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PREFACE

This is the final report in a series of three praduced by the Bureau and
concerned with the relationship between heroin use and crime. The first
nal activities, respectively of a group of
and a group of individuals seeking treatment
ljores the criminal activities

two reports examined the crimi
imprisoned property offenders

for drug dependence. The present report exp
of a group of heroin user/dealers active within the community.

The results shed considerable light on the complex interrelationship
drug supply and the commission of property crime.
vidence that, for many

heir invelvement in

between drug use, As

with the earlier reports there is clear e
individuals, involvement in drug crime antedates ¢t

property crime. The effect of drug dependence would seem in these cases

to escalate rather than initiate involvement in property crime.
Perhaps the most interesting finding in the report, though, concerns the
pattern of involvement in the supply of illegal drugs. The common
distinction between users and dealers in heroin is not borne out by the
results of the present study. Active users seem to be drawn into the
chain of drug supply and distribution as a means of funding their own
addiction. The result is that, although the cash turnover of these
user/dealers is often very high (an average of $5,000/week), their
‘profits’ are almost entirely absorbed in funding their addiction.

The report also provides a model of heroin distribution showing the
pathways through which a kilogram of heroin is likely to pass on its way
to the ‘street’. The report, dealing as it does with the lower strata of
this distribution network, suggests that these levels may be more
vunerable to intervention and disruption by law enforcement than those
higher up the chain. Such a finding has great relevance to current drug
law enforcement policy and possible alternative strategies.

The report, overall, is one of the most interesting yet procduced by the
Bureau. I am sure it will foster greater community understanding of the
drug problem and new alternate strategies to combat it.

Dr Don Weatherburn
Director
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Between August and ©ctober 1987, 143 individuals were interviewed at
a field office established in the Kings Cross/Darlinghurst area of
individuals were selected on the basis that they were
active regular heroin user/sellers. Reqular using and selling were
defined as having occurred on at least three days per week. The
interview schedule was divided into two gsections: (1) Life history;
and (2) the Seven day diary. Finally, information was also collected
from a number of drug law enforcement agencies. This, together with
information supplied by respondents, has been used to describe hercin

distribution networks.

Sydney. These

Life history

*

Males (104) outnumbered females {39) by nearly 3 to 1.

* A typical respondent was likely to be male, single and aged in
his 20's. He nhad left school between the ages of 15 and 1%
and had either done so on or before obtaining the School

Certificate.

¥ Almost all (94.4%) respondents were elther unemployed (30.1%)
or on a pension (64.3%), usually sickness. when employed they
reported that their usual occupations were either unskilled
{25.5%) or in a skilled trade (26.3%).

* The mean ages of first and regular heroin use were 18.4 and
19.5 years respectively. Curiosity was the most mentioned
reason for initial heroin use. Their first hercin use episode
had usually taken place at a friend's place with friends who
had used before. It was often reported that it was these same
friends who “introduced’ the respondent to heroin. Most
respondents (76.2%) reported that they injected heroin on this

first occasion.

% The most common reason for progressing to regular heroin use
was because they liked the physical effects of the heroin.
This was followed by its use "to escape emotional pressures
and to cope’ and that in some cases “heroin was readily

available’.

* Apart from heroin, many respondents had also used cannabis
(61.5%}, alcohol (43.4%}), barbiturates (37.8%) and other
opiates (34.3%) regularly during the six months prior tc being

interviewed.

» Since the onset of regular heroin use, respondents, on

average, had abstained from drug use on 3.31 occasions. A
majority (61.3%) reported a longest period of abstinence of
between one and twenty-six weeks. The most common reascn for

this period of abstinence was being “fed-up’ or “sick of the

lifestyle’.
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On some occasions respondents “moved away to escape the
situation’. They re-used, however, because they often “got
back into the scene’ or “they were depressed’ or they
considered that they never really wanted to stop.

* Resgpondents reported numercus treatment experiences, the most
common being inpatient detoxification followed by therapeutic
communities. The most common reascon for seeking treatment
{(i.e. in relation to their longest episode} was being “fed-up’
or “sick of the lifestyle’. BAnother common reason was
‘pressure from authorities/police’. The major reasons for
re-use after treatment were “just wanted to use again’, “got
back into the scene’ and “couldn’t cope with the program’.
Nearly one-quarter {22.8%) also said that they had been using
throughout the program.

* Nearly 80 per cent (78.3%} of respondents reported at least
cne episode of regular property crime in the past. The same
number alsc reported an episode of the regular sale of drugs
{other than hereoin). Not surprisingly, therefore, nearly 90
per cent (87.4%) reported at least one conviction, usually for
a property crime followed by drug offences. More than half
(55.9%) also reported at least one period of incarceraticn
({including juvenile institutions).

* At the time of the interview more than half (53.8%) were
either on bail, a bond, probation or parole. The most common
offences were use/possess heroin (27.3%), break, enter and
steal (18.2%), and supply heroin (16.9%).

* By using the temporal segquence of drug use and crime it was
found that 42.0 per cent reported being regularly involved in
property crime before their first heroin episode. Exactly
half reported such an involvement before the onset of regular
heroin uge. A similar pattern wasg also found for a reported
regular involvement in the sale of other drugs; 43.8 per cent
reporting that it had occurred before first heroin use and
59.8 per cent before regular heroin use.

The seven day diary

* On average respondents spent $4,481.82 on heroin over the
seven days, with a range of between 5660 and $24,500. A
proportion of this was used, and the remainder sold.

* They had used on average 51,494.02. This resulted in an
average ratio of 3:1 between the amount obtained and the
amount used.

* Other drugs commonly uged during the seven days were cannabis,
alcohol, barbiturates and other opiates (including methadone).




* On average respondents had sold heroin with a reported value
of $4,526.12, with a range of between $350 and $24,650.
Sales, therefore, only just covered expenditure.

%+ Heroin was most commonly sold in $50, $75, 5100 and $150

deals.

* A majority of respondents (61.2%) had only one supplier. They
described this person as a full time dealer who sold, on
average, more than an ounce of heroin per day. The average
period of time that respondents had been dealing with their
main supplier was nearly two years. They had maintained this
relationship mainly due to the gquality, reliability and price
of the hercin.

* Many, sometimes elaborate, precautions were taken when “doing
pusiness’ with one’s supplier. These included pre-arranging
times and locations, keeping a lookout, transacting behind
“closed doors’ and using code over the telephone.

I EEEREE R

* On average, respondents had nearly 14 customers in the week
preceding the interview. These were described as regulars,
occasional or new. There was a preference for regular and
occasional customers and a desire to avoid dealing with
strangers. On average, three of the 14 customers were
prostitutes.

* Many respondents had dealt with their most regular customer
for more than six months. The benefits of regular customers
were security, reliability and that they paid on time.

* When dealing with their c<ustomers, respondents often reported
exchanging in private, “stashing’ their heroin, and
pre-arranging locations and times for sale. The most common
precaution taken when dealing with new customers was to check
their “bona fides' either by them having been “referred’ or by
‘pinned’ eyes or “track marks’.

* Only 46 respondents reported any property crime in the seven
days. This was most commonly shoplifting, often for personal
use, not resale.

Distribution networks

* Between 1984 and 1987, 268 heroin seizures were made at the
“eustomers barrier’. Common methods of importation were
baggage, cargo, secreted either on or within the person, or
the mail.




It is estimated that, where amounts of a kilogram or more are
imported, heroin will pass through five levels before it
reaches the “street’. These levels include importer,
wholesaler, ounce dealer, user/dealer and small time
uger/dealer. It is not suggested that this is always the
case,

While substantial profits are made by the top three levels,
user/dealers and small time user/dealers usually only “break
even’' in monetary terms, profits being used mainly to finance
further drug purchasges and use.




INTRODUCTION

There is no doubt that the use of illicit drugs is perceived as being
one of the most SLganlcant problems facing society in the 1980°s.
The Australian Drug Summit of 1985 has resulted in the largest
anti-drug campaign in this country’'s history, the National Campaign
Against Drug Abuse (NCADR). One of the primary concerns of the
campaign ig the relationship between drugs and crime, and in this
regard heroin is seen as the drug of major concern. In a recent
national public opinion pell, for example, heroin trafficking was
seen as second only to murder by stabbing as the most gericus crime
in our community today (Rustralian Institute of Criminology, 1986).

Given this concern, it is surprising that there is an alarming
shortage of reliable informaticn on this topic in Australia. 1In
recognition of this the Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research
commenced a series of studies in 1983. To date, two gtudies have
been completed which have explored aspects of the relationship
between drug use and crime as well as yielding information on the
behaviour of regular heroin users (see Dobinson and Ward, 1985 and
1987).

The study reported here is the third in this series and explores the
lives and activities of a group of active heroin user/sellers. By
targeting this group it was hoped not only to collect information on
the economics of their heroin use, but also to observe individual
networks created by the distribution of heroin, including data on a
respondent’s dealings and relationships with both suppliers and

- customers.

Because the group targeted is at the so-called “street’ level, it is
recognised that the interviews only provide detailed information on
the lower strata of the heroin distribution “chain’. By combining
thie information, however, with that collected from drug law
enforcement officers and criminal intelligence agencies, this report
also attempts to describe the most common networks (or levels)
through which heroin passes, from importation to “street’ use.

In Dobinson and Ward (1985), it was suggested that great caution
should be exercised in attributing data from one such study to an
overall user population. Multiplying one study's results by an
estimated user population and the resulting errors (see Singer, 1971)
create a number of problems in generalising the study’'s results.
These may be overcome, argues Potteiger (1981), and a more reliable
description of the user population obtained, by gathering data from
multiple samples drawn from both active and captive heroin user
groups.

By describing the lifestyles and activities of ancther group of
regular heroin users and an overview of the ways in which heroin is
distributed in the Sydney Metropolitan area, this study, in
conjunction with Phases I and II, has important implications for both
drug law enforcement and treatment policy.

.
-
-
-

-
-




This trilogy stands as an unigue approach to the study of drug use in

one geographical area, in this case New South Wales. Apart from
this, the current study also represents a new direction in the
criminological research of drug use in this country. Although

considerable research has been done on the behaviour of active drug
users in the US, and to a lesser extent in Great Britain, similar
research, in Australia, has only been of a limited nature(see Davies,
1986 and his study of a small group of heroin users in the Kings
Cross area and Mugford on the lifestyles of active cocaine usersj).

The present study draws on the experience of overseas research,
especially that in the ethnographic tradition. The US, in
particular, has a history of ethnographic research into drug use.

One of the first and most famous of these studies was undertaken by
Preble and Casey in 1967 (Preble and Casey, 1%69). The report
described the life and activities of lower class heroin users in New
York City "in the context of their street enviromment" (196%9: 1). As
with many of these studies the research was primarily concerned with
the economics of regular heroin use and, in particular, how this
related to the commission of crime.

In 1979 Goldstein (Goldstein, 1981) reported on the multi-faceted
behaviour of street heroin users directed at sustaining their drug
use. This study portrayed these users as being involved in variocus
income generating activities including legitimate employment,
property crime and drug distribution.

The most detailed study undertaken to date on the behaviour of active
herecin users is-that completed by Johnscon and his colleagues in 1985
{in fact, Goldstein s paper was an early report of this project).

The focus was New York (Harlem) hercin and cocaine users and the
economic determinants of their drug use. A similar methodology was
used in all three studies. & “storefront’ or “field-office’ was
centrally located within the neighbourhoods that were being studied.
Respondents were recruited from the local user population and
subsegently interviewed.

Although it is impossible to compare the results of this study with
what is occurring in the Sydney Metropclitan area, it is important to
note some of the conclusions reached by the authors. "Heroin abusers
live a chaotic lifestyle that is highly resistant to change. Most
exhibit a wide variety of social, medical and criminal problems”
{Johnscn et al, 1985: 181). <Central to this lifestyle is the
hercin-distribution system. Respondents in this study were involved
at low levels in the distribution chain but even so "(p}erforming
these low-level roles is the bread-and-butter of their drug
subsistence.” (Johnson et. al., 1985: 183) Although respondents were
unproductive in terms of the legitimate economic system, they had
produced above average (i.e. in comparison to the average minority
household in the area) incomes made up of monies from property and

drug crime.
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To a lesser degree some ethnographic drug research has also been

carried out in Great Britain. The most notable has been that carried

out by Angela Burr in her descriptions of the Piccadilly drug scene
{(Burr, 1983) and Kensington Market (Burr, 1984). Both studies were
based on participant observation of the activities of drug sellers

and buyers within these two locations. In Piccadilly, for example,
Burr was able to identify a substantial distribution network in the
overflow from legitimately prescribed drugs. In her Kensington study
Burr also considered how her findings related to public health and

their relevance to current estimates of addiction prevalence.

