methamphetarse among subgroups, which
include the homeless, runaways and street youg{®Irn, Marx, Vittinghoff & Katz,
1998), while others strictly have dealt with thosmoved from society, such as juvenile
arrestees and those in treatment (Pennel et &89; Fawson et al., 2005), but none have
shown the effects of methamphetamine use in cosgatop those who have not used
methamphetamine. Additionally, in most studies Iaway illegal drugs use, all illegal

drugs tend to be grouped together, and there distimction made between whether a
13



certain drug leads to a higher risk of violent babiawhile another has no relationship
Few studies have made the distinction between mmgthatamine and its association
with violence in comparison to others drugs. The $tudies that have made this
distinction and focused solely on methamphetamsgehave conducted their studies on
adult, self -selected chronic methamphetamine wwats/iolence (Sommers & Baskin,
2006, Cartier, Farabee & Prendergast, 2005, Giz@iegkin, 2009). These chronic users
are selected based on their enroliment in a tre#tpregram, an admission to a hospital
because of a methamphetamine related health prani@mested and selected based on
test records that indicate methamphetamine wdsein $ystem at the time of arrest.
Although previous research studies have hypothedimt a causal relationship exists
between methamphetamine use and violence, thenfia@ire ambiguous in

demonstrating a significant association betweeriwioe

Pennel et al. (1999) conducted a study of methataptiee use in five western
cities and found that one third of arrestees usiethamphetamine cited violent behavior
as a consequence of their use. Additionally, anathaly conducted in California using
data from state prison parolees found that methatapiine use was significantly
predictive of self- reported violent criminal bef@v(Cartier, Farabee & Prendergast,
2005). Also, drug abuse has been found to be arfachomicide (Baskin & Somers
1998) and violence among adolescents (Bourgoish)1Smmers and Baskin (2006)
studied 205 frequent methamphetamine users whaee#n Los Angeles, California.
Approximately one quarter (26.8%) of the study egfents said that they were violent

(defined as “any form of deliberate physical hanflicted on another individual”) while
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under the influence of methamphetamine, specificaldlomestic violence at home,

work, or social events (Sommers & Baskin, 200B3).

Also, Cartier et al. (2006) examined the relatiopgietween methamphetamine
and violent crime (murder, manslaughter, robbeng, assault) among a sample of adult
male parolees during the 12-month period followielgase from a California prison. The
researchers studied 404 pairs of inmates that matehed on “age, ethnicity, sex
offender status and commitment offense” (Cartieal 2006, p. 437). With the
presumed association between methamphetamine alethtvcrime, the researchers
discovered that those individuals who used methataphine were more likely than
those who did not use methamphetamine to be retumeustody. Additionally,
methamphetamine users were more likely to selfstepat they acted violently than
those who did not use methamphetamine. This findodd be attributed to the criminal
justice system and the harsh effect prison hasiandavidual. Therefore, it could be the
time served in prison that was truly responsibtetfi@ increased violence and not

necessarily the methamphetamine use.

However, in another study, participants were sebtbftom five local jails in
western Colorado, with one additional sample frammunity correction clients in Mesa
County, Colorado. Based on their methamphetamiadardack thereof), the arrestees
were grouped into three categories. The first beagglar meth users, those who said
meth was their drug of choice or used meth mosinofthe second group was lifetime

meth users, those who admitted to only trying mébe third group is those who had

15



never used methamphetamine. The results showedth#thmphetamine use of any kind

was not associated with violent criminal behavi®izgi & Gerkin, 2009).

Also, Iritani, Hallfors, and Bauer (2007) also exaed the relationship between
methamphetamine use and criminal behavior amoragianally representative sample of
18- to 24-year-olds. The researchers found thabajh methamphetamine use was
correlated with self-reported drug sales (i.e.eptl drug market effects), it was not

significantly correlated with self-reported violdsghavior.

Although findings are mixed, clinical studies inalie that amphetamines, such as
methamphetamine, may increase the likelihood atktbehaviors and aggression in
humans (Pihl & Hoaken, 1997; Reiss & Roth, 1993)di#ionally, non-clinical studies
have suggested that methamphetamine use at higls lgan result in methamphetamine
induced psychosis, often associated with violehal®r. Therefore, chronic users’
irritability and paranoia caused by methamphetamsemay initiate a violent reaction

when brought into contact with others (Dillon, EriBlanton et al., 2000).

Methamphetamine Use and Property Crime

Research has consistently demonstrated a highelefo®rrelation between drug
use and economic criminal behavior (Nurco et &89 NASADAD, 1990). Regarding
property crimes, the correlation between drug umkecaime could be explained by the
economic motivation due to the high cost of illidiugs. Sommers and Baskin (2006),

state that methamphetamine is too cheap and easigssible for individuals to steal in
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order to fund their drug habit and therefore, thme that is committed by

methamphetamine users would not be property related

Gizzi and Gerkin (2009), however show the secorgklst category of arrest
responses of methamphetamine users was propartgsrProperty crimes were reported
by 32.7% of regular meth users, 15.6% of lifetimetlmusers, and by 1 non-meth drug
user. Of the 16 property crimes described by regukth users, 11 could be
characterized as fitting under the economic-comypeiishodel of the Goldstein
framework. In each instance, the participant descrithe crime as being committed
solely to finance his or her drug habit. Overall%@of the offenses described by regular

meth users could be described as economic-computsimes.

Methamphetamine use and Drug Sales

The crime of selling drugs is the primary crimiaalivity among drug users
(Harrison & Gfroerer, 1992). Gizz and Gerkin (2DpG$how that regular meth users were
most likely to have their charges involve drug nffes. Drug possession and distribution
charges represented 48.9% of all responses. Gifatlokeug charge responses, 28 (65.2%)

were possession charges.

Brecht et al. (2004) found that fifty-six percefitloe respondents reported having
sold methamphetamine. Thirty-seven percent of tidsesold did so within 1 month of
starting use. The average time selling wasind 4 years. Even though it was suggested
that methamphetamine dealers are more small tieelhto closer knit of people,
forty-two percent of methamphetamine dealers regocarrying a weapon while dealing.
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M ethamphetamine/Cocaine Paradigm

Literature is contradicting as to whether or netimamphetamine and cocaine are
truly as similar as the media depicts them to bedill reports around the United States
have virtually created the idea that methamphetarabuse has reached rampant
proportions (King, 2006). According to Chitwoodagt, these reports often include
depictions of a scourge raging across the coumttlyemveloping communities in chaos
(2009). The media in turn feeds this sense of athanit has created by continuously
“circulating the dire reports delivered by officiditem the reported epicenters of use”
(Chitwood et al., 2009 p. 32)The spirit of thesages is reflected in newspaper
headlines like these: “Spread of meth near epideGrar says” (Ruff, 1997); “Governor
warns meth epidemic growing like kudzu” (Bluest&lp4); “Officials brace for meth
epidemic; labs on the rise in New England” (Valen@005); “Attorney General calls
meth an epidemic in lllinois” (Nauman, 2005); amMdeth epidemic forcing grandparents
to raise grandchildren” (Dillon, 2006).The paraléetween the coverage of crack in the
1980s, where it was described as a “plague” arfégidemic,” and the reporting on
methamphetamine are so striking one could swaptind “meth” for “crack.” And some
stories seem to have done exactly that: “Methangphiete sinks its teeth into Arkansas;

like crack’s epidemic rise in ‘80s, police say” (it¢a 1999).

The comparison between the effects of cocaine ndereethamphetamine use has
been documented in previous studies. (Garlow g2@02; Glasner-Edwards, 2008;
Chitwood et al., 2009). However, the studies ackitay and the literature is

contradictory as to whether or not methamphetaraintkecocaine are truly as similar as
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the media depicts them to be. Some literature stosimilarity between cocaine and
methamphetamine and the effects that each drugrhas users. Methamphetamine and
cocaine are both powerful psyihostimulants hat pcedvery significant acute and

chronic effects and serious negative consequendbg iusers’ life (Rawson et al., 2000).

“Amphetamines cause a humber of effects that arghddoy the abuser, for
example, a sense of increased energy, self-corgdemd well-being; heightened
awareness; loss of appetite; and euphoria. Iniaddib these effects, the drugs cause
bronchodilation and an increase in heart rate doadipressure. In previous years,
amphetamine abusers have included occasional wkergvanted to stay awake, obese
persons who wanted to lose weight, and compulsseesu This is comparable to the

effects cocaine use has on its user “(Beebe & Wallg95 p. 449).

Users of cocaine describe the effects of the dimdasly. This description includes
feelings of euphoria, increased energy, talkatwel mentally alert. It can also
temporarily decrease the need for food and sleiggét 1984). Cocaine use has
repeatedly been associated with an increased fristnomitting a crime once a user has
taken the drug. Therefore, it becomes imperativesearch whether or not the
similarities of cocaine and methamphetamine tram$aato whether using

methamphetamine also increases the risk of thetosgmmit a crime.

The differences in the effects of cocaine and nmafiteetamine use are firstly, the

way in which the body mechanisms respond to thg dnce it has entered the body.

“Although their overall actions are similar, thesea fundamental difference in
the mechanisms by which amphetamine and cocainease neurotransmitter
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levels in the synaptic cleft. Cocaine appears hbihthe removal of transmitter
that is released by neuronal activity (Fig. 2) @adction is dependent on
extracellular [Ca.sup.2+] [20], whereas amphetamaeses transmitter to be
transported extraneuronally (Beebe & Walley, 1995149).

Secondly, there are psychopharmacological differefetween crack and
methamphetamine use. In contrast to crack, methatapiine produces a longer lasting
high. As a result, methamphetamine users are alskntain away from the market
environment longer as they are not constantly “clggthe pipe” (Lattimore, 1997). It is
imperative to study whether or not these differfigcts transcend into the risk of
committing a crime once a user has taken the dfimprefore, these contradictory
findings suggest the drug/crime nexus may be diffefor methamphetamine than for

cocaine.

