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A Prolific and Other Priority Offenders (PPO) Strategy was launched by the UK Government
in April 2004. This strategy made special provisions for the drug treatment and rehabilitation
of prolific offenders as a key element of their management with the aim of reducing crime and
disorder in the UK. To a certain extent, the Prolific and Other Priority Offenders (PPO)
Strategy reflects recognition of a strong association between illicit drug use and criminal
behaviour.
For practitioners who deal with drugs and crime on a daily basis, the reality of the drugs-crime
link is certain. Numerous researchers are confirming what practitioners believe, and
documenting the relationship between drugs and crime. Many public policies and strategies
were developed on the basis of this knowledge. But, as Brownstein and Crossland (2003:1)
pointed out, although researchers and practitioners alike know the relationship exists, the
nature of that relationship continues to elude them. There is no lack of theories. The direct
cause model of the drug-crime relationship has attracted numerous supporters because it
states simply that either drug use leads to crime or crime leads to drug use. The simplicity of
this statement was so tempting, that many policies and programmes have been developed on
the basis of the direct cause model. Both, the American Arrestee Drug Abuse Monitoring
Programme - ADAM and the NEW-ADAM research programme in the UK have demonstrated
year after year that among people apprehended and charged with a crime, a large proportion
uses drugs. The NEW-ADAM programme of research also found that Heroin and Crack
Cocaine users were more likely to commit acquisitive crimes, particularly shoplifting, than any
other offences (Holloway and Bennet, 2004). Similar findings on the strength of the
relationship between Heroine use and certain types of acquisitive crime have also been
produced by Bennet (1998), Collins et al (1985), Nurco et al. (1985), McBride and McCoy
(1982), Ball et al. (1981), McBride (1976), Inciardi and Chambers (1972) and Eckerman
(1971).
However, as Goode (1997:119) has cautioned, even the fact that drugs and crime are
frequently found together or correlated does not demonstrate their causal connection. In a
recent review of literature, sociologists White and Gorman (2000) definitively dismissed the
direct causal model and concluded instead that the drugs-crime link is best explained by the
common cause model, in which any association of drugs and crime has a cluster of causes.
Researchers who support the common cause model believe that to adequately understand
the relationship between drugs and crime requires attention to many social, cultural, chemical
and biological issues. A significant implication of this model for policy and practice is that any
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response to drugs and crime that works in one set of circumstances may not work in another.
For researchers, it means that the research agenda is endless.
This article provides a brief overview of the existing research into the links between drugs and
crime in general, and acquisitive crime in particular. It also covers a General Theory of Crime
that combines classical (rational choice) theory of crime with a positivist (control) theory of
deviant behaviour, and offender-oriented crime prevention perspectives.
To approach the subject of this article, one should, first of all, identify the meaning of the key
terms such as ‘drug’, ‘problem drug user/misuser’, ‘drug-related crime’ and ‘acquisitive crime’.
For the purpose of this article the terminology of the Advisory Council on the Misuse of Drugs
(ACMD: 1982, 1988) was used to define 'problem drug user/misuser' as anyone who
experiences social, psychological, physical or legal problems related to intoxication and/or
excessive consumption and/or dependence as a consequence of his/her own use of drugs or
other chemical substances. It is important to mention that the above definition of problem drug
users includes a wider group than just dependent users. As Strang et al (1993) pointed out,
dependent misuse and problem misuse are not necessarily the same thing: non-dependent
use can create all sorts of problems and some dependent misusers cope with their
dependency without serious problems. Therefore, this research will be concerned with
dependent users whose dependency caused them problems, and those users who – even
though non-dependent – get involved in the criminal justice process as a result of problems
related to their drug use.
A 'drug' is defined for the purpose of this article as any substance that changes the way in
which the mind and body works. This definition incorporates illegal drugs (i.e. heroin,
cannabis, cocaine, LSD, amphetamines) as well as legal drugs (i.e. alcohol, tobacco,
caffeine), over-the-counter and prescription medicines (i.e. Paracetamol, tranquillisers,
Prozac) and solvents. Strict distinguishing between licit and illicit drugs for the purpose of
crime reduction can be unhelpful because many offenders have problems with both hard
drugs and alcohol.