Burr was able to identify a number of policy implications (eg. the

provision of local health facilities) that flowed from her regearch.

Johnson (1979: 31) also reported that "{(e)thnography and street
anthropology can provide quality information about the social
organisations and behavioural patterns of drug users and the drug
scene.” It can, as Johnson reports, provide information on current
levels of drug use in particular areas and also provide for “early
warning systems’ as to drug use in those areas. Accordingly such
research has implications for the allocation of bhoth treatment and
law enforcement resources. Johnsen and his colleagues (1985, p. 185)
suggest five policy alternatives as possible responses to their
findings. These were, (1) incarcerating all hercin abusers, (2)
incarcerating the most seriously criminal, (3) mandatory treatment of
convicted heroin abusers, (4) providing incentives to reform
lifestyles, and (5) maintaining the status qua." The penefits and
drawbacks of each are outlined with the authors concluding that "only
time and experimentation can tell what the conseguences of pursuing

the alternative policies outlined here would be.”" (1985, p. 194)

Heroin distribution

As part of their research on the economics of regular heroin use,
data was alsoc collected by Preble and casey, Goldstein, and Johnson
and his colleagues on the drug distribution activities of low level

heroin users in New York City.

preble and Casey, however, went further and attempted to describe the
general levels through which heroin would pass from importation to
the street. They also described the possible “cuts’ (adulterations)
made to the heroin and the profit margins generated at each level.
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Thie distribution network was shown diagramatically:

THE KERGIN MARKET
Chain of Supply, Adulleration Precess and Profit
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(Preble and Casey, 1969, p. 12)

The authors used, as their information sources, data from narrative
user case studies as well as specific case and other information
obtained from various drug law enforcement and other criminal justice
agencies.

Mark Moore, in his book Buy and Bust, has also attempted tc describe
certain models of heroin distribution. Through the use of narrative
case studies and prior research (for example Preble and Casey) he
outlines four models which might operate at the lower levels of the
distribution ladder. Such descriptions provide details on the
amounts purchased, the cost, their cutting, repackaging, resale, and
the estimated number of customers. By utilising this information
together with price and quantity data obtained by drug law
enforcement he further attempts to quantify the New York heroin
distribution system. Although Mcore accepts that there are
methodological problems with this approach (not the least of which is
its reliance on law enforcement data) he feels it is nevertheless
very important.




(T)he distribution system operating in New York City
accounts for a reascnably large fraction of the total
volume distributed in the United States. Consequently,
if one can successfully describe the system in New
vork, one will have succeeded in describing a large

proportion of the domestic-heroin system.
(1977, p. 67)

Given the similarly dominant position of Sydney in the distribution
of heroin in Busitralia, the current study is of equal importance.

Goldstein (1981, pp. 71-74) has also described in detail the network
surrounding the street-dealer. This included individuals who he
descriped as holders — they “held’ the drug whilst arrangements were
made between buyer and seller, and received drugs as payment; touts
who spread the word as to a dealer’'s activities and guality of
heroin; cop men - or middlemen who would “score’ on someone else’s
behalf and again receive drugs as payment; and testers, who tested
drugs for those dealers who were not users thus estimating purity and
the number of cuts that could be made sv as to increase the quantity.

Johngson and his team (1985, pp. 61-72) described a variety of drug
distribution levels as well as ancillary workers. These included
house-connecticons (dealers) and jugglers (street-dealers), and the
ancillary roles of “steering’, “touting’ and “copping’ . They also
concluded that "(t)he analysis of drug distribution by Preble and
Casey (1969} remains one of the best descriptions of this illegal

industry." (Johnscn et al, 1985, p. 3).

In 1985, as part of the Drug Indicators Project {Lewis-et al, 1985),
an attempt was made to describe the illicit hereoin market in London
{note that there is a difference between the illicit/imported heroin
and the licit/prescribed heroin blackmarkets in England). Based on
fieldwork data and law enforcement reports a hypothetical outline of

the “heroin delivery system’ was developed.

T EETERREENTENINNNE




The Ilicit Heroin Market in London

(A]
Multi kg importer,
kg + import costs = £6,000

["— T T T T 7 Sellsat £20,000 per kg/£20 per gram
I
A7
Kg distributor/ Probably
often member A's NON-USEES
smupé may supply
l
| A
Multi-ounce distributer,
! buys at £700 per ounce/£25 per gram
Ounce dealer,
buys ar £860-£1,000 per cunce/£28-£35 per gram.
Sells in single gram/multi-gram units.
(D} E] (F) Gl
Buys | gram/f70 Bu;i grame/ Buys 3.5 grams/ Buys | gram/
Of OWD USC. £65 per gram; £57 per gram; £70 shares
keeps 1 gram, sells 2 grams. with friend,
sells £35 each.
1/4 gram X 2,
1/8 gram X 4.
1 fI] ) [Kl (L] (M] N]
Both buy & use All buy & use Buys 2 grams/
1/4 gram/L18, 1/8 gram/£10, £70 per gram;
£72 per gram. £80 per gram. uses | gram,
sclls 1 gram
in 100 mg bags/
£10 each.

ig} {P] (Qjetc.

consume

M
10 separate £10 bags.

(Lewis et’ al, 1985, p. 283)

As with Preble and Casey, distribution levels were differentiated by
the guantities involved e.qg. kilos, ounces and grams, and the prices

for these amounts.




Some researchers, however, have gone even further in their efforts to

study and observe drug distribution. In 1985 Adler reported on the

six years of fieldwork she and her husband spent as participant
observers of a cocaine and marijuana dealing and smuggling community
on the west coast of Bmerica. BAs she states:

I strongly believe that investigative field research
1976), with

interaction,

direct personal

is the only

emphasis on
and experience
knowledge about
techniques are
such as drug dealers...

{Adler, 1985, p. 11)

(Douglas

observation,

way to acguire accurate deviant

behaviour. especially

Investigative

necessary for studying groups

Heroin distribution in Sydney

As stated, there would appear to be little if any transferability of
the results from studies carried out in the US and Grealt Britain to
the local situation. Conseguently, as hasg been previously emphasised
{Dobinson and Ward, 1985 and 1987), there is a need for locally based

research.

To date, nothing has been done which has attempted to describe the
lifestyles of active heroin user/dealers in this country nor has
there been an attempt to systematically describe how heroin is
distributed from the “customs barrier’ to the streets.

Blthough this may paint a gloomy picture with regard to ocur
understanding of the so-called “drugs problem’, some recently
completed research, as well as other studies currently underway
should be noted. Davies (1986}, for example, in his expose on heroin
use in Australia describes a three week period he lived with a group
of regular heroin users in Kinge Cross. By observing in great detail

their activities over this period, he
insight into the lives of five pecple

provided a very interesting
as it related to their buying
their leisure time.

and using of drugs, their incomes and

BAs part of a Drug Indicators study in Canberra, the Australian
Institute of Criminology is also proposing to undertake fieldwork
investigation of the illicit drug scene. Also in conjunction with
the Institute, Dr Stephen Mugford Ls continuing to collect data from

active cocaine users in Sydney, Canberra and Melbourne,

The type of information that can be collected by fieldwork
investigation (or ethnography) has been outlined above, together with
some of the policy implications of this information. The present
project is an attempt to emulate some of the methodologies adopted in
overseas research. In this regard the study by Jcohnson and his
colleagues is of particular relevance. The current study group, as
it relates to their roles as hercoin sellers, may also be similar to
those individuals the New York researchers call “house connections’

and “jugglers’ (Johnson et al, 1985, pp. 62-63).
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Apart from describing the behaviour of a group of active heroin
user/sellers, this study also attempts to outline the general
pathways through which heroin passes from importation toc the street.
Once more overseas research, although of some guidance
methodologically, has little relevance to the local “scene’. To
date, our understanding of drug distribution in Australia has been
restricted to that collected by Royal Commissions (see for example
the Woodward, Williams and Stewart Royal Commissions) and
investigative journalists (such as Bob Bottom) who have concentrated
more on crime syndicates and their members than on an overview of how
a drug such as hercin reaches our streets. McCoy (1980) and Hall
(1981), for example, have described in detail the drug operations of
such organised crime syndicates as Mr Asia, the Windsor Castle set
and the Double Bay “meb’, together with associated examples of
gangland murder.

By utilising data from the user/seller interviews and interviews with
selected undercover drug law enforcement officers as well as other
law enforcement agencies, this study seeks to provide an overview of
the most common levels through which heroin passes once it has
“breached’ the customs barrier. As with the work done by Preble and
Casey (1969) and the London Drug Indicateors Project (1985), this
study also differentiates between levels by way of gquantity, price,
and (where possible) purity.

The following chapter ocutlines the project design phase and the
methodologies adopted. This is followed by Chapters 2 and 3 which
set out the results. The report concludes with a discussion of these
results as well as their implications for local drug policy.




CHAPTER I DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
The objectives of this study were twofold, being to:

(a) obtain detailed information about the activities of a group of

active hercin user/sellers; and

(b} describe the most common pathways through which heroin passes
once it has crossed the customs barrier.

Heroin user/sellers

The fact that this study was the third in a series proved highly
advantageous. Much of the interview instrument had been previously
tested and subsequently fine tuned since the first study (Dobinson
and Ward, 1985) began in 1983. Although one member of the research
team (Pat Ward) left at the completion of phase two (Dobinson and
Wward 1987) a great deal of experience had been built up in terms of
research expertise and insight into the lifestyles of regular heroin

users and the drug sub-culture.

The current study, however, did involve a new direction in the
Bureau's research on heroin use. Whereas the previous studies
gathered data on usage, crime and income during pre-arrest and
pre-treatment periods from so-called captive samples, this project
sought to obtain such information from active users relating to a
seven day'period prior to the interview. By not drawing from
‘captive' samples, such as treatment agencies and gaols, it was also
hoped to avoid the. reporting bias that may result from such sample
selection (for a fuller discussicn of this bias see for example
Datesman and Inciardi, 1979 and Gould, 1974).

Although certain problems are overcome by accessing an active user
group it must still be appreciated that this study group is typical
only of those who live largely cff the streets and who are
intrinsically involved in the drug network. Once again, therefore,
the findings from this study should not be generalised to any larger
uger population.
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The design stage

As mentioned, the design of the project was .greatly assisted by the
fact that two heroin user studies had already been suctessfully
completed by the Bureau. Early decisions on the data to be
collected, especially as it related to demographics, history of drug
and alcohol use and historical involvement in crime, were based upcn
the results of the earlier work. The fact that common data has now
been collected in these areas for three distinct study groups has
also allowed for some interesting comparisons.

Although this part of the design was easily settled the same was not
true for that part of the interview instrument which sought to
collect information on current drug usage and selling behaviour.
Further important decisions alsc needed to be made in relation to the
methods of accessing this user/seller group and their recruitment as
possible respondents. With regard to the latter it was also evident
that certain selection criteria (in terms of amounts used and sold)
would have to be set.

The New York study (Johnson et al, 1985}, together with earlier
hmerican research (Preble and Casey, 1969), formed the basis for the
overall methodology adopted. The establishment of a field office,
methods of contact with user/sellers and the style of questicnnaire
adopted mirrored much of that utilised by the New York team.
Although the New York study concentrated on the economics of low
level street heroin use it also sought %o collect information on the
drug distribution activities of its respondents. This was
particularly influential in the early design of those guestions that
related to drug selling in the current study.

The present study, however, aimed to access individuals scmewhat
higher in the distribution chain than had Johnson. Further, the
current study was also seeking to describe drug distribution in far
more detail than did the New York team. Individuals we wished to
contact were to act as a focal point in terms of their dealings and
relationships with the people they bought their heroin from, as well
as their dealings and relationships with the people they sold to.

Having made these decisions a series of gquestionnaires was drafted.
At the same time, a working party was established to confer both on
early drafts and on the operational facet of the project. This
process took two forms. The first invelved liaison with other
research officers at the Bureau. Once items had passed this stage
they were then referred to a group which invelved the authors, a
social worker with the Rankin Court Methadone Program and a senior
drug counsellor from Bourke Street Drug Advisory Centre. These twe
agencies represent the government’s major inner city drug treatment
centres., Notification of the study and its objectives was also
communicated to the Wayside Chapel (providing drug and alcohol
treatment and education services), Odyssey House (a reception centre
for a major nen-government therapeutic community) and the Australian




Prostitutes Collective (providing counselling and other support
services). Such contacts, it was felt, would facilitate both the
credibility of the preoject in the local area as well as possible
recruitment locations for the local user population.