Lastly, methamphetamine and cocaine differ in sfpeee. Methamphetamine is
cheaper than cocaine and crack cocaine for thaenetcording to the Institute for
Defense Analysis (2008), Estimated the Annual RyereExpected Pure Gram of
Methamphetamine in various Cities, Retail Level (8.1.0 g, Evaluated at 0.3 g),
Constant 2007 Dollars ranges from $16.10 to $138el#nding on the purity level. In
comparison, the street price of cocaine ranges #5662 to $304.66 depending on the
purity level. The street price of crack cocainegesfrom $61.23 $318.20 depending on
the purity level. Therefore, it is not only cheapebuy methamphetamine but the drug

results in a longer lasting high than cocaine.
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Cocaine Use and Crime (Violent, Property, Drug Sales)

Since 1980, cocaine has received more attention fesearchers than any other
nonnarcotic drug. The comparisons and distingugshifferences have been cited
regarding the effects of cocaine and methamphetomnma user in several previous
studies ((Beebe & Walley, 1995; Lattimore, 1997WRan et al., 2000;Garlow et al.,
2002;Glasner-Edwards, 2008; Chitwood et al., 200Bgrefore, it is essential to study
both the common and differing effects these drugg have on their user, specifically

regarding criminal behavior both violent, prope®iated and drug sale crimes.

Several studies of cocaine users from these twgstibources have associated
cocaine use with high crime rates overall. One stietly conducted by Johnson, Wish
and Huizinga (1993) offer strong support for a @eeand crime association. In an
analysis of data involving a nationwide sample mgraximately 1,500 adolescents,
subjects reporting cocaine use, who representgdlo8¥% of the sample, accounted for
40% of all serious crime committed by the sampiaarother study of the cocaine and
crime association, involving over 3500 drug abusmts in 27 states. Collins et al.
(1985) found that frequency of cocaine use wasgtyoassociated with the commission
of income-generating crime. Additional researcbvehithat narcotic addicts greatly
increase their level of criminal offending duringripds of elevated narcotic use (Anglin
& Speckart, 1988). McGlothlin (1978) has shown thabme from property crime
escalates with increasing narcotic use. Howevethéu research does not show that same

results for other non-property crimes (Anglin & Skart, 1998).
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Marijuana Use and Crime (Violent, Property and Drug Sales)

Marijuana is the most frequently used illegal daegording to the 2011 National
Survey on Drug Use and Health. Additionally, staiesh as Massachusetts and Colorado
have decriminalized the use of marijuana are samtunts, while Washington is in the
process of legalizing its use. The need for re$eancthe associations between marijuana

use and crime is essential.

According to some research, there is no unequivegdence that marijuana use
causes violent behavior. In two separate revievesm(i@ssy et al., 1980; Wish &
Johnson, 1986), evidence linking marijuana useitoecwas found to be weak.
Additionally, there is virtually no research indicey an association between marijuana
use and crime for economic gain (Harrison & Gfroet892). Marijuana however, is low
in cost and easily attainable from small time desale comparison to cocaine which

research shows is associated with property crirmgljA & Speckhart, 1988).

Drug selling is the only crime that has shown aicant association between
marijuana use and crime. Marijuana use was notadsd with increased criminal
activity, except for the sale of drugs (Wish & Jsbn, 1986). Since marijuana users are
frequently multiple drug users, however, it is idifilt to isolate the criminogenic effects

of any one substance (Wish & Johnson, 1986).
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Chapter 3. Hypotheses

H1: H1: Respondents who reported cocaine use wilt@rpast 12 months will have an
increased risk of committing a violent crime withie past 12 months in comparison to

non-cocaine users.

H2:H2: Respondents who reported marijuana use nitteé past 12 months will not have
an increased risk committing a violent crime witthie past 12 months in comparison to

non-marijuana users.

H3: H3: Respondents who reported methamphetamine ukewhe past 12 months will
have an increased risk of committing a violent erwithin the past 12 months in

comparison to non-methamphetamine users.

H4: H4: Methamphetamine use reported in the last 12tinsomill not be associated with

committing a property crime within the past 12 nient

H5: H5: Marijuana use reported in the last 12 monthisnet be associated with

committing a property crime within the past 12 niant

H6: H6: Respondents who reported cocaine use in thé&2asonths will have an

increased risk of committing a property crime witkhie past 12 months.

H7:H7: Respondents who reported cocaine use withipalse 12 months will have an

increased risk of selling drugs within the pastiénths.

H6: H6: Respondents who reported methamphetamine ukehe past 12 months will

have an increased risk of selling drugs withinghset 12 months.
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H8:H8: Respondents who reported marijuana use mitte past 12 months will have an

increased risk of selling drugs within the pastiénths.
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Chapter 4. M ethodology

The research design is a quantitative approachhalges secondary data analysis
of the National Longitudinal Survey of Adolesceradith (Add Health). It is a nationally
representative sample of adolescents in grade®idgh 12 in the US in the 1994-95
school year. The data set analyzed is Wave 1lhef2008 National Longitudinal Survey
on Adolescent Health. Wave Il was chosen for asialyespondents were of the
appropriate for drug use and the age crime curkie.age crime curve increases
throughout teen years and then decreases oncéiaiual enters their twenties
(Farrington, 1986). According to previous reshaperson crimes peak later than
property crimes, and the rate declines more slovilly age. The peak years for person
and property offenses in self-report data are tltk teens, which are also the peak years
for property offenses in official data. In contrgstrson offenses in official data peak in
the late teens or early twenties (Hirschi & Gotigen 1983). Additionally, the
prevalence of drug use increases rapidly duringesdence and then decreases over
time. According to Chen and Kandel, most drug sdgoth initiated and stopped before
an individual’s late 20s (1995). Therefore, usingw¥ Il data where respondents are
aged 18-26 encompasses the time before drug ioitiahd use declines and the peak age
for violent crime while also accounting for thel &md of the peak age of property crime.
During Waves | and Il the respondents were at tnong of an age where the frequency

of drug use would be high enough to use for anslysrposes.

The Wave 1l public access version of the surveyg alaosen because of its

generalizability. It is a nationally representativagitudinal survey of adolescent health
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in the United States. This coupled with the faet thhas specific questions that are of
theoretical interest for this project. The publicass survey is the only version available
for public use. The public access version of ey limits the number of respondents
to 4,882 of the original Wave | respondents, 12,406 were then re-interviewed
between August 2001 and April 2002 for the Wavestilidy. Wave 11l respondents were
between 18 and 26 years old. Using this surveyretationship between illegal drug

use, and criminal behavior is explored.

The first wave of the National Longitudinal Survary Adolescent Health was
conducted in 1995. The primary sampling frame fddAdealth is a database collected
by Quality Education Data, Inc. Systematic samptmggthods and implicit stratification
ensure that the 80 high schools selected are mgsds/e of US schools with respect to
region of country, urbanicity, size, type, and &thip. Eligible high schools included an
11th grade and enrolled more than 30 students. khaire 70 percent of the originally
sampled high schools participated in Wave lll. Téeuitment effort resulted in a pair of

schools in each of 80 communities

The In-School Questionnaire, a self-administerstriment formatted for optical
scanning, was administered to more than 90,00@stadn grades 7 through 12 in a 45-
to 60-minute class period between September 1984panl 1995. There was no "make-
up" day for absent students. Parents were infoimadvance of the date of the
guestionnaire and could direct that their childnen participate. All students who
completed the In-School Questionnaire plus those vl not complete a questionnaire

but were listed on a school roster were eligiblestection into the core in-home
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sample. Students in each school were stratifiegragle and sex. About 17 students were
randomly chosen from each stratum so that a tb@bproximately 200 adolescents were
selected from each of the 80 pairs of schools.tA wore sample of 20,745 adolescents
participated in the In-Home interviews. The secaade of In-home interviews surveyed

almost 15,000 of the same students one year afdirst wave.

During Wave Il Interviews with 15,197 Wave | resgents were conducted in
2001 and 2002. The Wave lll sample consists of Waagticipants who could be
located and interviewed. A respondent did not lavgarticipate in Wave Il to qualify
for participation in Wave lll. Wave lll also coliteed High School Transcript Release
Forms as well as samples of urine (for sexuallydmaitted infections) and saliva (for
HIV testing and, for full siblings and twins, DNAteaction). The data set was weighted
using the binge sample variable in order to corttleetover sampling of certain minority

populations.

Dependent Variables:

Dependent Variable: For the purpose of this stidydependent variables will be
conceptualized with regard to the drug crime négadstein, 1985). The logic is that
different drugs will likely produce different effescon users and their likelihood of
engaging in the different types of crimes that cosgthe drug—crime nexus. Goldstein’s
drug crime nexus states that crime from drug usebeacategorized into 3 different
models. The first model defined as systematic cdiess with criminal behavior which

stems from the manufacturing and distribution lefgél drugs. The second model is
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defined as economic-compulsive crime. This modeldwith drug users who steal in
order to obtain money to finance the cost of tdeug habit. The third group is drug
users who commit crime because of some pharmacalogiaction that a particular drug
has with their body. Crime for this study will bpayationalized as Drug Sale Crime,

Property Crime and Violent crime.

Drug Sale Crimes

The Indicator of Drug Sale Crime was measured gjimnodd Health self- report

responses of one question:

In the past 12 months, did you sell marijuana beotllegal drugs?

This question was operationalized as a dichotomatiable (1=yes).

Property Crimes

The Indicators of Non-Violent crime were measutadtgh Add Health self- report

responses of six Non-Violent criminal activitieh€Be questions include:

In the past 12 months, did you steal somethinghwmrbre than $507?

In the past 12 months, did you steal somethingwiess than $50?

In the past 12 months, did you go into a houseuddimg to steal something?
In the past 12 months, did you buy, sell, or hodde property?

In the past 12 months, did you use someone elseditcard, bank card, or automatic
teller card without their permission or knowledge?

These questions were combined and operationalzadd&chotomous variable (1=yes).
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Violent Crime

The indicators of Violent Crime were measured tytostatistical analysis of Add Health

responses to these six questions:

In the past 12 months, did you use or threaters¢oauweapon to get something from
someone?

In the past 12 months, did you take part in a padight where a group of your friends
was against another group?

In the past 12 months, did you use a weapon igra7i

In the past 12 months, did you hurt someone bautyigh in a physical fight that he or
she needed care from a doctor or nurse?

In the past 12 months, have you been involvedghysical fight while on drugs?
In the past 12 months, have you pulled a knifewr gn someone?
In the past 12 months, have you shot or stabbe@soe?

These questions were combined and operationalgzadd&chotomous variable (1=yes).

| ndependent Variables:

Methamphetamine Use

The indicators of Methamphetamine Use were meagturedgh the question on
the Add Health survey which states: “In the pastryeve you used methamphetamine?”
Methamphetamine Use was operationalized for thpqa# of the research study as a
dichotomous variable in which 1=Yes, the respontiextused methamphetamine within
the past year and 0=No the respondent had notmmedthmphetamine within the past

year.
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Cocaine Use

The indicators of Cocaine Use were measured thrduglquestion on the Add
Health survey which states: “In the past year haeused cocaine?” Cocaine Use was
operationalized for the purpose of the researathysiis a dichotomous variable in which
1=Yes, the respondent had used cocaine withindeeyear and 0=No the respondent

had not used cocaine within the past year.