There are three principal ways in which the relationship between drug use and other forms of
offending is believed to work: there are crimes that are related to the drug trade (for example,
the use of violence to gain and maintain control of drug markets); there are offences that are
drug induced (the effects of some drugs make it more likely that people will commit certain
kinds of offences; for example, there is a link between crack cocaine and violent offending);
and there are offences that are believed to be drug-related (for example, acquisitive crime), in
the sense that the proceeds are spent on drugs (Roberts, 2003:4). The last (third) kind of
relationship between drugs and acquisitive crime will be examined for the purpose of this
research.
An 'acquisitive crime' describes offences where the perpetrator derives material gain from the
crime. This encompasses crime types such as burglary, robbery, theft (including shoplifting),
vehicle crime, fraud and counterfeiting. It is important to mention that terms ‘property crime’
and ‘acquisitive crime’ used as completely interchangeable by some academics (Nicholas et
al., 2005; Dodd et al., 2004; Simmons and Dodd, 2003; Simmons et al., 2002). However, not
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all crimes committed against property are acquisitive crimes. For example, such property
crimes as unauthorised taking of vehicles (without intent to permanently deprive the owner –
this will typically include ‘joyriding’ where the car is later discovered), criminal damage and
arson (with the exception of cases of insurance fraud) could not be classified as acquisitive
crimes. Therefore, for the purpose of this research the terms ‘property crime’ and ‘acquisitive
crime’ were used to encompass crime types such as burglary, robbery, theft of, and from,
vehicle, other theft (including shoplifting) and fraud.
The strong association between illicit drug use and criminal behaviour has been widely
acknowledged by academics and practitioners for many years. According to White (1990) and
White and Gorman (2000:170), three basic explanatory models were developed for the
relationship between drug use and crime: substance use leads to crime; crime leads to
substance use; and the relationship is either coincidental or explained by a set of common
causes. Each model may apply to different sub-groups of the population of drug-using
criminals or to different incidents of drug-related crime.
In its regular monitoring programme of drug use (Arrestee Drug Abuse Monitoring Programme
– ADAM), the United States has clearly demonstrated that some 50 per cent of male
arrestees across a wide geographic area regularly test positive for at least one drug (Lind et
al., 2002). These findings were thoroughly examined and supported by the recently
introduced Drug Use Monitoring in Australia (DUMA) and the NEW-ADAM research
programme set up by the UK Government in 1998. Evidence of strong links was discovered
there, particularly between property offending and opiate use (McRostie and Marshall, 2001;
Bennett et al, 2001). Similar findings on the strength of the relationship between Class A drug
use and certain types of acquisitive crime have also been produced by Allen (2005), Liriano
and Ramsay (2003), Bullock (2003a), Hammersley et al. (2003), Goulden and Sondhi (2001),
McGallagly and Dunn (2001), Hough et al. (2000), Spiess and Fallow (2000), Bennet (1998),
NAPO (1994), Hammersley et al. (1989), Jarvis and Parker (1989), Parker et al. (1988),
Nurco et al. (1985), Collins et al. (1985), McBride and McCoy (1982), Ball et al. (1981),
McBride (1976), Inciardi and Chambers (1972) and Eckerman (1971).
The findings of the NEW-ADAM research programme also demonstrated a ‘statistical link’
between levels of substance misuse and the commission of acquisitive crime by discovering
that heavy drug users were found particularly likely to be acquisitive offenders (Holloway et
al., 2004). Other UK (for example, Godfrey et al., 2002; Liriano and Ramsay, 2003) and
international research (Goldstein, 1981; Chaiken and Chaiken, 1990) also indicated a strong
positive correlation between the frequency of offending and the level of offenders’ illicit drug
use. This supports the conclusion that offenders with an expensive drug habit tend to commit
income-generating offences more often (Weatherburn et al., 2000).
The limitation of the above research is in its focus on the known offenders (arrestees). The
main distinction between known offenders and other offenders lies in the fact that they have
been caught. Therefore, it is important to remember that known offenders do not represent
the offending population as a whole, and it is possible that heavy drug users may be overrepresented in this group either as a result of their drug misuse or as a result of their high rate
of offending (Hough, 1996:16).
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Despite the wealth of research confirming the existence of links between drugs and crime, the
question of the exact dynamics of the drug-crime relationship continues to be argumentative.
The co-occurrence of illicit drug use and property crime does not, in itself, justify the
conclusion that drug use causes crime. Some early studies support this view, showing that
involvement in crime actually preceded drug use (Dobinson and Ward, 1987; Dobinson and
Poletti, 1998).