It was also imperative that the police be censulted on the
operaticnal facets of the project. In this regard, initial meetings
were had with two officers of the Drug Law Enforcement Bureau. The
purposes of these meetings were to inform the pelice of the project
and to seek their support. From the project’s inception, it was
accepted that the possible arrest or guestioning of subjects in the
vicinity of the field office, or police surveillance of this
location, could be very detrimental to the study’'s chances of
success. The project received the support of the Commissioner and an
officer of the Drug Law Enforcement Bureau was appointed as the
Police liaison officer for the project. Through this officer a
meeting was also arranged with the Superintendent of A Division,
which tocok in the area where the field office was located. To the
researchers’ knowledge, no arrest or guestioning of suspects ever
occurred in the vicinity of the field office during the life of its
operations.

The field office or ‘“storefront’

The “storefront methodology’ was originally pioneered by Preble (see
Preble and Casey, 1969) in New York. It involved the establishment
of a field office in an area where users were likely to congregate
and to which subjects would come and undertake a formal interview.
Given the specificity of the data to be collected, such an approach
was far more efficient than, say, approaching people in the streets
and/or observing their behaviour (for a fuller discussion of the
storefront methodclogy see Johnson et al., 1983: Appendix A).

Having adopted this technique, the next step was to find a suitable
location. Before describing this process it is important to provide
some details about the gecgraphical area from which the bulk of
respondents were to be drawn. Kings Cross, Darlinghurst and East
Sydney have, for many decades, been the centres for vice in the
Sydney Metropoclitan area. They have been, and continue to be, the
centres for prostitution but, most importantly, they have a long
history as major locations for drug distribution. Since the 1960°s
when, as Davies points out, "more than a guarter of a millicn
gserviceman spent eighty million dollars - principally in the Xings
Cross district" (Davies, 1986, p. 47) the area has remained as the
major street distribution lecation for heroin. What started in the
1960's with enterprising Australians selling all manner of drugs to
US soldiers on Rest and Recreation leave from Vietnam has continued
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to this day. Certainly it is the area with the most visible hercin

_user population. BAlso located within the-area are a number of major

drug and alcohol treatment agencies as well as other social welfare
and community centres.

Although the area in which the field cffice was to be located was
never in question, problems were encountered in finding suitable
office space. These problems included: (i) a shortage of suitable
premises; (ii) the high cost of commercial rents; (iii) a 12 month
minimum lease regquirement; and (iv) an unwillingness of landlords to
rent premises for such a project. Engquiries as to the availability
of space from local government, government departments, treatment
agencies and community welfare centres also proved fruitless.

Approximately two months before the end of Stage 1 of the project
(six months was allocated for project design, establishing the field
office and piloting), information was received that office space
might be available in the most unlikely of locations. In March 1987
the Darlinghurst Police Station was closed (its operation being
incorporated within the Sydney Police Centre). The building was
subsequently taken over by Inner City Health Services and plans were
set in motion for internal refurbishment. During the interim (six
months) the building was to be vacant. First impressions were that
such a study as this could not possibly be located in an old police
station, especially one as notorious as Darlinghurst. It was,
however, ideally situated, being only walking distance from Kings
Cross, Darlinghurst, East Sydney and also Surry Hills (the suburb
directly south of the main target area and one which also was known
to have a substantial user population}. The station was also located
at a major stopping point for bus services from Sydney’s eastern
beach suburbs (again areas known to be major locations for heroin
distribution). The previous occupancy of the premises was a problem
but, after consultation with the working party, Bureau staff and
other individuals, it was thought that it may even have a positive
impact on respondents. In fact this impression was borne out by a
number of respondents, who toock great delight in wandering about the
old cell area reminiscing about the times they had been “bhusted’.
Others were also impressed by the fact that the premises were now
going to be put to far “better’ use.

Having gained the approval of Inner City Health, the project team
occupied a fairly large office adjacent to the main entrance to the
station. This area was divided so as to accommodate two interviewers
(the authors). Relevant posters and information on drug use and
health (especially AIDS) were obtained, the latter being distributed
on request. Free condoms, needles and syringes were also provided,
all of which served to enhance the credibility of the project and the
rapport between interviewer and respondent. i




The interview schedule

A structured questionnaire was once again used as the basig for the
interview. Unlike the two previous studies (Dobinscen and Ward, 1985
and 1987), however, this study sought to collect substantially more
information and provide far more detail about heroin buying, using
and selling. Following the New York example, two distinct
questionnaires were developed. The first related to the subjects’
demographic background and 1ife history of drug and alcohol use, as
well as their involvement in crime. The second was based on the
seven days prior to interview and attempted to obtain a diarised
account of events during this period. Unlike Johnson and his
colleagues, however, only one interview was scheduled, with both
sections being administered at this time. Johnson, in the final
report, refers to many problems that resulted from utilising two
interview times to collect this information. Due to varyling reasons,
such as non-attendance for appointments, some respondents who
completed the weekly interview did not complete the subsequent life
history section {Johnson et al, 1983, Appendix A, pp. 267-268).
Apart from the fact that time was not available to undertake two
separate interviews per respondent, it was felt that the problem
could be overcome by combining both the life history and diarised
parts. By commencing with the 1ife history section it was felt that
respondents would be put at ease in terms of answering guestions
concerning illicit drug use and other criminal pehaviour before being
guestioned on very recent drug selling activities and other
incriminating details. '

like the previous study (Dobinscn and Ward, 1987), the life history
section scught to collect information on:

fa) demographic background;

{b) history of drug and alcohol use;
(c) circumstances of first heroin use;
(d) overall criminal histeory; and

{e) treatment and abstinence.

Certain additional information, however, was collected. This
included data on criminal convictions, terms of imprisonment (both
adult and juvenile) and current legal status (eq. bail, bond, parcle
etc.). The last of these was of particular relevance given the
recent concerns of police that drug offenders on bail were continuing
to offend.

Whereas the life history section was easily administered, the seven
day diary proved far more complicated. Respondents were asked to
provide daily information about the drugs they obtained, what they
used and what they sold. A “day’ was defined as from the time they
awoke to the time they went to bed. Other daily information included

numbers of transactions and the size and cost of ‘deals’. In many
cases much time was spent collecting daily information as well as
correcting certain inconsistencies when they occurred. Some

respondents would also remember things “they had forgotten’ and those
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would have to be subsequently “added’ usually after a particular
question or series of questions had concluded. A description of the
information collected is set cut below. This included:

{a) alcohol and drugs obtained;

(b) alcohol and drugs used;

(c) drugs sold;

{d) drugs distributed in other ways (eg. gifts, servicesj};

(e) number of suppliers;

(f) description of suppliers (eg. part-time, full-time, friend,
acquaintance;

(g} quantities distributed by suppliers;

(h} suburban location where heroin bought and sold;

{1} number of customers;

(j) description of customers (eg. regular, occasional, new strangers,
friends, acquaintances);

(k) income (eg. social security, employment, property crime, loans
etc.);

{l) expenditure (eg. rent, food, travel etc.);

(m) precautions taken when buying and selling; and

(n} an understanding of hercin distribution.

It should be noted that this list is not exhaustive (copies of both
sections of the interview schedule are available from the Bureau on

reguest).

Recruitment of subjects

Prior to setting up the field office, the working party had te
consider the employment of a field work co-ordinator., As with the
New York study (Johnson et al, 1983, p. 246) such a person needed to
have close contacts with the local user population. Efforts were
therefore made to identify an individual who was most likely to be an
ex-user, who had most probably sold hercoin in the past, and who had
the necessary contacts with a fair cross section of the local user
population. The fact that a government methadone program was located
in the target area provided a large pocl of possible applicants.

Approximately two months before the openning of the field office a
suitable person was found who, after being satisfied with the bona
fides of the project, agreed to the offer of employment. This person
had been on methadone for nearly three years and prior to this had
been a regular heroin user for five years. He was also a voluntary
worker with the Australian Prostitutes Ccllective and therefore had
close contacts with many of the street “workers’. BApart from this he
had been actively involved in attempts to establish an organisation
called ADIC (Aids Drug Information Ceollective) which, amongst other
objectives, was seeking to combat Aids amongst intkavenous drug users
through a liberal needle and syringe exchange. Accordingly, he had
access to existing distribution networks and a good reputation
amongst the treatment and welfare agencies in the area which were
seen as possible recruitment points for the study.
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His initial tasks were to firstly spread the word about the study (a
two page brochure was produced for circulation} to user/sellers he
knew persocnally, as well as to locations where possible respondents
might congregate, for example treatment agencies, chemists and
certain doctors’ surgeries. As to the recruitment of actual
subjects, his initial responsibility was to seek out a small number
of individuals to pilot test the gquesticnnaire, this being of
particular relevance to the diary section of the interview
ingtrument. Due mainly to time constraints, however, only twc pilot
interviews were carried out. In normal circumstances this would have
been less than satisfactory except for two major facts. Firstly, the
first part of the guestionnaire {life history) was almost identical
to those parts used in the previous two studies and had been )
adequately tested and fine tuned. Secendly, the diarised section had
borrowed heavily from those questions and format used by Johnson and
his team and as such we were very confident of their applicability.

It should also be noted that no problems at all resulted from the
pilot interviews. As with Johnson (1983, Appendix A) it was also
decided that, if necessary, changes could be made during the course
of the data collection. Fortunately, no changes to the questionnaire

were necessary.

sample selection criteria

Prior to the pileting it was necessary to fix the eligibility
criteria for the study. Although it was clear from the outset that
we wanted to interview active heroin user/sellers, proklems arose in
fixing a ‘bottom line’ for eligibility. Certain characteristics were
fixed as the minimum reguirements. Respondents had to be both
regular sellers as well as regular users. We wanted to avcoid users
who might have sold druge infrequently on an opportunistic basis.
Such regular activity would also provide information on particular
networks in terms of the number of suppliers, the number of clientele
and the relationship between the respondent and these other
individuals.

At first it was considered that a benchmark in terms of heroin
guantity would ensure that we attracted regular sellers. In this
regard it was stipulated that an individual must obtain at least one
weight gram of street hercin per day, a proportion of which was used
and the remainder sold. Within the first week of interviewing,
however, this was found to be toc rigid. For example some
individuals did not buy every day, but bought large amounts every
second day. Others did neot sell every day, especially on Sunday ana
Monday. There were also respondents who were both regular users and
sellers but were obtaining amounts of less than cne gram, or who
might have obtained one gram two days of the week ‘and smaller amounts
on the remaining days. It was felt that to exclude them would be to
miss valuable information about this level of heroin distribution.
Similarly other subjects were predominantly middlemen or runners
between supplier angd customer. They were also included so as to
provide some insight into these activities.
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Accordingly, we finally settled on a criteria whereby individuals had
to have:

{a) obtained heroin on at least three days during the week prior to
the interview; and

(b) sold heroin on at least three days of this week.

Although the criteria of one gram per day was dropped preference was
given to subjects who had obtained seven or more grams of heroin in
the week prior to the interview, a proportion of which they used and
the remainder of which they sold. Even so there were a few
exceptions to the three day reguirement. In three cases respondents
had either not obtained heroin on at least three days or had not sold
for at .least this period. Two subjects had obtained large amounts of
heroin on two days but had used and sold on more than three of the
seven days. One subject who had used every day and had obtained
heroin on three days had sold on only two days (large amcunts). They
have been included because they still provided details of what was
regular activity.

The interviews

Interviewing was commenced in the first week of August 1987 with two
interviews completed over the first four days. This slow start
cauged some alarm but was attributed to therintroductory vhase of any
interview study. 1In fact, the second week saw a dramatic turnaround,
with 21 subjects being interviewed. This high rate of turnover was
to continue, with the result that the target number cf interviews
{150) was completed in'approximately half the allocated time (seven
weeks instead of three to four months). This also meant a change of
role for the fieldwork co-ordinator, who spent almost all of his time
vetting prospective respondents.