Marijuana Use

The indicators of Marijuana Use were measured tittdbe question on the Add
Health survey which states: “In the past year haaeused marijuana?” Marijuana Use
was operationalized for the purpose of the resestialy as a dichotomous variable in
which 1=Yes, the respondent had used marijuanamttie past year and 0=No the

respondent had not used marijuana within the peat y

Interaction of Cocaine Use and Methamphetamine

The indicators of Cocaine Use and Methamphetamare wieasured through the

guestion on the Add Health survey which states:

In the past year have you used cocaine?

In the past year have you used methamphetamine?

Coded as a dichotomous variable:

1=Yes, used BOTH methamphetamine and cocaine wtitleipast 12 months.
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0= No, Did not use meth OR cocaine within the g&smonths.

Control Variables

Control variables conceptualized as cohabitatiendgr, previously arrested and
education were used due to previous research vilaisliemonstrated that they have a
relationship with criminal activity. Cohabitatios used for two reasons. The first reason
references the “aging out effect”, where as arviddial ages out of crime they make
particular life choices which encourage them teetkdgal jobs and stay out the prison
system. When a person gets married and startsiby fidn@y begin to think of their
family’s need above their own and begin to make difioices that are more mainstream
and socially acceptable. For example, seekingnresat for a drug problem or obtaining
legal employment as opposed to drug dealing asi@so®f income (Matza, 1964;
Sampson et al 2006). Secondly, it has been sugbtstepotential biological effects of
methamphetamine may be intensified by situatiomalimstances. If a person is living
alone they may not be aware of how their methangohieie use is affecting their mental
well -being. They may develop psychotic symptonthsas hallucinations and without
another individual present to cross-check whetlheod what they are seeing is real they
may begin to act upon those hallucinations andeddéeper into the psychosis. In a
review of the drug violence relationship literatuparker and Auerhahn (1998) noted that
a lack of social interaction may increase the charior amphetamine-related violence
because users are unable to “cross-check” theavih@hwith other individuals who
cohabitate with them. However Gender is used asta variable because on average

males are more likely in comparison to femaless® illegal drugs and commit crimes
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(Pennell, 1999; Hendelang, Hirschi, & Weiss, 19&Ducation is negatively associated
with drug use and crime. In essence, the more ¢iduca person receives the less likely
they are to commit crimes or use drugs (Lochner &étti 2004). Whether or not an
individual had been arrested is used because ancelzidual has experience with the
criminal justice system they are more likely to eoinanother crime in comparison to

those who have never been arrested (Freeman,.2003)

Additionally other drug variables such as cocaise and marijuana use were to
be controlled for because previous research hasaited a relationship between using
these illegal drugs and violent behavior (Putnid@3 Uggen and Thompson 2003,
Cartier et al 2006). Additionally, the use of mplké drugs at the same time, or poly-drug
use, which includes the use of any of the illegabd stated above in combination with

methamphetamine, may affect the association betwethamphetamine use and crime.
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Chapter 5. Analysis

Table 1: Univariate Analysis

Category Levels N Valid% SD

Dependent (Past 12 mths)

Violent Crime 4801 3474
1=Yes 674 14.0%
0=No 4127 86.0 %

Property Crime 4812 .3895
1=Yes 897 18.6%
0=No 3915 81.4%

Drug Sales Crime 4821 .2632
1=Yes 361 7.5%
0=No 4460 92.5%

Independent (Past 12 mths)

Methamphetamine Use 4879 .1549
1=Yes 120 2.5%
0=No 4759 97.5%

Cocaine Use 4882 .2398
1=Yes 299 6.1%
0=No 4583 93.9%

Marijuana Use 4880 4661
1=Yes 1556 31.9%
0=No 3324 68.1%

Meth/Coc Use 4881 .1254
1=Yes 78 1.6%
0=No 4803 98.4%

National Longitudinal Survey on Adolescent Heal@02
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Category Levels N Valid% SD

Control

Education (O=High School Diploma)

Drop-Out 4882 .2465
1=Yes 617 12.6%
0=No 4262 87.4%

Currently in School 4875 .4842
1=Yes 1828 37.5%
0=No 3047 62.5%

GED Received 4877 .2632
1=Yes 365 7.5%
0=No 4512 92.5%

High School Diploma 4875 3119
1=Yes 4045 82.9%
0=No 830 17.1%

College Degree 4879 .3859
1=Yes 888 18.2%
0=No 3991 81.8%

Race (0=White)

White 4882 4169
1=Yes 3376 69.2%
0=No 1506 30.8%

Black 4882 4322

1=Yes 1213 24.8%
0=No 3669 75.2%

National Longitudinal Survey on Adolescent Heal@®2
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Category Levels N Valid% SD

Hispanic 4882 .2104
1=Yes 522 10.7%
0=No 4360 89.3%

American Indian 4882 .2105
1=Yes 226 4.6%
0=No 4656 95.4%

Asian 4882 .2105
1=Yes 227 4.6%
0=No 4655 95.4%

Ever Arrested 4843 3119
1=Yes 529 10.9%
0=No 4314 89.1%

Cohabitation 4629 .2909
1=Yes 432 9.3%
0=No 4197 90.7%

Gender 4882 .2909
1=Female 2629 53.9%
0=Male 2253 46.1%

National Longitudinal Survey on Adolescent Heal@i®2

35



In table 1, the frequencies, standard deviationlsvaitid percentages of the
dependent, independent and control variables apagied. Property crimes are
displayed has having the highest frequency of gepanses at 897. Therefore, 18.6% of
the respondents admitted to having committed agutgrime within the past 12
months. The frequency of respondents who admitte@dtmitting a violent crime
within the past 12 months is 674. Therefore, 14%hefrespondents admitted to
committing a violent crime within the past 12 mantihe frequency of drug sale crimes
is about half of the frequency of violent crime§13Therefore, 7.5% of respondents

admitted to selling drugs within the past 12 months

Marijuana is most frequently used drug in comparigomethamphetamine and
cocaine according to the National Longitudinal &yref Adolescent Health 2008. 1556
respondents admitted to using marijuana withinpd& 12 months. Therefore, 31.0% of
the respondents admitted to using marijuana withenpast 12 months. 299 respondents
admitted to using cocaine within the past 12 marithgrefore, 6.1% of the respondents
admitted to having used cocaine within the pagnbaths, while 120 respondents, 2.5%,
admitted to using methamphetamine within the pasntnths. Additionally, 78 or 1.6%
of respondents admitted to using both methamphe&and cocaine within the past 12
months. This means that of the 299 cocaine us2isu&ed cocaine and not
methamphetamine while only 42 out of the 120 methfsgtamine users used
methamphetamine and not cocaine. Therefore, therityapf methamphetamine users
were also using cocaine in addition to methamphieimvhile the majority of cocaine

users did not use methamphetamine.
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The majority of respondents, (4045), received & Isichool diploma with only
(617) respondents admitting to dropping out of stihefore achieving a high school
diploma. The majority of respondents were whitel@2with an over-representative
number of respondents who were Black (1213). Tlas worrected during the analysis by
weighting the data using the binge sample vari&i8e9% percent of the respondents
were female while 46.1% of the respondents wer@ méhe majority of respondents
(90.7%) reported living with someone else duringtilne of the survey. Additionally,

10.9% of the respondents admitted to being arresietetime in their lifetime
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Table 2: Demogr aphics of M ethamphetamine users (within the past 12 months)

Category Levels N Valid%
Age (years
19-20 120
1=Yes 37 30.8%
0=No 83 69.2%
21-22 120
1=Yes 47 39.2%
0=No 73 60.8%
23-24 120
1=Yes 32 26.6%
0=No 88 73.4%
25-26 120
1=Yes 4 3.3%
0=No 116 96.7%
Education
Drop-Out 120
1=Yes 26 21.7%
0=No 94 78.3%
Currently in School 120
1=Yes 35 29.2%
0=No 85 78.8%
GED Received 120
1=Yes 13 10.8%
0=No 107 89.2%

National Longitudinal Survey on Adolescent Heal@i®2
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Category Levels N Valid%
High School Diploma 120
1=Yes 50 41.7%
0=No 70 58.3%
College Degree 120
1=Yes 7 5.8%
0=No 113 94.2%
Race (0=White)
White 120
1=Yes 96 80.0%
0=No 24 20.0%
Black 120
1=Yes 12 10.0%
0=No 108 90.0%
Hispanic 120
1=Yes 13 10.8%
0=No 107 89.2%
American Indian 120
1=Yes 18 15.0%
0=No 102 85.5%
Asian 120
1=Yes 5 4.2%
0=No 115 95.8%

National Longitudinal Survey on Adolescent Heal@i®2
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Category Levels N Valid%
Control Variables
Ever Arrested 120
1=Yes 43 64.2%
0=No 77 35.8%
Cohabitation 119
1=Yes 105 88.2%
0=No 14 11.8%
Gender 120
1=Female 44 36.7%
0=Male 76 63.3%

National Longitudinal Survey on Adolescent Heal@02

In Table 2, the frequencies and valid percentagesliaplayed specifically for

those respondents who had used methamphetamina Wieéhpast 12 months. The

majority of methamphetamine users, 96% were betwleeages of 19-24. The highest

frequency of responses for meth users was fordhe 21-22 during the time of the

survey. 39% of the meth using respondents were 2P during the time of the

survey. The least frequent ages recorded for natilguespondents were 25-26 years of

age. These results are consistent with literahatclaims methamphetamine use is now

becoming more of young adult drug (Penell, 1999).

The majority of methamphetamine users is not atiyenrolled in school and had not

received a college degree. However, it is importamote that the majority of
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methamphetamine users did not drop out of highachderefore, GED and High
School diploma received are combined; the majafitmethamphetamine users, 60.8%

received a high school diploma or GED.

The majority of methamphetamine users, 80%, alitewhhese are not mutually
exclusive and therefore respondents were allowetidose more than one race to
describe themselves. Additionally, the majorit§,3%6 of the methamphetamine users
were male. The majority, 88.2%, of meth using resigmts live with someone else
during the time this survey was completed. Theselt® support previous literature
which claims that white males are more likely te nsethamphetamine than minorities
or females (Pennel, 1999). Additionally, the miéyoof methamphetamine users had
been arrested in their lifetime, 64 % of methamamate users had been arrested

sometime during their lifetime.