The studies published in the last 10-15 years point to a more complex inter-relationship
between drugs and crime. Hough (1996) differentiates between drug-related crime and drugdriven crime, suggesting that the causal relationship may take any of the following forms:
dependent drug use may predate other forms of crime and precipitate these; involvement in
property crime can predate drug use; dependent drug use may often amplify property
offending; drug use and property crime may both increase in an upward spiral. White and
Gorman (2000:174) suggested that it is also possible that the relationship between substance
use and crime is reciprocal. As Collins (1986) and Fagan and Chin (1999) explained, the
substance use and crime may be causally linked and mutually reinforcing and, therefore,
drinking and drug use may lead to more criminal behaviour and criminal behaviour may lead
to more drinking and drug use. Research also suggests that a distinction needs to be drawn
between experimental and problematic drug use. Edmunds et al. (1999) found that
experimental drug use generally predates contact with the criminal justice system, but use
becomes problematic after a criminal career has been established. This suggests that
criminal and drug using careers may develop in parallel and are mutually sustaining, with
acquisitive crime providing people with enough spare cash to develop a drug habit.
The common cause explanatory model, which suggests that substance use and crime do not
have a direct causal link, presents another perspective on the drugs-crime relationship. White
(1990) and White, Brick and Hansell (1993) argued that drug use and crime are related
because they share common causes, such as genetic or temperamental traits, antisocial
personality disorders, family alcoholism and poor relationships with parents. Fagan (1990)
and Gorman and White (1995) pointed out that sub-cultural norms may also reinforce both
criminal behaviour and substance use. That is, certain subcultures (for example, youth gangs)
may promote both crime and drug use as proof of masculinity, which would spuriously
influence the relationship between these two behaviours. Bursik (1988), Sampson et al.
(1997), Ensminger, Anthony and McCord (1997) and Skogan (1990) suggested that in
addition to individual-level and inter-personal level influences, drug use and crime may have
common environmental, situational and social causes.
As Walters (2000:4) pointed out, while existing research indicates that drug users are more
likely, than non-users to commit acquisitive crime, most crimes result from a variety of factors
(personal, situational, cultural, economic). Even when drugs are a cause, they are likely to be
only one factor among many. Assessing the nature and extent of the influence of drugs on
crime requires that reliable information about the offence and the offender be available and
that definitions be consistent.
The researchers found it extremely difficult to produce reliable estimates of the proportion of
crime which is drug-driven (where the offence is committed solely to pay for drugs) or drugrelated (where the proceeds of the offence happen to be spent on drugs). According to
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Mayhew et al (1989, 1993), statistics of the number of recorded crimes – whether or not they
are drug-related – are not straightforward; statistics of the losses incurred through crime are
very imprecise; the number of offenders involved in either acquisitive crime or drug misuse is
extremely hard to assess, as is their rate of offending.
Nicholas et al. (2005:15 and 49) pointed out that while falling considerably since 1995,
property crime accounted for the majority of both the British Crime Survey (BCS) and
recorded crime (78 per cent and 75 per cent respectively) in 2004/2005. However, these
figures should be treated with caution, because the BCS and police recorded crime
categories are not the same. For example, the BCS does not cover offences against nondomestic targets (ie businesses), and, therefore, does not include such crimes as theft of
business property, shoplifting and fraud.
It is also important to note that the reporting of acquisitive crime varies considerably by type of
offence (Thorpe and Ruparel, 2005). In BCS 2004/2005, reporting rates for thefts of vehicles
were the highest at 95 per cent, followed by burglaries in which something was stolen (77 per
cent). Reporting rates for theft from the person were much lower at 32 per cent (ditto,
2005:35). While 58 per cent of small businesses have been a victim of crime (many of which
were drug-related) in the last 12 months, only a minority of incidents is reported to the police.
For example, one of the favourite crimes of drug-using offenders - shoplifting - affects 12 per
cent of all businesses, but only 4 per cent of these crimes are reported. Cheque and credit
card fraud (another offence common among drug users) affects 8-9 per cent of businesses,
but only 2-3 per cent of incidents are reported (Federation of Small Businesses, 2005: 13-14).