It was quite obvious that the monetary incentive of $30 per interview
was the major “drawcard’. Apart from this subjects were also
encouraged (a $20 referral fee) to bring other user/sellers to the
field office. They were paid this amount because it was their
responsibility to physically accompany them, provide them with an
outline of the project’s objectives, the types of gquestions to be
answered and reassure them as to the non-involvement of the police
and the confidentiality of their answers (the confidentiality issue
will be covered more fully later). At first sight one might envisage
that referrals could have been “worded up’ (or primed with what to
say by previous interviewees) as to the contents of the
guestionnaire, but certain safeguards were used. Firstly,
prospective subjects underwent a falrly rigorous gquestioning by the
fieldwork co-ordinator. Subjects were initially questicned as to
their heroin usage. In most cases, the fact that they were regular
users was easily discernible by physical traits, for example,
‘pinned’ eyes and “track’' marks. Some respondents even attended the
field office soon after they had used., These people sometimes had to




be re-scheduled for appointment as they were either too “stoned’ or
kept “nodding off’.

once the co-ordinator was satisfied as te their usage, they were then
questioned about their selling activities in relation to their level
of consumption. If this did not “add up’ they were asked to
reconcile such inconsistencies. In many cof these cases it often
became obvious that the individual was not suitable and was politely
asked to leave., The fieldwork co-ordinator has estimated that
approximately one in ten subjects was rejected, either because of
such inconsistencies or in some case, outright, as it was obvious
that they did not meet the eligibility criteria. 1In a few cases this
resulted in heated argument but at no stage was there any viclence.

Having been deemed eligible by the co-ordinator, applicants were
again questioned by the interviewers as to general usage and selling
levels prior to the questicnnaire being administered. ZIn only four
cases did this show up inconsistencies. These respondents completed
only the life history part of the interview for which they were paid
$10. The major problem here was that these individuals related
information about the past {in some cases this was only a matter of a
few weeks, in others many months) rather than what had occurred in
the previous seven days, and as they had not scold at all in the
previous week they were deemed ineligible.

The other method of checking credibility was the use of cross-checks
within the guestionnaire itself. Where dollar amounts expended on
heroin and other outgoings did not correspond to income levels,
respondents were asked to explain these inconsistencies. In the
majority of cases subjects were able to remember Ffurther details
which accounted for any such differences. Even so, some respondents
did not seem to be particularly credible or were unable to provide
sufficient detail due to poor memory or being too “stoned’. Their
questionnaires were marked in this regard and during the editorial
phase were closely checked., Efforts were also made to determine
their level of involvement through “street’ contacts, Fifteen
subjects and their guestionnaires were subsequently “culled’ as a
result of this process. This left a final study group of 143, zeven
of which were couples i.e. they bought and sold as a gingle unit and
accordingly completed separate life histories but only one diarised
section of the questicnnaire.

Although there will always be a guestion mark as to the reliability
of such self-report information, certain actions and statements
provided some degree of external verification about the truthfulness
of the data obtained. It was noted that approximately six
regpondents were very active in referring other subjects, in fact one
utilised the referral process as a regular source of income for the
duration of the interview phase. Such individuals related to us many
hours of tracking down other sellers that they knew and would often
make appointments days in advance to fit these subijects in.




Information was also received from an outside source that one of
these ‘"de-facto’' field workers was making quite a nuisance of himself
by pestering some fairly big dealers in the Kings Cross area. Some
of these referrals also related to us that they had been approached
many times by such individuals finally deciding to attend the field

office. In some cases arguments arose between these “de-facto’ field
workers as to wheo had actually made the initial contact and done the
referring. Although these six respondents referred many others it is

felt that they did not bias the results in any way.

In some cases respondents were also encouraged to approach their own
suppliers about, themselves, becoming involwved. BAlthough the vast i
majority felt that there would be ‘no chance’ or knew that their
suppliers weren't users (and therefore not eligible anyway), some ‘
subjects were able to refer their major supplier to the field

office. Finally, in the last week of the interview phase a highly

trusted and credible respondent, who had referred a few other - ;
subjects, informed the team that most user/sellers in the area had ;
very likely been interviewed as everyone he had recently asked about ?
doing the study had already done so.

Before continuing, some justification for the payment of subjects
should be given. Firstly, it was considered fair to pay respondents
for their time. BAs it was estimated that each interview would take
at least one and a half hours, $30 was seen as adequate
compensation. Secondly, in order to attract the right sort of
individual and for them to divulge very confidential and
incriminating information, both the interview and referral payments
needed to be a sufficient incentive. Questions may also be raised
about this group’'s need for money given the often sizeable amounts
earned and expended. As will be seen from the results, however, very
few respondents made a net profit and, as one stated, “every little
bit helps’. Finally, on the issue of respondent payment, Bruce
Johnson has this to say:

Ed Preble’'s (1980) observation has come true. What
originally seems +to be a mean motive, an addict’s
desire for money, has been transformed into a rewarding
research relationship that will contribute to society
for many years to come, and possibly improve the future
social response to both drug abuse and crime.

{Johnson et al., 1985: xxi)

Confidentiality

The confidentiality of self-report information has always been an
important consideration for researchers. Unfortunately, however,
there is virtually no legislative protection for either researchers
or subjects available in ARustralia. In Phases I and II of the drugs
and crime project the research team was able to offer only verbal
assurances as to the confidentiality of the information and the
exclusion of access by law enforcement or treatment agencies. It was
acknowledged that if a court ordered the original guestionnaires to
be made available to police, or that an interviewer divulge specific
information, then there was no legal justification for refusal.
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Although data was not required on specific criminal episodes, i.e.
where and when etc., subjects of the current study were identifying
themselves as active heroin sellers. Given the perceived sericusness
of this activity, recently evidenced by an increase in penalties (see
Drug Misuse and Trafficking Act NsW 1985), such an admission was not
to be taken lightly. More than ever, confidentiality was crucial to
this study. Mere verbal assurances of, no names, no specifics, no
addresses and no access by police or treatment agencies (it should be
noted that heroin selling meant instant expulsion from government
methadone programs) were considered insufficient, especially if we
hoped to obtain the reliable data desired. Explicit guarantees of
confidentiality could only be made once i1t was established that
researchers, or research data, could not be subpcenaed or otherwise

demanded by criminal justice agencies.

By contrast, the Johnson study was able to protect the
confidentiality of its subjects by a Federal Certificate. Under
federal US legislation such a certificate insured that all employees
of the project and all project documents were protected from subpoena
in civil or criminal court actions. The certificate also stated that
researchers assumed a responsibility not to divulge confidential
material (Johnson et al, 1983, Appendix A, p. 256). At the beginning
of 1986, however, a piece of little used Commonwealth legislation
was brought to the Bureau’s attention. The Epidemiological Studies
(Confidentiality) Act 1981 provided much the same protection as the
US legislation. &s part of the overall study proposal to the
National Campaign Against Drug BRbuse it was decided to seek inclusion
of the current study under the legislative protection of the
Epidemiological Studies (Confidentiality} Act. The Act not only
provided protection against producing documentation or giving verbal
evidence in court (see Sections 8(1l) and 8(2}) but also made it a
criminal offence for an employee of the project to divulge or
communicate specific information provided by a respondent or
otherwise cbtained as a result of the study (see Section 4}.

only “prescribed studies’, however, were subject to protection of the
Act and, as at the beginning of 1986, only the Vietnam Veterans and
Commonwealth Aids studies were included by way of regulation.

Certain legal confusion existed, therefore, as to the applicability
of the legislation to a study about heroin use in Sydney and carried
out by a sub-department of the NSW Attorney General's Department. In
fact, it was not until 12 months later that any decision was made.

At this time there was a decision in principle that the current study
could be covered as a Commonwealth epidemioclogical study due toc fact
that it was funded by the National Campaign Against Drug Abuse.
Finally, on 22nd July 1987, approximately two weeks hefore the first
interview, regulations were proclaimed adding the current study, as
well as others, to those covered by the Act.

This legal protection was initially communicated to prospective
respondents by way of the information pamphlet. Subjects were more
fully informed of the Act and its protection on attendance at the
field office. For many, this assurance of confidentiality was
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influential in their decision to take part in the study. Apart from
the legal guarantee of confidentiality, subjects were also informed
that they would net be required to disclose: (a) their name; (b)
their address; or (c) the names and addresses of any other persons.
In fact they were told that the interview would cease if they began
to mention other names. This, as we said, was for our protection as
well as theirs. Respondents were, however, required tc sign a
receipt for either the interview fee or for a referral. The decision
as to what name they used was left entirely to their discretion.
They were also enccouraged to retain their interview receipts, which,
they were informed, might be used for possible follow-up research.

Apart from the use of anonymity to protect confidentiality the extra
precaution was taken of not leaving completed questionnaires on the
premises. This was also a safeguard against their possible
destruction {(fire, flood etc.) or possible theft. BRs to the latter,
our decision was justified when after approximately three weeks of
operation the field office was broken into and ransacked. Tt seemed
odd at the time that, although there were items of wvalue (typewriter
and radio) on the premises, together with nearly 100 needles and
syringes, nothing was stolen.

Heroin distribution systems

Chapter 3 of this report provides an analysis of the possible heroin
distribution networks that operate in New South Wales. Reference has
already been made to the American (Preble and Casey, 1969; Moore
1977} and British (Lewis et al, 1985) projects which attempted to
provide hypothetical descriptions of likely heroin distribution
systems., It was considered to be an essential part of the current
study to provide local descriptions of such systems. Accordingly,
similar data sources were accessed by the project team. The major
source was drug law enforcement reports, especially those of cases
where undercover operations were utilised and which had attempted to
trace the source of the heroin to the highest level possible. 1In
this regard low level user/seliers were often used as informants to
get to higher level distributors. Five undercover officers of the
NSW Drug Law Enforcement Bureau were interviewed (in three cases the
interview was taped); they provided descriptions of a number of cases
in which they had been inveolved. They were specifically requested to
choose those cases which showed some movement between levels of the
distribution network they were trying to “bust’., These officers also
provided information about drug price and purity at particular levels
as well as an cverview, in some cases, of the possible pathways
through which heroin moves once past the customs barrier.

Similar case study information was alsc provided by the
Commonwealth/State Joint Drug Task Force. This agency provided
information about the higher levels of the distribution “ladder’ as
well as some informaticon about overseas drug sources, especially




South East Asia. The last law enforcement agency visited was the
Australian Bureau of Criminal Intelligénce. Bithough much of their
information was ‘restricted’, a four year breakdown of all NSW heroin
seizures at the customs barrier since 1984 was cbtained. Data
concerning the size, street value, purity (where avallable) and mode
of importation (eg. person, mail cargo etc.) were also provided.
This, together with the information provided by the other two law
enforcement agencies, has allowed certain assumptions to be made
about what might have happened to this heroin had it not been
intercepted. It also provided interesting information about source
countries and methods of importation.

Finally, use was also made of the information provided by
respondents. Subjects were asked about the gquantities and cost of
the heroin they obtained on a daily basis as well as their estimate
of the amount of heroin they felt their main supplier(s)
distributed. The last question in the interview schedule
subsequently asked about their own understanding of the distribution
network in which they were involved and where they felt they might
*stand’ on the distribution “ladder’. In some cases their
information was gquite specific and in others more general. It has
also been used in developing hypothetical descriptions of the most
common distribution systems in NSW. BAs with overseas research, such

systems have been shown diagrammatically.
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CHAPTER 1I RESULTS

The results are presented in two distinct parts. The first part
describes the life history of the 143 subjects interviewed. The
second part sets out the results based on the respondents’ recall of
events during the seven days prior to being interviewed. The data
presented here relate to 129 individuals. The 7 couples (14
individuals) who completed the seven day interview jointly, are dealt
with separately in Section 2.6. This was due to the fact that it was
impossible to separate the data provided by these respondents on the
amounts of heroin obtained, used and sold. To merely apportion equal
amounts, and treat them as individual respeondents, would have lost
the unigqueness of their dual roles.

PART 1. THE LIFE HISTORY INTERVIEW

The results of this part of the interview are presented in five
sections. The first section (1.1) provides some basic demographic
background. Section 1.2 deals with the overall history of drug and p
alcohol use and the circumstances of first heroin use. Section 1.3 3
describes the treatment and abstinence experiences of the group, the
reasons for treatment and abstinence, and the reascons for subsequent
re-use. Secticon 1.4 provides an overall history of criminal activity
together with a respondent’s current legal status. Finally, Section
1.5 looks at the relationship between heroin use and crime using the
temporal sequence approach.

e

1.1 Demographic background

Males outnumbered females in the group by nearly 3 to 1, there being
104 males and 39 females (72.7% and 27.3% respectively). The
following results are not sex differentiated because the number of
females was not sufficient to warrant separate analysis.

Tables 1 and 2 describe the age and marital status of the group.
Respondents were most likely to be in their late 20's and single.

Respondents were also asked to specify their current place of
residence (see Table 3). Seventy-five per cent resided in what may
be called Central Sydney. This area included Xings Crosg,
Darlinghurst, the Eastern Suburbs and what respondents referred to as
the Inner City.