(Figures not shown).The demographics of cocaineswae very similar to
methamphetamine users. The majority of cocainesy$dr5%) were 22 years of age or
younger. The most frequently reported age for caxasers was, 22, years old. In
comparison to methamphetamine users, the majdritpaaine users 57.9% did not
obtain a high school diploma or a GED. The majavitgocaine users are also not
currently enrolled in school. The majority of coeausers, (259) reported white as their
race, while 63.5% of cocaine users were male. Aaltatly, the majority of cocaine

users, 61.9% had never been arrested during tfegimle.
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(Figures not shown). The demographics for marijusers are consistent with
those of methamphetamine and cocaine users. Fguara users the majority, (66.8%)
are 22 years of age or younger with the most fretiyeeported age being 22 years. The

majority of marijuana users, 75.2%, are white araden4.5%.
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Table 3: lllegal Drug Usage (past 12 mths) and Its Impact on Drug Sales Crime (in past 12
mths)

Cocaine Methamphetamine Use
Used Did Not Use Used Did Not Use
Yes 25.6% 3.6% 11.6% 1.3%
No 74.4% 96.4% 88.4% 98.7%
Chi-square 67.738** 36.113*
Number of cases 4794 4793

Source: National Longitudinal Survey on Adolesddaetlth 2008
*p<0.05. **p<0.01

Table 3 presents the results of a crosstab. Astiited in table 3 drug usage
within the past year did have an impact on whetinerot the respondent sold drugs
within the past 12 months. According to the taltle\e, respondents who had used
cocaine were 22% more likely to sell drugs thapoeslents who did not use cocaine
within the past 12 months. Additionally, respondanho used methamphetamine within
the past 12 months were 10.3% more likely to seigsg within the past 12 months than
those respondents who did not use methamphetarhioeever, the majority of cocaine
users, 74.4% and the majority of methamphetamieesi&3.4% did not report selling
drugs within the past 12 months. The results raggrcbocaine use were significant and

are supported by the literature previously discdgS®mmers & Baskin, 2006).

The results regarding methamphetamine use weres@siicant. These support
literature previously discussed (Gizzi & Gerkin08). Gizzi and Gerkin’s (2009) study
found that methamphetamine users were most likehate their charges involve drug

offenses, in comparison to property crime chargesvéolent crime charges.
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Table4: lllegal Drug Usage (past 12 mths) and Its Impact on Property Crime (in past 12

mths)
Cocaine Methamphetamine Use
Used Did Not Use Used Did Not Use
Yes 41.2% 18.1% 40.0% 19.5%
No 58.8% 81.9% 60.0% 80.5%
Chi-square 48.614** 19.659**
Number of cases 4794 4793

Source: National Longitudinal Survey on Adolesddaglth 2008
*p<0.05. **p<0.01

Table 4 presents the results of a crosstab. Astiited in table 4 drug usage
within the past year did have an impact on whetingrot the respondent committed a
non-violent crime within the past 12 months. Acaongato the table above, respondents
who had used cocaine were 23.7% more likely to ctramproperty crime than
respondents who did not use cocaine within the pasbhonths. Additionally,
respondents who used methamphetamine within thel@asonths were 20.5% more
likely to commit a property crime within the pag honths than those respondents who
did not use methamphetamine. However, the majofigocaine users, 58.8% and the
majority of methamphetamine users 60% did not fep@mnmitting a property crime
within the past 12 months. The results regardirgare use were significant and are
supported by the literature previously discusseaar¢hl et al., 1989, Harrison & Gfroerer,

1992).

The results regarding methamphetamine use weresgsidicant. These results

both support and contradict the literature previpdsscussed (Sommer & Baskin, 2006,
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Gizzi & Gerkin, 2009). These results contradict $wens and Baskin’s (2006) study,
which states that methamphetamine, is too cheagasity accessible for individuals to
steal in order to fund their drug habit. Howevhgde results do support Gizzi and
Gerkin's (2009) study, which found that the sectardest category of responses for
arrest charges was property crimes among methaarpiret users. Methamphetamine
users who were arrested were more likely to bestadefor drug possession or property

crime than for violent crime (Gizzi & Gerkin, 2009)
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Table5: lllegal Drug Usage (past 12 mths) and ItsImpact on Violent Crime (in past 12
mths)

Cocaine Methamphetamine Use
Used Did Not Use Used Did Not Use
Yes 46.0% 14.9% 40.0% 16.2%
No 54.0% 85.1% 60.0% 83.8%
Chi-square 32.605** 7.945%*
Number of cases 4801 4800

Source: National Longitudinal Survey on Adolesddaetlth 2008

*p<0.05. **p<0.01

Table 5 presents the results of a crosstab. Astilited in table 5 drug usage
within the past year did have an impact on whetinerot the respondent committed a
violent crime within the past 12 months. Accordinghe table above, respondents who
had used cocaine were 31.1% more likely to commibkent crime than respondents
who did not use cocaine within the past 12 moralaslitionally, respondents who used
methamphetamine within the past 12 months wered23m@re likely to commit a violent
crime within the past 12 months than those respatsdeho did not use
methamphetamine. However, the majority of cocasers, 54% and the majority of
methamphetamine users, 60% did not report committimiolent act within the past 12
months. These results were statistically signifiGard supported by the literature
discussed previously (Glasner-Edwards 2008, Som&&askin 2006, Cartier, Farabee
& Prendergast 2005, Garlow et al. 2002, Penndl 1299), which suggests that cocaine
and methamphetamine have similar but not identieathanisms of action and share
common psychiatric and psychosocial consequenaktharefore their usage and its

impact on violent crime is supported by this biaggianalysis.
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Table 6: Drug Sale Crimes

Model 1 Model 2 M odel 3 Model 4

M odel 5

B/ SE B /| SE B / SE B / SE

B / SE

Constant -2.277 (124)** -2.082 (.146)** -1.940 (218)** -1.441 (.234)**

Control
Variables

Gender 1.270 (.265)**
(0O=Male)

Race
(0O=White)

Black -450 (.314) 512 173 - .435 (.324)
Hispanic -2.834(1.046) .98 (1.060)  -2.975 (1.073)
Asian -271 (.621) 200 6p2 -.398 (.632)

American .685 (.453) .661 (.460) .559 (.465)
Indian

Education
(O=High School Diploma)

Drop out 217 (.348) 327.362)
GED Received -433 (.516) 465 (.521)

Enrolled in -.294 (.270) -.188 (.276)
School

College Degree -.164 (1.280) .200 (1.279)
Earned

Ever
Arrested

Cohabitation

I ndependent

Variables

(0=No)

MA Use 2.277 (.464)**2.195 (.489)* A8 (.502)** 2.416 (.527)**

-1.713 (.251)**

-1.030 (.276)*

-.476.331)
131(1.138)
-.440460)

.480482)

196 (.373)
-555  (.543)

-156  (.282)

-.391 (1.267)

1.431 (.333)*

2.275(.534)**

Source: National Longitudinal Survey on Adolesadaalth 2008

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.05. 8*p%
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Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9

B / SE B / SE B / SE B/ SE
Constant -1.741 (.253)** -1.862 (.259)** -3.329 (.409)** -3.329 (.409)**
Control
Variables
Gender -1.019 (.277)* -1.042 (.282)** -.908 (.301)** -.908 (.302)**
(0O=Male)
Race
(0O=White)
Black -501 (.332) -.389 (.341) -.198 (.371) -.199 (.372)
Hispanic -3.092 (1.136) 166 (.1.183) -2.800 (1.178) -2.800 (1.180)
Asian -411 (.649) .295 (.646) -.074 (.720) .074 (.720)
American 475 (485) .696 (.489) -718 (.553) 197 (.555)
Indian
Education
(O=High School Diploma)
Drop out 180 (.374) .092 (.386) -191 (.415) -191 (.416)
GED Received -.518 (.545) -.573 (.559) -.261 (.597) -.262 (.598)
Enrolled in School -.172 (.283) -.233 (.287) -596 (.314) -.597 (.315)
College Degree 418 (1.269) 290 (1.316) -.424 (1.332) 426 (1.340)
Earned
Ever 1.447 (.334)** 1.329 (.345)** 1.035 (.375)** 2O (.375)*
Arrested
Cohabitation .540 (.501) 48(513) - 475 (.536) 474 (.536)
I ndependent
Variables
(0=No)
MA 2.273 (.533)** .814 (.640) .556 (.611) .58B292)
Cocaine 1.943 (.421)* 1.035 (.423)* 1.033.444)*
Marijuana 2.764 (.386) ** 2.764 (.387)*
Coc/MA Use .0241.461)
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Using the National Longitudinal Survey on Adolasiclealth 2008, a logistic
regression was performed to analyze the associbdtween methamphetamine use in
the past 12 months, cocaine use in the past 12hmomtarijuana use in the past 12
months and drug sales committed within the pash@@ths. The results of these analyses
are reported in Table 6. In model 1, the coefficien methamphetamine use in the past
12 months is positive and significant (p=.000). Dldels ratio for methamphetamine
users in the past 12 months versus non-methampimetarsers is exp (2.277) =9.747.
This implies that the odds of selling drugs witthe past 12 months is 9.747 times as
likely for methamphetamine users as it is for nogtimmmphetamine users.
Methamphetamine use within the past 12 months ase®the likelihood of selling
illegal drugs within the past 12 months in compamiso those who did not use
methamphetamine within the past 12 months.

In model 2, race, which includes Black, Hispadisian, American Indian and
White as the reference category, was controlledTioe coefficient for
methamphetamine use in the past 12 months remasiisve and significant (p=.010).
This implies that the odds of selling drugs witthe past 12 months is 8.980 times as
likely for methamphetamine users as it is for nogtilamphetamine users. The control
variable race is non-significant.

In model 3, education, which includes high schayob-out, currently enrolled in
school, GED received, 4 year bachelor’'s degreegbrehn received and high school
diploma received as the reference category is addezlcoefficient for
methamphetamine use in the past 12 months is y@sitid significant (p=.000). This

implies that the odds of selling drugs within tlespl2 months is 9.954 times as likely
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for methamphetamine users as it is for non-methataphine users. The coefficient for
education is non-significant.

In model 4, gender is added, the reference cataganale. The coefficient for
gender is negative and also significant (p=.000g ®dds ratio for females versus males
is exp (1.270) =3.560. The coefficient is negattherefore 1.000-3.560= 2.560, which
provides the odds ratio for males versus femalbis implies that the odds of selling
drugs within the past 12 months is 2.560 timeskas$yl for male respondents as it is for
female respondents. The coefficient for methamphigia use within the past 12 months
remains positive and significant (p=.000). The @ornt for methamphetamine use
within the past 12 months increases when gendetded to this model. This implies that
the odds of selling drugs within the past 12 mongHkl.201 times as likely for
methamphetamine users as it is for non-methampletansers.