Jansson et al (2005:61) argued that the police recorded statistics of fraud are a poor
indication of the real level and trends. Many cases of cheque and credit card fraud (legally
defined as deception) go unreported to the police. It happens, either because the victims are
unaware that they are being deceived, or because the cardholders, once they realise, are
more likely to inform the bank or card company than the police. For similar reasons, fraud and
forgery offences cannot be identified by the BCS.
Based on the cited evidence, it could be argued that acquisitive crime which is the most often
linked to drug use, particularly business-related, is seriously under-reported and that police
statistics do not reflect the full extent of the problem. As Michael Hough (1996) pointed out in
his review of the literature on drugs misuse and the criminal justice system, those attempts
that have been made to link acquisitive crime with drug misuse have been built on many
tentative assumptions. According to Hough, two approaches have been adopted by
researchers to date: estimating the number of crimes which can be attributed to drug misuse
and estimating the cost of crime which can be attributed to drug misuse.
The first approach was adopted by Mott (reported in ACMD, 1991), who estimated the
proportion of various types of acquisitive crime which could be attributed to dependent heroin
users in England and Wales in 1987. His work suggested that between 6 per cent and 24 per
cent of burglaries involving loss were committed by dependent heroine users, between 6 per
cent and 22 per cent of thefts from the person and between 0.6 per cent and 8 per cent of
shoplifting. Estimates of the proportion of the costs of crime accounted for by dependent
heroine use have been made by Blair (1994) and by the government green paper, ‘Tackling
Drugs Together’ (Lord President, 1994). Blair’s estimate was that half of the £4 billion cost of
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all thefts recorded by the police was attributed to drugs. The approach adopted by the Green
Paper (Lord President, 1994) built on Blair’s work in combination with some of the
assumptions made earlier by Mott (in ACMD:1991). The Green Paper gives estimates of the
proportion of dependent heroin use financed by crime based on recent Scottish, European
and American research. It stated that the overall cost of all types of acquisitive crime
committed by dependent heroin users to finance their drug use in 1992 fell somewhere
between £58 million and £864 million. This represents between 1 per cent and 20 per cent of
the costs of thefts recorded by the police. However, as Hough (1996) pointed out, the various
calculations and assumptions behind those two approaches were tentative and they would
only have to change slightly to produce very different estimates.
Hough (1996:15) noted that deciding what to count as a drug-related crime is very complex.
The practical problems in actually quantifying it are immense. However, UK researchers have
made some progress in finding out how problem users finance their habit. Bean and Pearson
(1992), Dean at al. (1992), Southwark DPT (1994) and Maddalena (1994) found evidence of a
growing overlap between crack and heroin use. They also have identified that a small minority
of heavy users could spend anything between 300 GBP and 800 GBP a day on drugs.
Expenditure on other illegal drugs is generally lower.
Findings of the research undertaken by Jarvis and Parker (1989), Stimson et al. (1993),
Power et al. (1993) and Klee and Morris (1994) show that the majority of problem drug users
in all the studies were unemployed and in receipt of benefit. A significant proportion of those
individuals reported that acquisitive crime was one of the ways by which they financed their
drug purchases. According to Hough (1996), there is no research in England identifying the
proportion of problem drug users’ income derived from crime. Studies of links between drugs
and crime in Scotland, North America and Europe vary in their findings. Depending on the
nature of the samples, this was identified as between 20 per cent and 50 per centt
(Hammersley and Morrison, 1997; Lord President, 1994).
As the above review of literature shows, our current knowledge about the volume and cost of
drug-related crime is very limited. However, it can be argued that the drugs-crime link is best
explained by the common cause model (White, 1990; White et al., 1993), in which any
association of drugs and crime has a number of causes (‘cluster of common causes’ concept
in the results of the research). The only certain conclusion from modern research into this
problem could be that problem drug misuse is responsible for a significant minority of
acquisitive crime in the UK.
REFERENCES
Allen, C. (2005) ‘The Links Between Heroin, Crack Cocaine and Crime: Where Does Street
Crime Fit In?’ The British Journal of Criminology. Volume 45, Number 3, May 2005.