In addition to their place of residence, respondents were asked to
describe their relationship with current fellow r€sidents. Nearly
half (44.9%) shared with a friend or flatmate. Twenty-cne per cent
lived with a spouse. Another significant proportion, 20.3 per cent,
lived alone. Table 4 sets out the results.
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TABLE 1
Age of respondents

Age No.

Less than 20 years ...... ieveeen . s
20 to 24 years ..... tera s aen. cae e
35 to 29 YEAYS ..iiesrsarstsaarannn ceerarean
30 to 34 YEARES +resecrvsnmarssserecnnces e
35 to 39 YRArS c..ecscsracasrarsoans s e
40 years and OVETX .asescsssescessrassasnsss

33
48
37
16

4.2
23.1
33.6
25.9
11.2

2.1

TOTAL 143

100.0

TABLE 2
Marital status

Marital status No.

SIiNGLE 4eevirasrssnasstrssrrsassosasssnanne 92
Married ....c.ccetosaarestssserresacns Ceeae 5
Defacto ....... Ctresrses s st e e cebaasen 27

Separated ...s..000 it eraeesaasr e ‘s 9
Divorced ....isevssores creaseaes Ca et 8
Widowed .vsveesove Cieessassrraeranene cieens 2

[+ 1]
W

=
= w0 ®
LS« T S TRV & ) B #¥

TOTAL 143

106.0
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TABLE 3

Place of residence

Area No. %

Sydney suburban(a)

% 2= 108 75.5 .
-~ South ...iciieiiiecenanns trases e 5 3.5
— INner WeSt t.esseecccrascnatansannan . 2 1.4 _
= WESE serecrereiaeaan e taseeanae e 8 5.6 i
- North .......... P 13 9.1 |
NSW Country(b) +iueeeieeerenceonannsns ceaee 2 1.4
No fixed abode ..ierverccansnccsnnnnsnns PN 5 3.5
TOTAL 143 100.0

{a) A breakdown of these groupings by way of postcodes is contained
in Appendix A.

(b} One respondent specified his/her address as Gosford and one as

Young.
TABLE 4
Relationship of respondent to fellow residents

No. of % of
Relationship responses respondents(b)
SPOUSE i svnariaanesannan ‘e 29 21.0
Alone ......oveencsen cev e 28 20.3
Boyfriend ..iisvesessccsacscans 2 1.4
Girlfriend ............ cares e B 5.8
Flatmate ...cievvenenanantaann . 62 44.9
Parents ...cevierressroncannsans 7 5.1
Children .....ceceeoen- i sser e 12 8.7
Cther family ..v.vearnecreanans 5 3.6
Other(a8) (icevrrnerctrinenanss .. S 6.5
TOTAL 162

{(a) This includes: halfway house (4); squat (2); refuge (1);
a foster situation with a minister of religiecn (1); and a bikie
gang (1}.

(b) Five respondents who had no fixed abode have been excluded.
138 individuals reported 162 different living situations, as more
than one answer could be given, and accordingly percentages do
not add teo 100.




Data were algso collected on the age at which regpondents left
secondary school and their highest level of educational achievement.
Over half (53.2%) left school at 15 or 16 years of age (see Table 5),
on obtaining their intermediate/school certificate (27.5%) or before
(38.0%). Twenty-six individuals (18.3%) had also completed a course

at Technical College (see Table 6 }.

TABLE 5
Age at leaving school

Age No. %

12 years ..... caaereas aee e ereesas ‘e 1 6.7
13 YEALS .u.veassrtsrrrasctirssoncans P . g 6.3
14 years .....-- rsee e ereeaean cear e 29 20.3
15 years ....covene-n tersiess e e raanean N 36 25.2
16 YEArS «esrescrovancnss- seesasaarna coresn 40 28.0
17 years ......- e ereca st e e 23 le.1
18 YEALS .uvsssaracrans cesaas Crar e . 4 2.8
Never went to school .....civcesineeracearvns 1 0.7
TOTAL 143 100.0

TABLE 6

Highest educational achievement

Education No. %

Primary ..eooreecesen e freeae e -— -—
Secondary eeeaesoens cires e Cie i . 54 38.0
Intermediate/scheol certificate ........... 39 27.5
Leaving/higher school certificate ......... 10 7.0
Uncompleted tertiary «...oienveonronns cieens 6 4.2
Technical college ...... cer e e e 26 18.3
University/CAE i eressnosns e .. 4 2.8
Special school(a) ,..... i s ee s Cerranas 1 0.7
Hospital trained nursing .....occoeeceennn . 2 1.4
TOTAL 142(b) 160.0

(a) This includes schooling at juvenile institutions, remedial
classes and/or any other instances where grading was not
applicable.

{b) One individual who never went to school has been excluded.
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Tables 7, 8 and 9 display the employment profile of respondents.
Nearly two thirds (64.3%) of the sample were on a pension, usually
sickness benefits. Another 30.1 per cent were unemployed (see Table
7). ©Of those unemployed or on a pension, 48.9 per cent had been
without work for more than twa years or had never had any significant
employment since leaving school (see Table 8).

TABLE 7
Employment status

Status No. %

Enployed full-time .......... et ee e 4 2.8

Employed part-time ............ Ceea e 4 2.8

Unemployed ...... st es s e 43 30.1

PensSion ...coreeesssenn et ra e cesan 92 64.3

TOTAL 143 100.0
TABLE 8

" Length of unemployment

Period of unemployment No. %

1 to 6 months ..cveuivvnnns e e 17 12.6
7 to 12 months ...... et e Cee e 22 16.3
13 to 24 menths ... ... ot e e s 28 20.7
25 teo 36 months ..... f e s a s e s 19 14.1
Over 36 months ......... et aee e 40 29.6
Never worked ......iieeveneearanes e e 7 5.2
Not gspecified ...+ .iiveevrevernannn e 2 1.5
TOTAL 135(a) 100.0

{a) This includes those on a pension.

When asked to specify their usual occupation, 26.3 per cent stated
that they worked at a trade, while 25.5 per cent said they worked at
unskilled labour (see Table 2).




TABLE 9
Usual occupation

Occupation No.

[ 3]
L8]
%]
n

Unskilled «..cocoseons ea e e e s e s sae e
SKIl1led svveevocesnonansnsarsansoonsnstrste 3
DELVEL oeveatroanaosreasctrnasasssarasaccnty

)
o

Caterer .:-ssssssresess e e s e st s e a s
Artist/entertalner ... eserccvasscansanens
Clerical .creceerseess teee v s aaes v eaen .

0w @ >

.

Sales PErSON +.arcecasacscrrrrneses e ..
Professional .....-. h e s e e ee e

Prostitute ... vvectsnosnaonan ce e r s
FiSHEYMAIl .+ essroeeavoanrorsrsssasssssscansne
Pub/club WOLKEE ...ciessrrroonneecornannses
Various odd jobs{a) ...eeiecarisiricniraanne
OENEY (D) essecosarasosssasarsesnsoansonssons

=
[ ST T FURRN-SRE S B T R Y

.

[U S RN TU RN T S T S S PV S s AR o R
O oKW E RN OO WD

TOTAL 137(<} 100.0

{a) These individuals stated that they did not have a usgual
occupation and had worked in a variety of jobs.

(b} One person specified his usual occupation was a seaman, and
another a student.

{c) Six respondents who had never worked have been excluded.
(Note: One person when asked "how long have you been without
work", reported that she had never worked but specified her usual
occupation as a prostitute).

In summary, it was most likely that an individual in this sample was
a single male aged in his late 20s who had left schoel at 15 or 16
years of age with a School or Technical College Certificate as his
highest level of academic achievement. He was very likely to be on a
pension {(usually sickness benefit) or unemployed but, when employed,
was usually a tradesman or an unskilled labourer.

1.2 Drug and alcohol use

Respondents were asked to specify the ages at which they first tried
alcohol and other drugs and, if applicable, the age at which they
began te use these substances on a regular basia. *Regular’ in this
regard did not refer to the quantity consumed but rather the number
of days on which a particular drug was used at least once. Using
drugs on three or more days per week was deemed to be regular.

Table 10 sets out these results.
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TABLE 10 |
Ages of first and regqular use of drugs ‘
|
First use Regular use 5
Drug No. M(a) 5D(b) No. M(a) SD(b)
Alcohol ..cieviiennrnnnns . 143 13.9 2.3 123 16.1 3.3
Cannabis ... rnerereoaonns 142 14.8 2.7 130 15.6 2.7
LSDh/psychedelics ......... 138 16.6 3.3 66 16.9 2.7
Amphetamings ......ioec00 137 18.4 4.3 80 19.5 4.7
Barbiturates/hypnotics ... 131 19.2 5.2 76  20.1 5.4 !
Cocaineg ......... s 121 21.1 4.4 31 22.5 4.1
Heroin «.c-uveeeen fea s aaas 143 i8.4 4.1 143 19.5 4.2
Other opiates(¢) +icvearnn 116 20.6 4.6 85 20.2 4.3
(a) Mean Age.
(b) Standard Deviation.
(¢) This includes methadone.
TABLE 11

Reasons for first heroin use

No. of % of
Reason responses respondents(b)
Influence of peer group/friends ... 41 28.17
Escape pressure/emotional upset ... 17 11.9
Boredom ......ic000unnan ceveseaaanan 4 2.8
Curiosity ...... et e 101 70.6
Drug availability .......cieeevnnen 12 8.4
Uszual drug unavailable .........00.. 7 4.9
Illness/personal injury «..eoaveese- 2 1.4
Bring down other drug habits ...... 2 1.4
Other(a)l ..iivsieiereirarvenann e 3 2.1
TOTAL 189
{a) This includes: usual drug was no longer giving desired

stone (1l}); friends smoking grass - thought I'd be better (1);
and a challenge - it wasn t going to beat me (1).

(b} Respondents could nominate more than cne reascn, therefore
percentages do not add to 100.




The mean ages of first and regular heroin use were 18.4 and 19.5
years respectively. The majority of respondents had tried all drugs
on at least one occasion. Most, also, had been regular users of
alcohol and cannabis, and to a lesser extent, amphetamines,
barbiturates and other opiates.

Respondents were asked to provide a reascn why they first used heroin
(Table 1l) and why they subsequently began to use it on a regular
pbasis (Table 13). 1In addition, they were asked to provide details of
the circumgtances under which the initial episode occurred

(Table 12). This inciuded information as to location; means of
ingestion; whether they used it in company, and if so, with whom; the
use experience of those present; and finally, who introduced them to

the drug.

A large majority (70.6%) stated that an important reason for imitial
heroin use was curiosity. Another major reason reported by over one
guarter of the sample was peer influence (28.7%).

As to where the initial episode occurred, over half (51.8%) reported
that they first used heroin at a friend's house. A further 30.8 per
cent firet used heroin at their own residence. No matter where they
were, almost all (97.2%) first used heroin in the presence of others
generally well known to them. When asked about the use experience of
these other persons, 90.2 per cent of them were reported to have used
heroin at least once before. A large majority (78.3%) also reported
that they had been introduced to heroin by someone generally well
known to them, and that these persong were usually the same as those
with them when they first tried heroin. Finally, Takle 12 also shows
that 76.2 per cent first used heroin intravenously.