In model 5, previously arrested was added to tbdah The coefficient of ever
arrested (in one’s lifetime) is positive and stataly significant (p=.000) This implies
that the odds of selling drugs within the past Xéhths is 4.183 times as likely for
respondents who have been arrested in their litetuas as it is from respondents who
have not been arrested sometime in their lifetidiso, this addition affects the
coefficient for methamphetamine use slightly. Thefticient for methamphetamine use
drops from 2.416 to 2.275. The coefficient for nagtiphetamine use remains positive
and significant (.000). This implies that the odélselling drugs within the past 12
months is 9.728 times as likely for methamphetamsess within the past 12 months as

it is for non-methamphetamine users.
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In model 6, cohabitation is added (1=Does not bdahkves alone). This addition
does not affect the coefficient for methamphetanuise within the past 12 months
remains, which remains positive and significant.(®8). The addition of cohabitation
does have an effect on the coefficient of eversaee The coefficient increases from
1.431 to 1.447. The coefficient of ever arrestadfie’s lifetime) is positive and
statistically significant (p=.000) This implies tithe odds of selling drugs within the past
12 months is 4.250 times as likely for responderiits have been arrested in their
lifetime as it is for respondents who have not baeested sometime in their lifetime.
Gender remains negative and significant (p=.000% doefficient for cohabitation is
non-significant.

In model 7, cocaine use within the past 12 morstlaglded. The coefficient for
cocaine use within the past twelve months is pas#ind significant (p=.000). The
coefficient of ever arrested (in one’s lifetime)issitive and statistically significant
(p=.000) This implies that the odds of selling drugthin the past 12 months is 6.979
times as likely for respondents who have used oecaithin the past 12 months as it is
for respondents who have not used cocaine witlarptst 12 months. With the addition
of cocaine use, methamphetamine use becomes nuifiesigt. The coefficient of ever
arrested (in one’s lifetime) remains positive atadistically significant (p=.000),
however it does decrease. The coefficient drops fta147 to 1.329. The coefficient of
ever arrested (in one’s lifetime) is positive atatistically significant (p=.000) This
implies that the odds of selling drugs within tlespl2 months is 3.778 times as likely
for respondents who have been arrested in thetiht as it is for respondents who have

not been arrested sometime in their lifetime. Toeffacient for gender is also affected by
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the addition of cocaine. The coefficient for gendemegative and significant (p=.000).
This implies that the odds of selling drugs witthe past 12 months is 1.834 times as
likely for respondents who used cocaine withinghast 12 months as it is for respondents
who have not used cocaine within the past 12 months

In model 8, marijuana use within the past 12 memradded. The coefficient for
marijuana use is positive and significant (p=.0a®)s implies that the odds of selling
drugs within the past 12 months is 15.863 timdgkaty for respondents who have used
marijuana within the past 12 months as it is fepmdents who have not used marijuana
within the past 12 months. The coefficient for dneause within the past twelve months
remains positive and significant (p=.015). Howevke, coefficient for cocaine use does
decrease dramatically from 1.943 to 1.035 oncejusara use is added to the model. This
implies that the odds of selling drugs within tlespl2 months is 2.813 times as likely
for respondents who have used cocaine within teeJ¥amonths as it is for respondents
who have not used cocaine within the past 12 moiiihs coefficient of ever arrested (in
one’s lifetime) is positive and statistically sifioant (p=.006). This implies that the odds
of selling drugs within the past 12 months is 2.8ffes as likely for respondents who
have been arrested within the past 12 monthsisi$at respondents who have not been
arrested within the past 12 months. Additionalhg toefficient for gender is affected
when marijuana is added to the model. The coeffidi@ gender is negative and
significant (p=.003). This implies that the oddssefling drugs within the past 12 months
is 1.479 times as likely for male respondents &sfiir female respondents.

Methamphetamine use remains non-significant.
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In model 9, the interaction of methamphetaminearsecocaine use within the
past 12 months is added to the model. The coefticsenon-significant. The coefficient
for marijuana use is not affected. It remains pasiand significant (p=.000). The
coefficient for cocaine use is also not affectethwiis addition. It remains positive and
significant (p=.020). The coefficient of ever ategs(in one’s lifetime) remains positive
and statistically significant (p=.006). The coefnt for gender remains negative and

significant (p=.003). Methamphetamine use is atih-significant.
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Table 7: Property Crime L ogistic Regressions

_ Modd 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

B /| SE B /| SE B / SE B / SE B / SE
Constant  -1.451 (.092)**  -1.370 (.114)** -1.377 (.172)** -.933 (.189)** -1.155 (.200)**
Control
Variables
Gender 1.002 (.189)** -.818 (.196)**
(0O=Male)
Race
(0O=White)
Black -.157(.225) =177 ((227)  -.109 (.232) -.132 (.236)
Hispanic -.153 (.306) -.137 (.309) -.156 (.314) -.126 (.B21
Asian -.373 (.496) -.348 (.498) -.530 (.505) -.583 (.520)
American -.261 (.396) -.264 (.399) -.354 (.405) -.420 Qn2
Indian
Education
(0O=High School Diploma)
Drop out .084 (.271) .1(1280) .004 (.289)
GED Received -.469 (.398) 949104) -.586 (.422)
Enrolled in -.027 (.199) .104 (.205) .142 (.209)
School
College Degree 1.593 (.969) 09.0974) 2.014 (.967)
Earned
Ever 1.410 (.295)*
Arrested
Cohabitation
I ndependent
Variables
(0=No)
MA Use 1.856 (.466)** 1.873 ((475)**  8B3 (.486)** 1.924 (.503)** 1.76541)**

Source: National Longitudinal Survey on Adolesadaalth 2008

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.05. 8*p%
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Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9

B/ SE B / SE B / SE B/ SE
Constant -1.178 (.202)** -1.275 (.206)** -1.618 (.229) -1.617 (.229)
Control
Variables
Gender -.808 (.197)** -.809 (.199)** -.755 (.202)** 754 (202)**
(0O=Male)
Race
(0O=White)
Black -.146 (.237) -.062 (.241) .014 (.245) .011 (.245)
Hispanic -.114 (.321) -.072 (.323) -.057 (.326) .059 (.326)
Asian -.562 (.521) -.492 (.519) -.388 (.525) -.389 (.525)
American -.432 (.421) -.291 (.422) -291 (.432) 42§.433)
Indian
Education
(O=High School Diploma)
Drop out -.002 (.290) -.052 (.296) -121 (.299) -.121 (.299)
GED Received -.564 (.423) -.599 (.430) -.460 (.432) -.465 (.433)
Enrolled in School .136 (.209) 127 (.197) .054 (.215) .053 (215)
College Degree  2.037 (.967) .042 (.979) 1.916 (.1.005)  1.905 (1.008)

Earned

Ever
Arrested

Cohabitation
I ndependent
Variables
(0=No)

MA

Use

Cocaine
Use

Marijuana

Use

Cocaine/MA Use

1.421 (.295)*

379 (.400)

1.758 (.514)*

347 (.301)*

343 4)0

.667(.610)

1.502 (.373)*

1.182 (.307)*

-304 (.404)

479 (.592)

1.066 (.381)*

955 (.208) **

1.179 (.308)**

.301404)

241 (.201)

1.038  (.399)*

919 (.208) **

319 (1.377)
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Using the National Longitudinal Survey on Adolasiclealth 2008, a logistic
regression was performed to analyze the associbdtween methamphetamine use in
the past 12 months, cocaine use in the past 12hmomiarijuana use in the past 12
months and property crime committed within the dg@&stonths. The results of these
analyses are reported in Table 7. In model 1, tedficient for methamphetamine use in
the past 12 months is positive and significant@p8). This implies that the odds of
committing a property crime within the past 12 nienits 6.398 times as likely for
methamphetamine users as it is for non-methamphetamers. Methamphetamine use
within the past 12 months increases the likelihobdommitting a property crime within
the past 12 months in comparison to those who didise methamphetamine within the
past 12 months.

In model 2, race, which includes Black, Hispadisian, American Indian and
White as the reference category, was controlledTioe coefficient for
methamphetamine use in the past 12 months remasiisve and significant (p=.010).
This implies that the odds of committing a propextyne within the past 12 months is
6.507 times as likely for methamphetamine usersiagor non-methamphetamine users.
The coefficient for race is non-significant.

In model 3, education, which includes high scharolp-out, currently enrolled in
school, GED received, 4 year bachelor’s degreeaghrehn received and high school
diploma received as the reference category is clbedirfor. The coefficient for
methamphetamine use in the past 12 months is p@sitid significant (p=.000). This

implies that the odds of committing a property aimithin the past 12 months is 6.378
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times as likely for methamphetamine users asfarison-methamphetamine users. The
coefficients for education are non-significant.

In model 4, gender is added, the reference cataganale. The coefficient for
gender is significant (p=.000). This implies tHa bdds of committing a property crime
within the past 12 months is 1.724 times as liketymale respondents as it is for female
respondents. The coefficient for methamphetamieenighin the past 12 months is
positive and significant (p=.000). The coefficiéot methamphetamine use rises from
1.853 to 1.924. This implies that the odds of cotting a property crime within the past
12 months is 6.848 times as likely for methampheatarasers as it is for non-
methamphetamine users.

In model 5, previously arrested is added to thel@hdl he coefficient of ever
arrested (in one’s lifetime) is positive and stataly significant (p=.000). This implies
that the odds of committing a property within tres{pl2 months is 4.100 times as likely
for respondents who have been arrested in thetrhe was as it is from respondents
who have not been arrested sometime in theirrifetiThe coefficient for
methamphetamine use drops from 1.924 to 1.761.iftpBes that the odds of
committing a property crime within the past 12 nienits 5.818 times as likely for
methamphetamine users as it is for non-methampleamsers. The coefficient for
gender remains significant (p=.000). This impliesttthe odds of committing a property
crime within the past 12 months is 1.263 timeskadyl for male respondents as it is for
female respondents.

In model 6, cohabitation is added (1=Does not bahkves alone).

Methamphetamine use within the past 12 months resagnificant (p=.000). The
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coefficient of ever arrested (in one’s lifetime)r&ns positive and statistically
significant (p=.000) and the coefficient for gendemains significant (p=.000). The
coefficient for cohabitation is non-significant.