ACMD (1982) Treatment and Rehabilitation. London:HMSO
ACMD (1988) Aids and Drug Misuse Part 1. London:HMSO
ACMD (1991) Drug Misusers and the Criminal Justice System. Part 1: Community resources
6

and the probation service. London: HMSO
Ball, J.C., Rosen, L., Flueck, J.A. and Nurco, D.N. (1981) ‘ The Criminality of Heroine
Addicts: When Addicted and When Off Ppiates’, in Inicardi J.A. (ed.), The Drug-Crime
Connection, 39-65. Beverly Hills, CA:Sage
Bean, P. and Pearson, Y. (1992) ‘Crack and Cocaine Use in Nottingham in 1989/90 and
1991/92’ in Mott, J. (ed) Cocaine and Crack in England and Wales. Research and Planning
Unit Paper No.70. London: Home Office
Bennet, T. (1998) Drugs and Crime: the results of research on drug testing and interviewing
arrestees. Home Office Research Study 183, London: Home Office
Bennett, T., Holloway, K. and Williams, T. (2001) Drug Use and Offending: Summary
Research from the First Year of the NEW-ADAM Research Programme, Findings 148,
London: Home Office
Blair, A. (1994) Drugs: the need for action. News release, Labour Party
Brownstein, H.H. and Crossland, C. (2003) Toward a Drugs and Crime Research Agenda
for 21st Century. Special Report (July). National Institute of Justice.
Bullock, T. (2003a) ‘ Changing levels of drug use before, during and after imprisonment’ in
Ramsay, M. (ed) Prisoners’ drug use and treatment: seven research studies. Home Office
Research Study 267. Home Office Research, Development and Statistics Directorate.
London: Home Office.
Bursik, R.J., Jr. (1988) ‘Social disorganization and theories of crime and delinquency:
Problems and prospects’. Criminology 26 (November): 519-551
Chaiken, J.M. and Chaiken, M.R. (1990) ‘Drugs and predatory crime.’ In Tonry, M. and
Wilson, J.Q. (Eds.) Drugs and Crime. Vol. 13 of Crime and Justice: A review of research.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Collins, J.J. (1986) (Ed.) Drinking and crime. New York: Guildford Publications.
Collins, J.J., Jr., Hubbard, R.L. and Rachal, J.V. (1985) ‘Expensive drugs use and illegal
income: a test of explanatory hypotheses’ Criminology 23:743-764
Dean, A., Carvell, A., Green, A., Pickering, H. and Stimson, G. (1992) ‘Cocaine and Crack
Use in Britain in 1990’, in Mott, J. (ed) Cocaine and Crack in England and Wales . Research
and Planning Unit Paper No.70. London: Home Office
Dobinson, I. and Ward, P. (1987) Drugs and Crime Phase 2: A study of individuals seeking
drug treatment, New South Wales Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research
Dobinson, I. and Poletti, T. (1998) Buying and Selling Heroin, New South Wales Bureau of
7

Crime Statistics and Research
Dodd, T., Nicholas, S., Povey, D. and Walker, A. (2004) Crime in England and Wales
2003/2004. Home Office Statistical Bulletin. Home Office Research, Development and
Statistics Directorate. London: Home Office
Eckerman, W.C. (1971) Drug Usage and Arrest Charges. Washington, DC: Department of
Justice Drug Control Division.
Edmunds M., Hough M., Turnball P.J. and May T. (1999) Doing Justice to Treatment:
Referring Offenders to Drug Services. DPAS Paper 2. London: Home Office.
Ensminger, M.E., Anthony, J.C. and McCord, J. (1997) ‘The inner city and drug use: Initial
findings from epidemiological study’. Drug and Alcohol Dependence 48 (December): 175-184.
Fagan, J. (1990) ‘Intoxication and Aggression’, in Tonry, M. and Wilson, J.Q. (eds.) Drugs and
Crime: Crime and Justice Volume 13. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Fagan, J. and Chin, K. (1990) ‘Violence as regulation and social control in the distribution of
crack’. In De La Rosa, M. et al. (Eds.) Drugs and Violence: Causes, correlates and
consequences. Research Monograph 103. Rockville, Maryland: U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services, National Institute on Drug Abuse.
Federation of Small Businesses (2005) Cracking Business Crime. London: Federation of
Small Businesses
Godfrey, C., Eaton, G., McDougall, C. and Culyer, A. (2002) The economic and social costs
of Class A drug use in England and Wales, 2000. Home Office Research Study 249. Home
Office Research, Development and Statistics Directorate. London: Home Office.
Goldstein, P.J. (1981) ‘Getting over: Economic alternatives to predatory crime among street
drug users’. In Inciardi, J.A. (Ed.) The drugs-crime connection. Beverly Hills: Sage
Publications.