TABLE 12
Circumstances of first heroin use

Circumstances No. %

A. Where

w
(=]

Own residence ....visacenssnnnsenaes er e e e 44
Friend/relative’s residence ...... .. ... e T4
Party (residence unknown) .......... e

&) ]

O W s DO

CAY +viuvasonsse tisresetaeat e cr e i
Public tO1lletS .c.ivicecrersncessssssaensenn ‘e
Hotel/motel room ...oveeresrsarreseaaisssnrsns
OEREL(B) 4 tvunsecensssarsanessassasssssssnasran
Not known ...... e s aeaneeseia e )

~1 v 0w -1

Lol B R B

TOTAL 143 100.0
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TABLE 12 (continued)

Circumgtances of first heroin use

Circumstances No. %
B. With whom
Alone ...eev--. Cires e ter e e s Ciesaes e 4 2.8
Friends/relatives (used heroin before) ..... . 111 77.6
Friends/relatives (also first heroin use)} ... 7 4.9
Friends/relatives (heroin use unknown) ...... 2 1.4
Boyfriend/husband {(used heroin before) ...... 5 3.5
Boyfriend/husband (also first heroin use) ... 1 0.7
Girlfriend/wife (used heroin before) ..... ‘o 7 4.9
Stranger (used heroin before} ............. . 1 0.7
Workmates {used hercin before} ..... sesennana 3 2.1
Other (used heroin before) (b} ....oceeeeeennn 2 1.4
TOTAL 143 1060.0
C. How used
Injected ........ srrees s L dsseasm e e an e 109 76.2 ‘
Snorted ...ee0ves0ees- Cevesasesan ce v recana . 25 17.5
Smoked ....se0neena- Ceerasaenan cerrsace e e 2 6.3
TOTAL 143 100.0
D. Who introduced
Friends/relatives ....... Ces e Cae e 93 65.0
Boyfriend/husband .........ccvnn Ceer e . 6 4.2
Girlfriend/wife ..ivveseiivsnneeonas e 6 4,2
Workmates ..esveaeeas Cersesaenn vese s es e “es 3 2.1
SLranger ...se.seoeo Crareseaas e cenee 1 G.7
NO-CNe .4 s:veaces casa e aean i b Ce e 31 21.7 :
OEHEI {C) st evsnsasasassanssssssvonrssanss .. 3 2.1 i
TOTAL 143 100.0 -

ta) This includes: work (2); street (l); park (1}; hallway (1);
stairwell (1); car wrecking yard (1); and Bogle Street,
Singapore (1).
(b) This includes: friends and boyfriend (1); and sister and i
gister’s boyfriend (1). :
(¢) This includes: neighbour (1); acquaintance (1); and sister’'s '

boyfriend (1).
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Table 13 shows the reasons for regulér heroin use. Over two thirds

(69.9%) of the sample specified a simple “1iking ' for the drug. When
probed as to what they liked about the drug many responses were

the most commonly reported were the “stone’ or
‘buzz’; the feeling of relaxation, peacefulness and tranguillity; a
1ift in confidence; and feeling happy. Other reasons seen by
respondents to be important were that it helped them to cope or
escape dally pressures (21.7%); and/or heroin became readily

available (21.0%).

given. However,

TABLE 13
Reagons for regular heroin use

No. of % of
Reason responses respondents (D)
Influence of peer group/friends ... 17 11.9
Escape pressure/emotional
problems/to COP@ +...eevevaarerrees 31 21.7
BOYEAOM «acvsesesvasrssresansmereans 10 7.0
Drug availability ....c.cccceoencvns 30 21.0
“Liked it ceiircecssrarsenassnrens 100 69.9
Illness/personal injury ....-.cere- 3 2.1
OCLhHEr(8) sveeassocasssnntasavavears 4 2.8
HOL KNOWI «ererenrensnsssavanervenns 1 0.7
TOTAL 196

{a} This includes: sick all the time (1); first time didn’'t get
stoned - determined to find out what it was like {1); and have
always used drugs to excess {(1).

(k) Respondents could nominate more than one reason, therefore
percentagesg do not add to 100.

Respondents were asked to specify what other drugs, apart from
heroin, they had used regularly in the last six months: 131
respondents (91.6%) reported using at least one other drug. HNearly
two thirds (64.4%) had used at least two other drugs and 29.4 per
cent at least three other drugs. Table 14 shows that 61.5 per cent
of the sample used cannabis regularly in the six months prior to
being interviewed. Other drugs commonly used were alcohol (43.4%),
barbiturates (37.8%) and other opiates (34.3%) guch as methadone and

palfium.




Other drugs

TARBLE 14
used regqularly in last 6 months

Drug No. %

Aleohol ...ovueenns e e e r e Cer e 62 43.4
Cannabis ....... e e PPN Ceraeaaaas ‘e 88 61.5
LsD/psychedelics ..... e Cheeann ceaan 0 0.0
Amphetamines ...... . e fra e 19 13.3
Barbiturates/hypnotics ..ivevienvvvrannnes . 54 37.8
Cocaine ......- creeeeee Chraserar e e 12 8.4
Other opiates(8) ..ieirrieecncrinaess PN 49 34.3

(a) This includes those

currently in methadone programs.

1.3 Treatment and abstinence

. Respondents were asked to indicate the number of times they had
abstained from heroin use since the onset of regular use. They were
asked to exclude treatment periods and/or periods in custody and a
minimum of 1 week was allowed (see Table 15). If respondente had
abstained they were also asked to specify their longest period of
abstinence (see Table 16). Just over one guarter (25.9%) of the
sample had either not abstained or had done so for a period of less
than one week. Of those who had abstained (106), the average number
of times they stopped using was 3.31. It was also found that the
majority (61.3%) had ahstained for periods of under six months.

Respondents specified many reasons for their longest period of

abstinence (see Table 17

y, Almost half (49.1%) of those who had

abstained reported simply being “fed up’ with the lifestyle. When
probed as to what they meant by this, the most common responses were
being fed up with “hanging out’ or waiting to score and having to
resort {(or thinking of resorting) to crime to get enocugh money to

score. Some respondents

also commented that they, or their friends

had overdosed on heroin and had come close to dying.

Ancother important reason
nearly one-third (32.1%)
to escape the particular
involved. This movement

for abstaining from heroin use, reported by
of the sample, was that they had moved away
drug scene in which they had become

out of the so-called “scene’ will become

important when the reasons for re-use after this abstinence period

are considered.
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TABLE 15
Number of times abstained(e)

Times absgtained No. %
ONCE «vnossessanssssanesssssssssssasrsscssss 34 23.8
TWLCE vevvesesavonantsansssnrnsasssosesstan 16 11.2
3 LAMEE soaescemttssanesassostssrasssssssrs 14 9.8
A LiMEE +vrvevetsscsntaresssarraanssrnonc 8 5.6
B £AMES +eceaasvssncosverasassootsosassesnas 7 4.9
6 LAMES +eveorocctssanssssssasasasesrssnssns 7 4.9
7 LIMEB s evevotanranssssensatsrssaensnasssts 2 l.4
10 timeg and OVer ....secsernesssssorsssene 6 4,2
Not Rnownib) ..cvisssseesaracsasrascsssnrvanas 12 g.4
Never abstained ....ciarrencroasansacnecsus 37 25.9
TOTAL 143 100.0
(a) Other than treatment periods and/or periods in custody.
{b) 12 respondents could not specify the number of times they had
abstained, usually since they were too numerous to recall.
TABLE 16
Longest period of abstinence
Weeks No. %
1 £0 4 WEEKS .t icevsasssrrsantssanrasssrans 23 21.7
B £t 26 WelKS ticsrsaniarasarrrarrassssons 42 39.6
27 £O 52 WEEKE tcesrsnsnesvssannsarsrsaannesrs 17 16.1
More than 52 weekB +...ccesttresssasssnensens 24 22.6
TOTAL 106(a} 100.0

{a) 37 respondents who had never abstained were excluded.
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TABLE 17

Reasons for abstinence

No. of

% of
Reason responses respondents(b)
Pressure from family/friends ....... S 8.5
Pressure from authorities/police ... 5 4.7
Fed up/sick of lifestyle ........... 52 49.1
Drug not readily available ......... 8 7.5
Unabkle to afford it anymore ..... ‘e 12 11.3
To maintain a retationship/job ..... 15 14.2
Moved away to escape situation ..... 34 32.1
Pregnant ....... I 1 0.9
After treatment ...... it 7 6.6
Illnesg/personal INjury ...i-eeesvon 2 1.9
Other(a) ..... “teaereeractanaa N 2 1.9
TOTAL 147

(a) This includes: using other drugs instead (1); and earn money
to pay for the six months while using (1).

(k) 37 respondents who had never abstained have been excluded.
106 individuals reported 147 different reasons, and accordingly
percentages do not add to 100.

TABLE 18

Reasons for re-use after abstinence:

No. of % of

Reason responses respondents(b)
Got bhack into the “scene’ ... .i.veeua.. 35 33.0
Didn’t really want to StOP «.vcvaseran, 25 23.6
Emotional pressures/depressed ......... 27 25.5
Influence of others ..... cevviviianen iz 11.3
Money/drug available ......c.ciivennenns 23 21.7
BOXed .+.iivevinransrsenssnternsssranssens 8 7.5
Thought could use casually ............ 15 14.2
Relief of pain from physical injury ... 2 1.9
Other(a) «...veiierrianens D 1 0.9
NOt KNOWE st st ercssnssanrcansasnannssns 1 0.9
TOTAL 149

(a) One individual specified that he was coming off methadone and

was hanging out’ .

(b) 37 respondents who had never abstained were excluded,
106 individuals reported 149 different reasons, and accordingly

percentages do not add to 100.




Table 18 sets out the reasons why respondents who had abstained began
to use hercin again. One third (33.0%) of these did so because they
got back into the “gcene’'. As observed earlier, many individuals had
moved away from their particular “drug scene’ but on returning {in
the majority of cases to Sydney) they once again became caught up in
the drug-taking gub-culture. Other common reasons for re-use were
emotional pressures and/or depression (25.5%), a lack of desire to
stop (23.6%), and that money and/or heroin became available (21.7%).

TABLE 19
Previcus treatment experiences

Total number

. No. of % of of times
Treatment Respondents Regponses attended
Never treated ...civeecracone 29 20.3
Inpatient detoxification .... 88 61.5 442 (b)
Methadone programsg ...... ches 55 38.5 g6
Therapeutic communities ...... 68 47.6 164
Outpatient services(a) ...... 37 25.9 62
Other treatment .......... .o 63 44.1

{a) This refers to ongoing counselling programs and not to
referrals to other treatment agencies.

{b) Seven individuals reported 138 inpatient detoxification
episodes.,

Apart from collecting information on abstinence from heroin use,
similar data wag also obtained on treatment experiences. Tables 19
and 20 display the study group’s total number of previcus treatment
episodes. Twenty-nine individuals (20.3%) had never had any
treatment experience. Of those who specified having had some form of
drug treatment, the most frequently attended was inpatient
detoxification (442) followed by therapeutic communities (164}.

TABLE 20
Other treatments experienced

Treatment No.{b) %

Private doCLOrS ... uviirersnocsessnsviosnssns 26 18.2
Narcotics AnOnymous ........ Ces s s s e e 32 22.4
Pgychiatrist ............ e e . 8 5.6
Other(2) iessieeaceannas e e e e 5 3.5

{a) This includes: hypnotherapist (1}; psychotherapist (1);
psychologist (1}); counsellor (1); and acupuncture (1}.

(b) 63 respondents reported 71 “other’ treatment episodes.

-
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Thege respondents (n=114) were also asked to specify their longest
period of treatment, the length of time in this treatment (see Takle
21), and the type of treatment undertaken (see Table 22}. The most
common period of treatment (38.6%) was within the range 5 to 26
weeks, and the most common type of treatment (43.9%) was therapeutic
communities. A further 35.1 per cent stated that their longest
period of treatment was on a methadone program.

TABLE 21
Longest period of treatment

Weeks No. %
ILess than 1 week .....cieeeannn c e s e e 7 6.1
1 to 4 WeeKE .iieirsrsnresncresans hres e e 21 18.4
5 to 26 weeks ....cv.0 Ce s a s r st e e, 44 38.6
27 to 52 weekS siiirirscacencrrerenan sevanse 21 18.4
More than 52 weeks .....ccitresnsrssacannes 18 15.8
NOE KINOWI «vvcasoeesnssrcsasnssassesrassnsnsns 3 2.6
TOTAL : ) 114¢a) 100.0

ta) 29 respondents who had never been treated were excluded.

TABLE 22
Treatment type

No. of
Treatment Respondents %
Inpatient detoxification ......c.eivuiuunann 12 10.5
Methadone Program ...eseseeerosesascecnnsen 40 35.1
Therapeutic community ...........0... N 50 43.9
Outpatient SErvices ....eesvereeevaarrenaen 3 2.6
Narcoticsg anonymous ....... chseansavies e 5 4.4
Other{a) ...ciieesseassns C e s e r e 4 3.5
TOTAL 114(b) 100.90

(a) This includes: Fairfax House (1); private doctor (1l);
psychotherapist (1); psychiatric unit (1).

(b) 29 respondents who had never been treated were excluded.




TABLE 23 N
Reasons for seeking treatment

No. of % of
Reason respanses ‘respondents(b)
pPressure from family/friends ....... 9 " 7.9
Presgure from authorities/police ... . 32 28.1
Fed up/sick of lifestyle ........... 59 51.8
Drug not readily available ......... 6 5.3
Unable to afford it anymore .....-.. . . 9 7.9
To malintain a relationship/job ..... 13 11.4
Moved AWAY «eosrosresansrs fieearanee 6 5.3
Pregnant ....-.-. R R 1 0.9
Illness/personal injury .....coeeeces 2 1.8
Boyfriend gacled ......c.cuaeerenens 2 1.8
Other(8) v.useveseessassssasansrssnne 3 2.6
NOt KNown .escesesvncne- e et aeas 5 4.4
TOTAL 147
ta) This includes: referred after overdosing on barbiturates (1);

try another drug - methadone (1}; and to increase employment
prospects (1). _

(b} 29 respondents who had never been treated were excluded.
114 individual's reported 147 different reasons, and accordingly
percentages do not add to 1Q0. i

Referring to their longest periocd of treatment, these respondents
specified many reasons for seeking treatment (see Table 23). GOver
half (51.8%) stated that they were simply “fed up’' or sick of the
lifestyle of being a regular heroin user. Another major reason
reported was pressure from authorities and/or police (28.1%). This
ineluded individuals either bonded or bailed. Others commented that
enrolling in a treatment program would look geood in court.