In model 7, cocaine use within the past 12 moistlaglded. The coefficient for
cocaine use within the past twelve months is pas#ind significant (p=.000). This
implies that the odds of committing a property witthe past 12 months is 4.491 times
as likely for respondents who have used cocaineinvihe past 12 months as it is for
respondents who have not used cocaine within teel@Zamonths. Methamphetamine use
within the past 12 months becomes non-significatit the addition of cocaine use. The
coefficient of ever arrested (in one’s lifetime)r&ns positive and statistically
significant (p=.000). The coefficient for genderifected by this addition significant
(p=.000). This implies that the odds of committangroperty crime within the past 12
months is 1.127 times as likely for male responslastit is for female respondents.

In model 8, marijuana use within the past 12 memradded. The coefficient for
marijuana use within the past twelve months istp@sand significant (p=.000). This
implies that the odds of committing a property &imithin the past 12 months is 2.597
times as likely for respondents who have used oamg in the past 12 months as it is for
respondents who have not used marijuana. Methampime use within the past 12
months remains non-significant. The coefficientdocaine use is affected by the
addition of marijuana use within the past 12 momnththe model. The coefficient drops
from 1.502 to 1.066. The coefficient remains pgsitnd significant (p=.005). This
implies that the odds of committing a violent crimighin the past 12 months is 2.956

times as likely for respondents who used cocairtkimvthe past 12 months as it is for
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respondents who have not used cocaine within teeljZamonths. The coefficient of
ever arrested (in one’s lifetime) remains posiawe statistically significant (p=.000).
The coefficient of ever arrested remains is notdically effected and remains positive
and significant (p=.000). The coefficient for gendemains significant (p=.000).

In model 9, the interaction of methamphetaminearsecocaine use within the
past 12 months is added to the model. The coefticsenon-significant. The coefficient
for marijuana use drops significantly from .9559@9 but remains positive and
significant (p=.000). This implies that the oddsommitting a property crime within
the past 12 months is 2.506 times as likely fopoaslents who have used marijuana in
the past 12 months as it is for respondents whe havused marijuana. The coefficient
for cocaine use drops from 1.066 to 1.038 and nesnaositive and significant. This
implies that the odds of committing a property @imithin the past 12 months is 2.824
times as likely for respondents who used cocairkimvthe past 12 months as it is for
respondents who have not used cocaine within teeljZamonths. The coefficient of
ever arrested (in one’s lifetime) remains posiawe statistically significant (p=.000).
The coefficient for gender remains negative andiBagant (p=.000). Methamphetamine

use remains non-significant.

59



Table 8: Violent Crime Logistic Regressions

Model 1 M odel 2 Model 3 Mode 4 Model 5
B /| SE B /| SE B [/ SE B /| SE B [/ SE

Constant -1.193(.086)** -1.062 (.105)** -.957 (.158)**  -.484 (.177)** -1.298 (.208)**
Control
Variables
Gender -1.022 (.176)** -.851 (.182)**
(0O=Male)
Race
(0=White)
Black -.311(.213) -.33912 -.280 (.221) -.313 (.225)
Hispanic -.488 430 -.493 (.307) -.517 (.312) -.48317)
Asian -.266 (.436) -.28838% -.478 (.447) -.518 (.460)
American -.046 (.359) -.033 (.360) -.122 (.366) -.169 (.381)
Indian
Education

(0O=High School Diploma)
Drop out .044 (.255)* .015 (.265)* 111 (.271)*
GED Received -.354 (.360) -.396 (.367) -.469 (.382)

Enrolled in -.084 (.185) -.00890) .015 (.194)
School

College Degree -.918 (.623) -.903 (.632) -.900 (.643)
Earned

Ever 1.411 (.298)**
Arrested

Cohabitation

I ndependent
Variables
(0=No)

MA 1.812 (.477)** 1.776 (.484)**1.798 (.489)** 1.894 (.505)** 1.74%L7)**
Use

Source: National Longitudinal Survey on Adolesddatlth 2008

Note: Standard errors in parenthe *p<0.05. **p<0.01
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Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9

B / SE B / SE B / SE B/ SE
Constant -.720 (.187)** -.819 (.191)** -1.332 (217)** -1.810 (.242)**
Control
Variables
Gender -.834 (.183)** 852 (.186)** -.799 (.193)** -.95§.218)**
(0O=Male)
Race
(0O=White)
Black -.339 (.226) -.25B43) -.152 (.240) .529 (.248)
Hispanic -.467 (.318) -.443 (.321) -.238 (.327) 11§.340)
Asian -.483 (.461) -.427 (.460) -.264 (.478) -.692 (.651)
American -.183 (.383) -.03%34) -.021 (.401) -.168 (433
Indian
Education
(O=High School Diploma)
Drop out 124 (.275)* 157 (.279)* .280 (.288)* 601 (283)*
GED Received -.430 (.272) -.480 (.390) -.298 (.400) -.310 (.413)
Enrolled in School  -.002 (.194) -.006 (.197) -.123 (.206) -.330 (.235)
College Degree -.931 (.645) -.826 (.644) -.629 (.672) .338(1.190)
Earned
Ever 1.432 (.299)** 1.348 (.305)** 1.153 (.319)** U1 (.309)**
Arrested
Cohabitation .672 (.370) .629 (.376) -573(.381) -.131 (.480)
I ndependent
Variables
(0=No)
MA Use 1.742 (.518)* .520(.657) .211 (.599) 577 (.122)
Cocaine 1.703 (.385) 1.084 (.397)* 1.173 (.418)*
Use
Marijuana 1.364 (.197) ** 915 (.225)**
Use
Coc/MA Use 1.062 (.408)
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Using the National Longitudinal Survey on Adoledddealth 2008, a logistic
regression was performed to analyze the associbdtween methamphetamine use in
the past 12 months, cocaine use in the past 12hmomtarijuana use in the past 12
months and violent crime committed within the geE&dimonths. The results of these
analyses are reported in Table 8. In model 1, tedficient for methamphetamine use in
the past 12 months is positive and significant@f%). The odds ratio for
methamphetamine users in the past 12 months veesumethamphetamine users is exp
(1.812) =6.123. This implies that the odds of cotting a violent crime within the past
12 months is 6.123 times as likely for methamphe@tarasers as it is for non-
methamphetamine users. Methamphetamine use witbipdst 12 months increases the
likelihood of committing a violent crime within thgast 12 months in comparison to
those who did not use methamphetamine within tis¢ Ja months.

In model 2, race, which includes Black, Hispadisian, American Indian and
White as the reference category, was added to tteeinThe coefficient for
methamphetamine use in the past 12 months remasiisve and significant (p=.010).
This implies that the odds of committing a violeritme within the past 12 months is
5.906 times as likely for methamphetamine usersiagor non-methamphetamine users.
The coefficient for race is non-significant.

In model 3, education, which includes high schayob-out, currently enrolled in
school, GED received, 4 year bachelor’'s degreegbrehn received and high school
diploma received as the reference category is olbedi for. The coefficient for high

school drop-out is positive and significant (p=.pIthis implies that the odds of
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committing a violent crime within the past 12 mantk 1.045 times as likely for high
school drop outs as it is for those respondentsethained a high school diploma.
The coefficient for methamphetamine use in the pasnonths is positive and
significant (p=.011). This implies that the oddsofmmitting a violent crime within the
past 12 months is 6.038 times as likely for methagtgimine users as it is for non-
methamphetamine users.

In model 4, gender is added, the reference cataganale. The coefficient for
gender is also significant (p=.000). This implikattthe odds of committing a violent
crime within the past 12 months is 1.779 timeskadyl for male respondents as it is for
female respondents. The coefficient for methamphigia use within the past 12 months
is positive and significant (p=.012). The coeffrtidor methamphetamine use drops from
1.894 to 1745 with the addition of the coefficientr arrested (in one’s lifetime). This
implies that the odds of committing a violent crimighin the past 12 months is 5.726
times as likely for methamphetamine users asfarison-methamphetamine users. The
coefficient for high-school drop-out remains sigeaht at (p=.006).

In model 5, previously arrested in added to thel@holhe coefficient of ever
arrested (in one’s lifetime) is positive and stataly significant (p=.000). This implies
that the odds of committing a violent crime withire past 12 months is 4.100 times as
likely for respondents who have been arrestedeir thietime as it is from respondents
who have not been arrested sometime in theirrifetiThe coefficient for
methamphetamine use rises from 1.798 to 1.894 tdhpasitive and significant
(p=.012). This implies that the odds of committangiolent crime within the past 12

months is 6.645 times as likely for methamphetamsess as it is for non-
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methamphetamine users. The coefficient for higlesetdrop-out also remains
significant at (p=.006). The coefficient for higth®ol drop-out remains positive and
significant (p=.021). This implies that the oddscommitting a violent crime within the
past 12 months is 1.117 times as likely for highost drop outs as it is for respondents
who have obtained a high school diploma. The coefit for gender also remains
significant (p=.000).

In model 6, cohabitation is added (1=Does not bahkves alone).
Methamphetamine use within the past 12 months rsvagnificant (p=.050). The
coefficient of ever arrested (in one’s lifetime)ra@ns positive and statistically
significant (p=.000). The coefficient for high sdharop-out remains significant

(p=.021). The coefficient for gender is also ndeeted and remains significant (p=.000).

In model 7, cocaine use within the past 12 momladded. The coefficient for
cocaine use within the past twelve months is pas#ind significant (p=.000). This
implies that the odds of committing a violent crimighin the past 12 months is 5.490
times as likely for respondents who have used oecaithin the past 12 months as it is
for respondents who have not used cocaine witlamp#st 12 months. Methamphetamine
use within the past 12 months becomes non-signifiaéth the addition of cocaine use.
The coefficient of ever arrested (in one’s lifet)ymemains positive and statistically
significant (p=.000). The coefficient for high sdharop-out rises with the addition of
cocaine use and remains significant (p=.030). thies that the odds of committing a

violent crime within the past 12 months is 1.170ds as likely for high school drop outs
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as it is for respondents who have obtained a legba diploma. The coefficient for
gender remains significant (p=.000).