Goode, E. (1997) Between Politics and Reason – The Drug Legalization Debate. New York:
St Martin’s Press.
Gorman, D.M. and White, H.R. (1995) ‘You can choose your friends, but do they choose
your crime? Implications of differential association theories for crime prevention policy’. In
Barlow. H. (Ed.) Criminology and public policy: Putting theory to work. Boulder, Colorado:
Westview Press.
Goulden, C. and Sondhi, A. (2001) At the margins: drug use by vulnerable young people in
the 1998/99 Youth Lifestyles Survey. Home Office Research Study 228. Home Office
Research, Development and Statistics Directorate. London: Home Office.
Hammersley, R. and Morrison, V. (1987) Effect of Polydrug Use on the Criminal Activities of
8

Heroin Users. British Journal of Addiction, 82, 899-906
Hammersley, R., Forsyth, A., Morrison, V. and Davies, J. (1989) ‘The relationship between
crime and opioid use’. British Journal of Addiction 84, pp.1029-1043
Hammersley, R., Marsland, L. and Reid, M. (2003) Substance use by young offenders: the
impact of the normalisation of drug use in the early years of the 21st century. Home Office
Research Study 261. Home Office Research and Statistics Directorate. London: Home Office
Holloway, K. and Bennet, T. (2004) The Results of the First two years of the NEW-ADAM
Programme. London: Home Office
Holloway, K., Bennett, T. and Lower, C. (2004) Trends in drug use and offending: the results
of NEW-ADAM Programme 1999-2002. London: Home Office
Hough M. (1996) Drugs Misuses and the Criminal Justice System: A Review of the Literature.
Paper 15. Drugs Prevention Initiative. London: Home Office
Hough, M., McSweeney, T. and Turnbull, P. (2000) A review paper prepared for
DrugScope’s submission to the Home Office Affairs Select Committee. Criminal Policy
research Unit, South Bank University As published on the Internet at www.drugscope.org.uk
Inciardi, J.A. and Chambers, C.D. (1972) ‘ Unreported Criminal Involvement of Narcotic
Addicts’. Journal of Drug Issues, 2: 57-64
Jansson, K., Roy, H. and Barrett, R. (2005) ‘Property Crime’. In Nicholas, S., Povey, D.,
Walker, A. and Kershaw, C. (eds.) Crime in England and Wales 2004/2005. Home Office
Statistical Bulletin. Home Office Research, Development and Statistics Directorate. London:
Home Office
Jarvis, G. and Parker, H. (1989) ‘Young Heroin Users and Crime’. British Journal of
Criminology 29, 2, 175-185
Klee, H. and Morris, J. (1994) ‘Crime and Drug Misuse: Economic and psychological aspects
of the criminal activities of heroin and amphetamine injectors’. Addiction Research, 1,4, 377386
Lind, B., Weatherburn, D., Shuling, C., Shanahan, M., Lancsar, E., Haas, M. and De
Abreu Lourenco, R. (2002) New South Wales Drug Court Evaluation: Cost-Effectiveness.
NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research and Centre for Health Economics Research
and Evaluation
Liriano, S. and Ramsay, M. (2003) ‘Prisoners’ drug use before prison and the links with
crime’ in Ramsay, M. (ed) Prisoners’ drug use and treatment: seven research studies. Home
Office Research Study 267. Home Office Research, Development and Statistics Directorate.
London: Home Office.

9

Lord President (1994) Government Green Paper, Tackling Drugs Together. Lord President
Maddalena, N. (1994) Drug Misusers Remanded in Custody. London: Inner London
Probation Service
Mayhew, P., Elliot, D. and Dowds, L. (1989) The 1988 British Crime Survey. Home Office
Research Study No.111. London: HMSO
Mayhew, P., Aye Maung, N. and Mirrlees-Black, C. (1993) The 1992 British Crime Survey.
Home Office Research Study No.132. London: HMSO
McBride, D.C. (1976) ‘The Relationships Between Type of Drug Use and Arrest Charge in an
Arrested Population’ in Research Triangle Institute (eds.) Drug Use and Crime. Springfield,
VA: National Technical Information Service
McBride, D.C. and McCoy, C.B. (1982) ‘Crime and Drugs: The Issues and Literature’,
Journal of Drugs Issues, 12: 137-152.