Table 24 sets out the reasons why these respondents began to use
heroin again. AS with abstinence, the lack cf any real desire to
stop using heroin was one of the major contributing factors for
re-use (23.7%). Twenty-six (22.8%) stated that they continued using
heroin throughout the program. Of these, 21 (80.8%) were using
heroin while in methadone treatment. another important reascn for
re—use after treatment was getting back into the scene (17.5%).
These individuals reported that through mixing with the same old
crowd, they couldn’t resist the pressures and temptations of the

street.
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TAEBLE 24
Reasons for re-use after treatment

No. of % of

Reason responses respondents(b)
Got back into the “scene’ ........ e - 20 17.5
Just wanted to use again ..... feeae e 27 23.7
Influence of others .....civnvieee-. ca 9 7.9
Emotional pressures/depressed/lonely .... 12 10.5
Bored ......... Geeteseart e Cerrrerenes 3 2.6
Couldn’'t cope with program ........... - 16 14.0
Money/drug availlable ..i....ccvviinacan. 9 7.9
Using throughout program ...... cenesnaes 26 22.8
Hanging out .....-..... e arareasesas N 10 8.8
Kicked out of program +....««.. i e 4 3.5
Thought could use casually .......... e 5 4.4
Other{a) ....... e arar s e aean e 3 2.6
Not KRGWA ¢ evurreareenns e, - 4 3.5
TOTAL . 148

(a) This includes: treatment closed down (1); relief of back pain
(1); and "saw &2 counsellors using - lost faith and decided to
uge’ {1}). o

(b} 29 respondents who had never been treated have been excluded.
114 individuals reported 148 different reasons, and accordingly
percentages do not add to 100.

1.4 Criminal activity

As with the data collected on age of drug and alcohol use,
respondents were asked to indicate the age at which they first
committed particular crimes and then, if applicable, the age at which
they became regularly involved in such crime. Interviewees were
informed that ‘regular’ was defined as having committed at least one
crime per week of a particular type and that they should specify the
age at which this first cccurred. These ages are presented in

Table 25. As might be expected the crimes committed at the youngest
ages were shoplifting (15.1) and motor vehicle larceny (16.5).

Crimes committed at the oldest ages included armed robbery (21.7) and
fraud (21.9).

—— e —




TABLE 25
ages of first and regular criminal activity

First crime Regular crime
offence No. M(a) SD(b) No. M{a) S5Di(b)
Break, enter & steal .... i05 18.1 5.1 55 19.2 4.6
Motor wvehicle larceny ... 62 16.5 3.6 23 17.1 4.7
RoObbErYy .. eeerrrnesons .- 42 19.1 4,1 15 17.5 2.6
Shoplifting ........ ees 118 is5.1 6.1 63 17.8 5.0
LALCENY .« oo onn- e 75 20.0 5.5 43 19.7 5.2
Armed robbery +....- e 44 21.7 5.2° 11 2Q.0 4.6
Fraud +...... . cenaes 103 21.9 4.5 58 21.3 3.6
Receiving ....... e , 97 20.1 5.0 46 18.8 3.8
Sell heroin ....:.«.- e 143 21.2 4.5 143 21.9 4.7
Sell other drugs .......- 130 17.6 3.2 112 17.9 3.5

{a} Mean.

{b) Standard Deviatiocn.

NOTE: The mean age of regular crime is sometimes lower than that of
first crime. This 1s because the mean age of regular crime is

calculated on a subset of all those who had ever committed the
offence, that subset being regular criminals.

To take part in the study, individuales had toc have obtained, used,
and sold heroin on a regular basis. Thus all the respondents had
committed at least one of the specified crimes in Table 25. However,
excluding sell heroin, 99.3 per cent of the study group had committed
other crime in the past. The offences most often reported were:

sell other drugs (90.9%); shoplifting {82.8%); break, enter and steal
(73.4%); fraud (72.0%); receiving (67.8%); and larceny (52.4%). Over
three guarters (78.3%) reported regular involvement in some sort of
property crime. This was most likely to be either shoplifting
(44.1%), fraud (40.6%) or break, enter and steal (38.5%). The crime
(excluding sell heroin) specified by most (78.3%) as having been
committed regularly was the sale of other drugs.

Table 26 displays data on criminal convictions. Respondents were
asked to indicate whether they had ever been convicted (excluding
craffic offences and drink driving offences), and if so, specify the
number of times for each type of offence. A large majority (87.4%)
of the sample reported a conviction. Of these, the most common
offences were: use/possess heroin (64.8%); use/possess other drugs
(58.4%); and break, enter and steal (51.2%). It is also of interest
to note that although the entire study group are regularly involved
in selling heroin, only 37 individuals {25.9%) reported a conviction

for this offence.
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Respondents were also asked to indicate whether the? had ever been
imprisoned or placed in a juvenile ingtitution, and if so, the number
of timee. Table 27 sets out this information. Over half (55.9%) of
the gample reported having been incarcerated, most commonly for the
offence of break, enter and steal.

Data were also collected on the current legal status (eg. bail, bond,
parole etc.) of raspondents (see Table 28), and the offence (see
Table 29). Over half (53.8%) of the study group currently had some
sort of legal status. The most common offence reported was
use/possess heroin (27.3%). Over one quarter {25.9%) reported being
currently on bail.

TABLE 26
Number of convictions

No. of No. of
Offence regpondents convictions
Break, enter and steal ........... 64 251(b)
Motor wvehicle larceny ........ cean 37 123(c)
Robbery ....:.oeerccescsen cec e v 18 46(d)
Shoplifting ..iveverecscnns ciee e 50 141¢{e}
"LAYCENY sevsccancace s es e 24 71(£)
Armed robbery tserssirisaciaren i 13 27
Fraud ....... s s et et e teens e 43 110(q9)
RECELVING +4:veeesen ieeesr e e s eeas 47 109(h)
Assault ...t i i s s e e s . 32 106 (1)
Supply heroin ... oo, 37 11003}
Supply other drugs ......... e 34 87k}
Importing heroin ....vvrvnevanaenn - -—
Importing other drugs ......c.04.. 1 1
Use/possess heroin .....c o0 81 508(1}
Use/possess other drugs .......... 73 218{m)
Cultivate marijuana .......cee014: 15 16
Other drug cffences(2) ......c00a 45 123 (n)

{a) This includes forge prescriptions and possess instruments.
{b) Seven individuals reported 110 break and enter convictions.

{c) Three individuals reported 44 motor vehicle larceny
convictions.

{d) One individual reported 18 robbery {(unarmed) convictions.
{e) Three individualsg reported 48 shoplifting cenvictions.

(f) One individual reported 32 larceny convictions.

{g) Two individuals reported 22 fraud convictions.

(k) One individual reported 16 receiving convictions.

{1} Four individuals reported 54 assault convictions.

{j) One individual reported 25 supply heroin convictions.

(k) One individual reported 25 supply other drugs convictions.

(1) Fifteen individuals reported 310 use/possess heroin
convictions.

{m) Three individuals reported 55 use/possess other drugs
convictions.

{n) Two individuals repcrted 28 other drug offence convictions.
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TABLE 27
Number of prison terms

No. of No. of
offence respondents prison terms
Break, enter and steal ........ ce 45 84
Motor vehicle lArcCeny +.:csesereas 18 22
RODDEYrY +isesecsssvreosen fesaenn . 9 8(h)
Shoplifting «..svevenenns cee e . 9 12
LAYCeNY .osvesvv=sens s saaentraran 10 11
Armed robbery ..iresencscreniasans 12 17
Fraud ....... e s esneararae e 15 18
Recelving +.eossisserasnsvesnonans 10 16
ASSAULIE serseesttrarcs e s ne 11 27
Supply heroin ...evcevvavnveanns .o 17 29
Supply other drugs ........cs00un 8 201{c)
Importing heroin ....... iana e - -
Importing other drugs ........s04 - -—
Use/possess heroin c.....ccvvvanvs 14 23
Use/possess other drugs .......... 4 5
Cultivate marijuana ...c.veeeeeees 2 2
Other drug offences(a} ........... 2 2

(a) This includes forge prescriptions and possess instruments.

{b)

In two cages, the number of prison terms was not known.

(c) One individual was responsible for 10 prison terms.

TABLE 28
Current legal status

Legal status No,

HOME tovrasssesnssasssssarinsstnnacnsnss ceen 66 46,2
BaAll v uoveeesnsasossssassanenssstaansnsessan 34 23.8
PALOLlE 2 evvnosrsseannssssnsrasssrssananansas . a8 5.6
Probation ...... Weeserassravasassnens ce e 7 4.9
Bond ....... cre s aasnen e issstees et esErae s 21 14.7
Combination{a) ...vsssssrreansasssansvanns - 6 4.2
Other(b) ...ieivsonessasaes e i e s e 1 0.7
TOTAL 143 100.0
(a} Three respondents were currently on bail and probation;

(b}

Two respondents were currently on bond and probation; One
respondent was currently on bond and parcle.

One individual was currently on a suspended sentence.
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TABLE 29
current offence

No. of % of
cffence responses respondents

(&}
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N

Break, enter and steal .......... .
Motor vehicle larceny ......... e
Assault and robbery ........ e
Shoplifting .. v vecee-s e .
Larceny -.... i e ve e e v e s
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Armed robhery ......s-es.- sen e
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Assault ..... e s e e e s e e PP
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Supply heroin ........v0n e e i
Supply other drugs .....s..se0-- .
Knowingly import heroin ..........

.

s8]
-]
.

Use/possess heroin ..... e . 2
Use/possess other drugs .......- .
Possess implements ......... e
Forge prescription ......... ceneen
Attempted murder ....... Caaa e
Breach of probation ......... e

Fail to appear on B, E & 8 ,......
Soliciting ..... e eaar e

.

Y TP TP S Y R N LI Ry
S S N A
oW W WU N WG o U

.

TOTAL 114

(2} 66 respondents who had no current legal status have been

excluded. 77 individuals reported 114 different offences, and

accordingly percentages do not add to 100.

Table 30 also displays the current legal status of respondents by

type of offence. Respondents reported being on bail most commonly
for property offences, drug cffences or drug and property offences.

This was alsc similar for those on a bond or a probation order.
Mearly all those who reported being on parole stated that the
conviction{s) was for a property offence. A detailed breakdown of
legal status by offence is set out in Table 1 in Appendix B.

With regard to data on prior criminal record and current legal sta

it is important for the reader to note that there were no means by
which to cross check such self reports with official statistics.
mentioned in the methodology, confidentiality was é€nsured by
requesting that respondents not use their real names.
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1.5 The temporal relationship between heroin and crime

As with the previous two studies, the temporal sequence of heroin use
and criminal activity has been used to study the relationship between
drugs and crime by comparing the reported ages of first and regular
criminal activity with theose of first and reqular heroin use. Table
31 shows the temporal sequence of first and regular heroin use and
first and regular crime. Crime in this instance has been grouped
under the headings of property, heroin sales and other drug sales.

Dealing firstly with the sale of hercin, there is evidence to suggest
that, for this study group, this crime was related to the onset of

heroin use. The first instance of heroin selling occurred either
after (67.1%) or contemporaneously (26.6%) with the age of regular
heroin use. This was even more emphatic when regular heroin selling

was considered, 74.1 per cent reporting that it occurred after and
23.8 per cent contemporaneously with the onset of regular hercin use.

This was not the case, however, where the sale of other drugs (most
often cannabis) was concerned. The temporal seguence of heroin use
and crime here, tends to suggest a pre-hercin involvement in the drug
sub-culture. MNearly 80 per cent (78.3) of respondents reported that
they had regularly sold drugs other than heroin in the past. Looking
at Table 31 it can be seen that in 59.8 per cent of cases this
occurred before regular heroin use and in 43.8 per cent before
initial heroin use. The ramifications of this will be discussed in
Chapter 4 of this report.