In model 8, marijuana use within the past 12 e added. The coefficient for
marijuana use within the past twelve months istp@sand significant (p=.000). This
implies that the odds of committing a violent crimighin the past 12 months is 3.912
times as likely for respondents who have used oamg in the past 12 months as it is for
respondents who have not used marijuana. Methaupire use within the past 12
months remains non-significant. The coefficientdocaine use is affected by the
addition of marijuana use within the past 12 momthihe model. The coefficient drops
from 1.703 to 1.084. The coefficient remains pgsitnd significant (p=.008). This
implies that the odds of committing a violent crimighin the past 12 months is 2.956
times as likely for respondents who used cocairtkimvthe past 12 months as it is for
respondents who have not used cocaine within teelZamonths. The coefficient for
high school drop-out is also affected by the addibf marijuana use within the past 12
months to the model. The coefficient for high sdhdrop-out rises from .157 to .280.
This implies that the odds of committing a violeritme within the past 12 months is
1.323 times as likely for high school drop outstas for respondents who have obtained
a high school diploma. High school drop- out remaignificant (p=.049). The
coefficient of ever arrested (in one’s lifetime)ra@ns positive and statistically
significant (p=.000). The coefficient of ever atezbdecreases from 1.348 to 1.153 when
marijuana use within the past 12 months if addetieéamodel. This implies that the odds

of committing a violent crime within the past 12 mtlos is 3.168 times as likely for
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respondents who have been previously arrestedsafoit respondents who not been
arrested in their lifetime. The coefficient fomgker remains significant (p=.000).

In model 9, the interaction of methamphetaminearsecocaine use within the
past 12 months is added to the model. The coefticsenon-significant. The coefficient
for marijuana use drops significantly from 1.3649&5 but remains positive and
significant (p=.000). This implies that the oddsommitting a violent crime within the
past 12 months is 2.497 times as likely for respotslwho have used marijuana in the
past 12 months as it is for respondents who hatesedl marijuana. The coefficient for
cocaine use rises from 1.084 to 1.173 and remaissiye and significant (p=005). This
implies that the odds of committing a violent crimighin the past 12 months is 3.232
times as likely for respondents who used cocairkimvthe past 12 months as it is for
respondents who have not used cocaine within teeljZamonths. The coefficient of
ever arrested (in one’s lifetime) remains posiawe statistically significant (p=.000).
The coefficient rises dramatically from 1.153 td70 with the addition of
methamphetamine and cocaine use. This implieghkratdds of committing a violent
crime within the past 12 months is 4.349 timeskadyl for respondents who have been
previously arrested as it is for respondents whdoren arrested in their lifetime. The
coefficient for gender remains negative and sigaiit (p=.000). The coefficient for high
school drop-out rises from .280 to .601 with tidsgliion. This implies that the odds of
committing a violent crime within the past 12 mantk 1.824 times as likely for high
school drop outs as it is for respondents who ledtained a high school diploma. High
school drop- out remains significant (p=.034). Metiphetamine use is still non-

significant.
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Chapter 6. Discussion

Drug Sales

According to previous research, the crime of sgllirugs is the most principal
criminal activity among drug users (Harrison & Gdrer, 1992). Methamphetamine
usage (before controlling for cocaine use) andtigtive and significant association
with drug sale crime is supported by previous ditere. Gizz and Gerkin (2009), show
that regular meth users were most likely to haedr ttharges involve drug offenses.
Drug possession and distribution charges repred&®®% of all responses. Of the 43

drug charge responses, 28 (65.2%) were possessnges.

However, once cocaine use was controlled for mephatamine use became
non-significant. These results are based off aftequency of methamphetamine users
which could account for the lack of statistical myvassociated with methamphetamine
use. However it is more likely that this result wi3dt is not the methamphetamine use
that is associated with selling drugs but the aoeaise. Therefore, once cocaine use is
controlled for methamphetamine use is not assatiatt selling drugs in comparison to

non-users. This result does not support the hygahe

Cocaine use and its association to drug sale crisre&so supported by previous
literature. Collins et al. (1985) found that frequag of cocaine use was strongly

associated with the commission of income-generatiimge.

Previous studies also show that marijuana is asativith the sale of the drug,

which is a non-violent crime (Wish & Johnson, 198R)erefore, the positive and
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significant association between drug use overallame can be explained by the
systematic model of crime (Goldstein, 1985). Thake use drugs are more likely than
those who do not use drugs to become involvedanlliggal drug market. According to
Goldstein (1985), the systematic model suggestdltbae involved with the illegal drug
market, such as distributing or manufacturing dlledyrugs have an increased association

with crime.

Gender was also significantly associated with dralg crimes. Males overall
were more likely than females to commit drug saimes. Gender, which was added in
model 4, was significant and remained significmbtighout the logistic regression. This
finding is consistent with previous literature, einistates that males are more likely than

females to commit crimes (Pennell, 1999; Hendel&tigchi & Weiss, 1981).

Previously arrested was also statistically sigafficand remained significant
through -out the logistic regression. Overall, mgtents who had been arrested
sometime in their life had an increased risk olirsgldrugs than respondents who had
never been arrested. This finding is consistertt pievious research. Previous literature
states, once an individual has experience witlctimeinal justice system they are more
likely to commit another crime in comparison toseavho have never been arrested

(Freeman, 2003).

Property Crime

Methamphetamine use within the past 12 months Wwawrs to be associated with
an increased likelihood of committing property cesrbut only until cocaine use was
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controlled for. This does not support the hypotheshich states that methamphetamine
use reported in the last 12 months will not be @ssed with committing a property

crime within the past 12 months. However, this ifgdis supported by certain previous
studies. Previous research studies support tleiatsn between methamphetamine use
and an increased likelihood of committing a properime. Gizzi and Gerkin (2009),
show that when meth users were arrested the séaaebt category of responses as to
what their arrest was for was property crimes. AGoldstein (1985) defines economic-
compulsive violence as the efforts drug users as#btain money to finance the high
costs of illicit drugs. This could be robbery, biarg or larceny in which the money is

used to finance the drug habit.

Also, this result may provide evidence toward tingilarities made by the media
and certain studies regarding the effects methataptiee and cocaine of on their user.
Literature suggests a similarity between cocairceraathamphetamine and the effects
that each drug has on its users (Glasner-Edwar@, Zearlow et al. 2002). Therefore, if
cocaine use is associated with an increased li@difof committing property crime
(McGilothlin, 1978; Collins et al., 1985; Anglin &®ckart, 1988) then, according to the

research stated above, methamphetamine use mayeasssociated with property crime.

Once cocaine use was controlled for, the assonistween methamphetamine
use and property crime became non-significant. Whanjuana was added the
methamphetamine use was still non-significant, &bdcaine use and marijuana use
were both significant. This finding does suppo# hHypothesis and is supported by

previous research (Wermuth, 2000; Boles & Miott@)2, Sommers & Baskin 2006).
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This result suggests that is not methamphetamatagiassociated with property crime

but cocaine (and marijuana).

In the case of methamphetamine, economic-computsiuee is less likely than
for other drugs. For example, some drug habits asatbcaine and heroin are expensive
and so economic violence is more likely to be ezlab these particular drugs (Boles &
Miotto, 2003). Additionally, methamphetamine is mdikely than other drugs such as
cocaine to be made for consumption purposes byl-$ima entrepreneurs (Wermuth,
2000). Therefore, methamphetamine users are ltkabe purchasing cheaper drugs and
are purchasing their drug of choice from a smaiktientrepreneur instead of a gang,
cartel or larger scale drug trafficking organizatishich does not support the suggested

link between methamphetamine and economic-computsime.

Cocaine use was statistically significant when addethe logistic regression.
This finding supported the hypothesis and was sdapg@dy previous literature. Previous
research shows that narcotic addicts greatly iserézeir level of criminal offending
during periods of elevated narcotic use (Anglin ge8kart, 1988). McGlothlin (1978)

has shown that income from property crime escalat#sincreasing narcotic use.

The interaction of cocaine and methamphetaminevaseadded to logistic
regression 9 in table 7 which affected the coedfitifor cocaine use. The coefficient for
cocaine use dropped once the interaction of co@demethamphetamine use was
added to the regression. It is stated earlierttfteamajority of respondents who admitted

to methamphetamine use within the past 12 monitsamitted to cocaine use in the
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past 12 months but the majority of respondents admitted to cocaine use within the
past 12 months did not admit to methamphetaminevitbén the past 12 months.
Therefore, since the coefficient for cocaine usmged once the interaction of cocaine
and methamphetamine was added this could furthmyostimethamphetamine use may
play a more pivotal role in the commitment of pape&rimes but likely through its

relationship with cocaine.

Marijuana use within the past 12 months was paditiand significantly
associated with an increased likelihood of comnmtt property crime within the past 12
months. This finding does not support the statgubthesis and contradicts previous
research and literature. Harrison & Gfroerer, ()98ate, there is virtually no research
indicating an association between marijuana usecente for economic gain. This
positive association between marijuana use andepipprime could again also
explained by the poly-drug users; those who useddnairugs and marijuana
simultaneously and therefore, it is not the maripiase that provides the association

with property crime but the harder drug being used.

Gender was also significantly associated with cralg crimes. Males overall
were more likely than females to commit drug salmes. Gender, which was added in
model 4 was significant and remained significanbtighout the logistic regression. This
finding is consistent with previous literature, ainistates that males are more likely than

females to commit crimes (Pennell, 1999; Hendelatagchi, and Weiss, 1981).
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Previously arrested was also statistically sigafficand remained significant
through- out the logistic regression. Overall, mgtents who had been arrested
sometime in their life had an increased risk olirsgldrugs than respondents who had
never been arrested. This finding is consistertt pievious research. Previous literature
states, once an individual has experience witlctimeinal justice system they are more
likely to commit another crime in comparison toseavho have never been arrested

(Freeman, 2003).

Violent Crime

Methamphetamine use within the past 12 months wssceated with an
increased likelihood of committing a violent crinvéhin the past 12 months in
comparison to non-methamphetamine users, untilicease was controlled for. This
finding supports the hypothesis which suggestedsiipe and significant relationship

between methamphetamine use and violent crime.

First, this study found that methamphetamine usgkimthe past 12 months was
associated with an increased likelihood of comnmtt violent crime within the past 12
months, controlling for race, education, cohalatiprevious arrest and gender only.
This research supports the hypothesis that methetaupime use is associated with an
increased likelihood of committing a violent crinddso, this finding supports previous
research (Pihl & Hoaken, 1997, Reiss & Roth 1998pB, Fritz, Blanton et al. 2000;
Cartier, Farabee & Prendergast 2005; Sommers &iBa2R06; Cartier et al., 2006)

which demonstrated methamphetamine use as a samifpredictor of violent acts.
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This finding also supports the suggested notiohdbeaine and
methamphetamine share a similar chemical makendpheerefore may in fact produce
similar effects (Glasner-Edwards 2008, Garlow e2@02). Previous research on
cocaine has received more attention from resea¢han any other illegal drug.
Researchers have shown an association betweemeacse and an increased likelihood
of committing a violent act (Glasner-Edwards, 20G8rlow et al. 2002). Researchers
have also documented similar effects of cocainenaetthamphetamine on a user
(Glasner-Edwards 2008, Garlow et al. 2002). Rebtesuggests that cocaine and
methamphetamine have similar but not identical me&ms of action and share
common psychiatric and psychosocial consequendasr{&- Edwards et al., 2008).
This study found an association between methamptetause and violent crime and an
association between cocaine use and violent crimehamay suggest that the effects of
cocaine and methamphetamine on a user may be imafarghan initially suggested.