McGallagly, G. and Dunn, B. ( 2001) The criminal Histories of 372 Suspected Drug
Offenders, Scottish Executive Central research Unit, Crime and Criminal Justice Research
Findings No.52, Edinburgh, Scottish Executive.
McRostie, H. and Marshall, J. (2001) Drug-related property crime in South Australia in 2000.
Information Bulletin, Office of Crime Statistics.
NAPO (1994) Substance Abuse, Mental Vulnerability and the Criminal Justice System. A
Briefing from the National Association of Probation Officers. London: NAPO
Nicholas, S., Povey, D., Walker, A. and Kershaw, C. (2005) Crime in England and Wales
2004/2005. Home Office Statistical Bulletin. Home Office Research, Development and
Statistics Directorate. London: Home Office
Nurco, D.N., Ball, J.C., Shaffer, J.W. and Hanlon, T.E. (1985) ‘The Criminality of Narcotics
Addicts’, The Journal of Nervous and Mental Disease, 173:91-102
Parker, H., Bakx, K. and Newcombe, R. (1988) Living with heroin. The Impact of a Drugs
‘Epidemic’ on an English Community. Milton Keynes and Philadelphia: Open University Press.
Power, R., Kearns, G., Jones, S., Smith, J., Ward, J. (1993) Lifestyles (Part 1): Economic
behaviour of illicit drug users. Report to the Home Office.
Roberts, M. (2003) Drugs and crime: From warfare to welfare. London: Nacro
Sampson, R.J., Raudenbush, S.W. and Earls, F. (1997) ‘Neighbourhoods and violent crime:
A multilevel study of collective efficacy’. Science 277 (August): 918-924.
Simmons, J. and colleagues (2002) Crime in England and Wales 2001/2002. As published
10

on the Internet at www.homeoffice.gov.uk
Simmons, J. and Dodd, T. (2003) Crime in England and Wales 2002/2003. Home Office
Statistical Bulletin. Home Office Research, Development and Statistics Directorate. London:
Home Office
Skogan, W.G. (1990) Disorder and decline: Crime and the spiral of decay in American
neighbourhoods. Berkeley: University of California Press.
Southwark DPT (1994) Southwark Arrest Referral Pilot Project, Phase 2: Initial report of
findings after two years, February 1992 – January 1994. London: Southwark Drugs
Prevention Team.
Spiess, M. and Fallow, D. (2000) Drug-Related Crime. Fact Sheet. ONDCP: Drug Policy
Information Clearinghouse.
Stimson, G.V., Pickering, H., Green, A., Foster, R. and Power, R. (1993) Patterns and
Trends in Cocaine and Crack Use in England and Wales, 1990-1992. Report to the Home
Office.
Strang, J., Farrell, M. and Unnithan, S. (1993) ‘Treatment of Cocaine Abuse: Exploring the
condition and selecting the response’, in Bean, P. (ed.) Cocaine and Crack: Supply and use.
London: St Martin’s Press
Thorpe, K. and Ruparel, C. (2005) ‘Reporting and Recording crime’. In Nicholas, S., Povey,
D., Walker, A. and Kershaw, C. (eds.) Crime in England and Wales 2004/2005. Home Office
Statistical Bulletin. Home Office Research, Development and Statistics Directorate. London:
Home Office
Walters, J.P. (2000) Drug-Related Crime. Fact Sheet. ONDCP: Drug Policy Information
Clearinghouse. As published in the Internet on www.whitehousedrugpolicy.gov
Weatherburn, D., Topp, L., Midford, R. and Allsopp, S. (2000) Drug Crime Prevention and
Mitigation: A Literature Review and Research Agenda, New South Wales Bureau of Crime
Statistics and Research.
White, H.R. (1990) ‘The drug use – delinquency connection in adolescence’. In Weisheit, R.
(Ed.) Drugs, crime and criminal justice. Cincinnati: Anderson Publishing Company.
White, H.R., Brick, J. and Hansell, S. (1993) ‘A longitudinal investigation of alcohol use and
aggression in adolescence’. Supplement no.11. Journal of Studies on Alcohol (September):
62-77.
White, H.R. and Gorman, D.M. (2000) ‘Dynamics of the Drug-Crime Relationship’ in
LaFrente, B. (ed.) The Nature of Crime: Continuity and Change. Vol. 1 of Criminal Justice
2000. Washingron DC: National Institute of Justice, US Department of Justice.

11