This study supports this comparison between coaaidemethamphetamine.

Once cocaine use was controlled for, methamphetaose became non-
significant. This finding could be the result oétbmall sample of methamphetamine
users in comparison to the larger sample of coazsees and even larger sample of
marijuana users used in this study. However,mase probable that this result suggests
that it is not the methamphetamine use that iscéas®ol with the commitment of a
violent crime but the cocaine use that has theifsignt association with violent criminal
acts. When cocaine use is controlled for, methatapmee use became non-significant.

This finding could suggest that cocaine use igjaiicant predictor of violent criminal
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acts and methamphetamine use is not. This findisgpported by previous research
(Iritani & Hallfors &Bauer, 2007; Gizzi & Gerkin,@9), which did not find a significant

association between methamphetamine use and velenc

Cocaine use within the past 12 months was showe @ssociated with an
increased likelihood of committing a violent crinTénis finding supports the hypothesis
and is supported by previous literature (Johnsosh\Vi Huizinga, 1993). Cocaine use
and its positive and significant association withlent crime can be explained using
Goldstein’s drug crime nexus. The systematic medgpests that those involved with
the illegal drug market, such as distributing omofacturing illegal drugs have an
increased association with crime and violence. Serarand Baskin (2006), describe
cocaine and especially crack distribution as beimmgenched in [violent] street networks”

(p. 87). Therefore, the violent crime associatetth wocaine use may be caused by the

gang life responsible for the distribution of coeain the United States.

Additionally, the violent crime associated with eow use found in this study
could be explained by Goldstein’s (1985) econonaictpulsive model. The economic-
compulsive model is defined as the efforts drugsisse to obtain money to finance the
high costs of illicit drugs. This could be robbebyyrglary or larceny in which the money
is used to finance the drug habit. Violent crimiaelivity could occur if the individual
uses physical force or the threat of physical fancerder to obtain finances to support
their drug habit. Some drug habits such as cocamdeheroin are expensive and so
economic violence is more likely to be relatedhese particular drugs (Boles & Miotto,

2003). Cocaine because of its addictive potentidltagh cost could lead users to
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commit violent crimes in order to obtain moneyuod their drug habit which could

explain the association between cocaine use amehviorime found in this study.

When the interaction of cocaine and methamphetamaseadded to model 9 in
table 8, the coefficient for cocaine use was pealyi affected. It is stated earlier that the
majority of respondents who admitted to methamphita use within the past 12
months also admitted to cocaine use in the pastdriths but the majority of
respondents who admitted to cocaine use withip#se 12 months did not admit to
methamphetamine use within the past 12 months efdrey, since the coefficient for
cocaine use rose once the interaction of cocaiderethamphetamine was added this
could further support that it may be the cocairethat has more a significant

association with violent crime in comparison to hashphetamine.

Marijuana use within the past 12 months was paditiand significantly
associated with committing a violent crime withine {past 12 months. This finding does
not supports the hypothesis stated and contraplietsous research and literature which
found no association between marijuana use andngel (Gandossy et al., 1980; Wish &
Johnson, 1986). This finding could be explainedhgyfact that marijuana is the most
frequently and commonly used drug according ta2BEL National Survey on Drug Use
and Health. Therefore, this finding may suggest thase individuals who are using
harder drugs such as cocaine are also using nmaijbdarijuana users are frequently
multiple drug users, however, it is difficult talate the criminogenic effects of any one
substance (Wish & Johnson, 1986). Therefore, thecition found between marijuana

use and an increased likelihood of committing devibcrime could be attributed to
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harder drug users (ie. Methamphetamine and cocai@es), who are also using

marijuana.

High school drop-out, in reference to obtainingghtschool diploma, was
significant when added to the violent crime logistiodel 3 and remained significant
throughout. This finding supports previous literatwhich states that education is
negatively associated with drug use and crimesserce, the more education a person
receives the less likely they are to commit crimesse drugs (Lochner & Moretti 2004).
Therefore, if an individual has dropped out of hggihool in comparison to obtaining a

high school diploma there is a higher probabilitg@mmitting a violent crime.

Gender was also significantly associated with cralg crimes. Males overall
were more likely than females to commit drug salmes. Gender, which was added in
model 4 was significant and remained significanbtighout the logistic regression. This
finding is consistent with previous literature, ainistates that males are more likely than

females to commit crimes (Pennell, 1999; Hendelatagchi, and Weiss, 1981).

Previously arrested was also statistically sigafficand remained significant
through- out the logistic regression. Overall, mgtents who had been arrested
sometime in their life had an increased risk olirsgldrugs than respondents who had
never been arrested. This finding is consistertt pievious research. Previous literature
states, once an individual has experience witlctimeinal justice system they are more
likely to commit another crime in comparison toseavho have never been arrested

(Freeman, 2003).
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Limitations

One limitation of this study is that there is ndidigve way to show if the illegal
drug use occurred before the committed crime. Eleangh both illegal drug usage and
crime committed are measured in past 12 monthg, ukage still could have occurred
after the crime committed. Secondly, the frequeusxy rates for methamphetamine were
much smaller in comparison to cocaine and marijuesage. Therefore, the results could
have been affected and methamphetamine use coutdare of an effect than shown in
this study. However, the demographics of methangshiete users is quite similar to that
of cocaine users and marijuana users. Thirdly veagenot used as a control variable. Age
was not used as a control variable because thewas already limited to young
adults, aged 18-26 with the majority of respondéaitsng between 22 and 24 years of
age. Therefore, since the majority of respondergsaged between 22 and 24 it is likely
that the drug crime nexus and its effects can teepreted the same for this sample..
Lastly, the data set used was from 2008, whichccméan that the results are not

generalizable to young adults today.

Further Research

Further research must be done on methamphetamenenaisthe effects of using
this drug. Research studies should be done plkatigwn why individuals start using
methamphetamine and what actions occur once tleegrathe drug. Methamphetamine
use and the crimes that people commit while urfeeirtfluence of the drug is especially

important. Media coverage has suggested that whidier the influence of
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methamphetamine violence ensues. It is essentslitty whether or not violent acts are
committed not simply by methamphetamine usersdther while a methamphetamine
user is under the influence of the drug. It is inapige to research the impact that

methamphetamine has on its user and on societyvasle.

Additionally, the cocaine/methamphetamine paradstwould be explored in
further research. Research should be done compiaengitiation into cocaine use and
methamphetamine use. Then comparing the effectdrtigehas on the user. Is the crimes
cocaine users commit different and motivated déifelly than the crimes

methamphetamine users commit?
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Chapter 7. Conclusion

In conclusion, this thesis aimed to provide evidettcthe research questions,
does the illegal drug use defined as (methamphatmocaine and marijuana use within
the past 12 months) increase the risk of committige, (defined as drug sales, violent
and property crime within the past 12 months). Thesis found that once cocaine use
was controlled for, methamphetamine use was notcaged with an increased risk of
committing any crime. This result suggests that ot methamphetamine that has the

association with crime but cocaine.

The comparisons made by the media, politicianspaiedious studies regarding
the similar effects that cocaine and methamphetamave on their users are not
supported by this study. In fact, this study pregevidence that methamphetamine use

unlike cocaine use is not associated with an irsg@aisk of committing any crime.

Goldstein’s (1985), drug-crime nexus provides atétcal explanation as to why
certain drugs are associated with crime. Firstbgaine was shown to be associated with
an increased risk of committing crime. The merechohgesting cocaine is not shown to
be associated with any criminal activity; howewesing cocaine does put an individual at
an increased risk of committing a drug sale cripteperty crime or violent crime
because of the manufacturing and distribution afdry the cartel or gangs. Crime
could also occur because using a drug as expeasigecaine could result in a need to
steal in order to fund the drug habit. These twanacios could also result in a violent

crime being committed as well.
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Methamphetamine however, which was not associatédonme is low in cost to
manufacture and low in cost to purchase. Methanaphieke is cheaper than cocaine and
crack cocaine for that matter according to theitimst for Defense Analysis (2008),
Estimated the Annual Price per Expected Pure Giavethamphetamine in various
Cities, Retail Level (0.1 — 1.0 g, Evaluated at@).3Constant 2007 Dollars ranges from
$16.10 to $139.13 depending on the purity levetdmparison, the street price of
cocaine ranges from $51.62 to $304.66 dependirthepurity level. The street price of
crack cocaine ranges from $61.23 $318.20 deperatirtbe purity level. This coupled
with the fact that it is manufactured by small tisverepreneurs in comparison to cocaine
which is handled by cartels and gangs could proaidexplanation for the lack of

association between methamphetamine use and crime.

Sensationalizing drug effects and casting fearamiesy failed to bring the use of
crack down or lessen the effects that this drugdradociety as a whole. Therefore, it is
essential that we learn from this mistake and bagtake a closer look at
methamphetamine and the way in which it interagts wur society. This study provides
evidence that methamphetamine itself is not astagtiaith an increased risk of
committing crime. Instead of using the criminaltjos system to lock away drug users
for mandatory minimum sentences, especially wherethre studies providing evidence
that methamphetamine use alone is not associataccrme, different options should be

considered to treat this drug using population.

When fear began to rise with the crack cocaineespid, prison instead of

treatment was used as a solution to prevent aatidrag use and its effects. However,
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this only lead to an exceedingly alarming amourpexdple (specifically, low income and
minority individuals) housed in our prison systeon drug offenses. This study shows
that cocaine use is associated with an increasedf@ommitting crime. Therefore,
since people are still using cocaine and cocaiedaustill associated with crime what did
imprisoning crack/cocaine users achieve besidesm@dad a prison population that was
already out of control? From the crack/cocaine @pid, society can learn that
imprisonment does not prevent or deter drug usecente. This study found that
methamphetamine use alone is not associated viitie ciherefore, the act of simply
using a drug should not result in a prison systetrirbtreatment. Our society cannot
afford to imprison another drug using populaticspeially when imprisonment usually
results in the offender coming out worse than wihery went in. Imprisonment did not
deter or prevent cocaine use or crime associatddomcaine use, therefore it is time our
society learned from previous mistakes and opted foore beneficial plan to treat drug

use, treatment instead of prison.
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