The current study group also exhibited a fairly marked pre-herocin
involvement in property crime, 70.2 per cent reporting that they had
committed at least one property crime before their first use of

heroin. Forty-twc per cent reported a regular involvement in some
form of property crime before first hercin use while 50.0 per cent
reported likewise bhefore the onset of regular heroin use. It is

important, however, to leook at these results by way of individual
cffence types. Tables 32 and 33 set out the temporal sequence of
first property crime and first heroin use and regular property crime
and regular heroin use.

The most common crime reported by respondents was shoplifting
(82.5%), followed by break, enter and steal (73.4%), fraud ({(72.0%)
and receiving (67.8%). Of those who reported a first instance of
shoplifting, 72.8 per cent had shoplifted before their first use of
heroin. Such a sequence, however, was not repeated for the other
common crimes; 96.1 per cent reported that the first instance of
fraud cccurred after or contemporaneously with first hercin use and
80.4 per cent reported in a similar manner concerning their first
instance of receiving. Although a majority reporged their first
break, enter-and steal after or contemporanecusly with first heroin
use, 39.0 per cent reported that it had occurred before this time.
It was also interesting to note that 51.6 per cent of those who
reported a first instance of motor wvehicle theft stated that it had
occurred before their first heroin use episcde.
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Shoplifting was also the most common crime committed on a regular
basis (44.1%) and in over half of these cases this occurred before
the onset of regular heroin use. Other crimes commonly committed on
a regular basis were fraud (reported by 40.6%) and burglary (reported
by 38.5%). 1In most cases, however, respondents reported that the
regular commission of these crimes had occurred after or
contemporanecusly with the age of regular heroin use. Although this
may suggest one possible effect of regular heroin use on property
crime it only represents one theory on the relationship between
heroin use and crime. It is important to note, for example, that
78.3 per cent of this study group reported a regular involvement in
at least one type of property crime in the past. Whilst the temporal
sequencing of this crime is reported in Table 33, it is noted that
current respondents reported being far more criminally active than
had the treatment sample from the previous study (Dobinson and Ward,
1987). This will be discussed in detail in Chapter 4,




PART 2. THE SEVEN DAY INTERVIEW

Unlike the previous two studies, the current group of respondents
were both active users and sellers of heroin. Accordingly, the
methodology adopted reflected a desire to collect information about
the current usage and selling behaviocur of individuals. The
interview instrument was designed te collect data about each of the
seven days preceding the interview. With regards to the distribution
of heroin, the data was collected so as to reflect the sequence of
events occurring on a daily basis: that is the buying cf the drug,
the use of a particular proportion of it; the subsequent resale of
the remainder; and the buying of more. Sections 2.1 and 2.2 set out
these results. Section 2.3 sets out the information on a
respondent’s suppliers and customers followed by criminal activity
(section 2.4) and a weekly breakdown of overall income and
expenditure (Section 2.5}. Finally, a description of the activities
of those respondents who are described as couples, in that they
bought and sold their heroin by way of a bipartite arrangement, is,
as mentioned, set out seperately in section 2.6.

2.1 Drugs obtained and used

The first thing that most respondents reported doing on awakening was
to use heroin. This was followed by their first efforts to “score’
what was often a similar amount each day. In some cases this may
involve a single transaction with a supplier but, in others, a
subject might make as many as five (in some cases more) “deals’.
Although most (70.5%) had obtained heroin at least once on each of
the seven days, the remainder ranged from only two days to six days.
In come cases this occurred because large amounts were obtained on
the days they did score, or on other days they could not or did not
wish to score preferring possibly to use smaller amounts or simply to
go without.

The current group reflected a wide range of different levels of
involvement, as characterised by the weekly amounts of heroin
obtained. Table 34 shows that although most individuals obtained
amounts of less than 14 grams in the seven days prior to the
interview (46.5%}, some (17.1%) were obtaining more than an ocunce of
the drug. The reader should note that Lt is not suggested the
amounts of heroin reported were actual weights.

Blthough transactions with suppliers were almost exclusively in cash,
some respondents (30.2%) were able to obtain at least some of their
hercin on credit. Very few respondents, however, reported that such
credit was still to be repaid at the time of interview, most paying
it back on the same day. Only three respondents obtained any hercin
by trading stolen property. .
Most respondents both lived in (see Table 3) and obtained their
heroin in Central Sydney, largely in the Kings Cross/Darlinghurst
area (see Table 35). It was noted that a number of people residing




outside this area bought their heroin in Central Sydney, indicating

that some individuals were travelling to this area to “score’.

Ooverall, however, most respondents both lived and bought their heroin

in the same area.

TABLE 34
Total heroin obtained/week

Grams No. %
Logs than 14 ceeeiieeesssrasssaesanesranasssancs 60 46.5
14 to less thanm 28 ... reesonearanannves camaea 47 36.4
28 OF INOLE evasesrneoetsnsenssresessrsersssnenses 22 17.1
TOTAL 129 100.0
{a) Those 14 respondents whe were couples, and are dealt with
seperately in section 2.6 have been excluded.
TABLE 35
Region purchased heroin
Area No. %
Sydney Suburban(a)
- Central ...+¢va0een e e e eh e ce e 108 813.7
-~ South eecivenaen. PR f e e e e e . 5 3.9
-~ Inner west ....... e e PR cea e 1 0.8
— WeSE L s s s e s e fe s r e ce et .. 8 6.2
- North .....¢... PR e e chee e e 6 4.7
Combination(b) ........ he e e he e e nae e P 1 0.8
TOTAL 125 100.0

{a) A breakdown of these groupings by way of postcecdes is centained

in Appendix A.

(b) This respondent could not differentiate between south and

central.
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On average, respondents spent $4,481.82 o
period with a range of between $660 and $24,500.

the various ranges of expenditure.

n herocin in this seven day
Table 36 sets out

TABLE 36
Expenditure on heroin/week

Expenditure No. %
$500 -~ $2,000 ........- s eemaevem e PP 24 18.6
52,001 - 4,000 +inviracrrasnnserracscnaraness 45 34.9
54,001 - S6,000 tivrreratsaanrreasrarannssnen 31 24.0
$6,001 — §8,000 .uiseruirarrorarnanan st 11 8.5
£8,001 - $10,000 4w srrrraannsansanareesaorss 9 7.0
More than 510,000 .iieervrrorresseccinrnrareerss ] 7.0
TOTAL 129 100.0
TABLE 37
value of heroin received in other ways/week

3 No. %
NONe received ..ivisersosscsrsssssasrascsssarsons 95 73.6
S$1 — $B00 wvuvervanresrraransnronsenna s e 24 18.6
S501 — $1,000 +veurivncmnreanrssonannsoncnoreens 6 4.7
More than $1,000 .....csnesvrreens  rereseraeenn 4 3.1
TOTAL 129 100.0C

Some respondents (26.4%) had also received heroin other than by c<ash

purchase, credit or trading stolen
sut the amounts received in dollar
receipt. The most common non—-cash
services rendered in arranging for

{middleman) or as a courier. Another commeon source was family and/or

friends who “had done me a favour’
difficulty in “scoring’.

property. Tables 37 and 38 set
terms and the non-cash means of
means (70.6%) was by way of

someone else to purchase drugs

when a subject was having

1t should be noted however that nearly 90

per cent of respondents reported no difficulty in “scoring’ in the

pre-interview period.
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TABLE 38

Other ways heroin was received

% of
Other way No. .respondents (b)
Family/friends ......... e NP 10 29.4
Stole Arug svesecassresnanarerannns 2 5.9
Swapped other drugs .........eocu-n. 1 2.9
SErviCes .rcsvenrsonssaonan e 24 70.6
Other(a) ..occervsvrseeses e 1 2.9
TOTAL 38(b)

(a] One individual obtained heroin from a dealer. But this was
owed to him and not for services.

(b) 34 respondents reported 38 other methods of obtaining heroin
and accordingly percentages add to more than 160.

On average subjects reported using $1,494.02 worth of heroin over the
seven day period with a range of between $225 and $5,280. Table 39
describes the amounts used. Because amounts used were most often
reported in dollars rather than street grams they have been described
in terms of expenditure. It should also be noted that the cash
amounts relate only to the respondents’ estimated street value rather
than what they actually spent.

TABLE 39
Estimated value of heroin usage/week

$ No. %
1 ~ 51,000 ...cvvriiananas e e s e n e e e e e . 50 38.8
$1,001 - $2,000 ... vivivnveneens e e cee e 45 34.9
$2,001 - 83,000 .......... e e e e e ‘e 18 14.0
$3,001 - 54,000 .4t iiinrinanvanr st asnsenanens 8 6.2
More than $4,000 ........0... t e aeseaeeea s ae e . 5 3.9

2.3

NOE KINOWIL o csesuaoesssnostacsasess C s s a e e s o 3
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By comparing the average amount expended on heroin and the amount
used in dollar terms (5$4,481.82 and $1,494.02 respectively) it is
interesting to note the 3:1 ratio. How this reflects on the economic
determinants of herocin distribution will be discussed later.

apart from heroin, a majority of respondents had also used alcohol
(62.8%) and other druge (85.5%) on at least one of their seven days.
Tables 40 and 41 set out the amounts expended on alcchel and what was
drunk. Twelve (12) respondents reported having consumed alcohol
which had not cost them any money.

TABLE 40
Expenditure on alcohol /fweek

5 No. %

No expenditure ......o.e0.- caeeaans teeavnea cenaa 12 14.8
51 - 550 ... et sreees s s Cheeeaaen verean 50 61.7
§51 - $100 ...concninns che e e enenna e 11 13.6
More than $100 ...... crersessssaraernn cereasena . a8 9.9
TOTAL 8l(a) 100.0

(a) The 48 who had not consumed alcohol have been excluded.

TABLE 41
Type of alcohol consumed

Alcchol type No. %

Beer only ..... J N Y v 29 35.8
Wine only +eoesseceanes hesesec ettt 8 9.9
Spirits oenly ...c.oovarans Cenessamss e PP 18 22.2
Beer and wine ........0+ Chas e ha e ceeae 4 4.9
Beer and spirits ......c.0000n Cesraearas Girr e i5 18.5
Wine and spirits ........- Ceeeen e e ven e 2 2.5
Beer, wine and spirits ........ e e cae s 3 3.7
Not known ...... srrasare e crreea srer e ceae 2 2.5
TOTAL ' 8l(a} 100.0

{a) The 48 who had not consumed alcohol have been excluded.

| B
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For those who had spent money on alccohel in the previous week, the
average expenditure was $46.94. A small number {(9.9%) had spent in
excess of $100 but only a few of these reported that their drinking
was a problem.

The other drugs most commonly used were cannabis (77.1%),
barbiturates/hypnotics (43.1%) and other opiates (33.9%). Table 42
sets out these results while Table 43 describes how much individuals
spent. Nearly 40 per cent {38.5%) reported using other drugs, but at
no financial cost to themselveg. These subjects would often report
having been given drugs, especially cannabis, in a social setting
sometimes when they were transacting heroin purchases or sales.

Other respondents received barbiturates and sedatives from friends
who had personal doctors’ prescriptions for these drugs. On average
$161.79 was spent per week by those who reported buying other drugs.

TABLE 42
Other drugs used

No., of % of
Drug Responses regpondents(bk)
Cannabis ...... seassassraan cesanrman g4 77.1
Amphetamines ......ecccceserassraans 19 17.4
Barbiturates/hypnotics +....c0c00a. 47 43.1
COCaing ...cecerercsrinescssannsasns 7 . 6.4
Other opiates(a) ,..cvieviicanrnnanns 37 33.9

{a) Includes those currently in methadone programs.

{b) 109 respondents reported other drug use 194 times and
accordingly percentages do not add to 100. The 20 subjects who
had used only heroin have been excluded.

TABLE 43
Total expenditure on other drugs/week

Expenditure No. %
NO COSE vhvveennananns Cherarseserenes e 42 38.5
S1 - S100 .tivivenieornenssanna crtersa s ceaee 34 31.2
$101 - $200 .veveenenns D 17 15.6
$201 - $300 .teviervvnrnnnannes criresiaeses 7 6.4
More than $300 ........... D vesararen e g 8.3
TOTAL 109(a} 160.0

{a) The 20 who had only used heroin have been excluded.




The following two case studies provide examples of the obtaining and

usage of heroin and other drugs.

Vignette 1

Mick, a 43 year old married male, reported obtaining heroin with a
street value of §6,450. He had made several purchases each day
beginning with a halfweight ($150) deal. He gold four to five $50
deals (50's) from this initial purchase and then bought a gram with
the proceeds. He reported that he might return to his supplier as
many as five more times for gram purchases depending on how gquickly
he sold his heroin. His own usage was approximately 1 gram per day
starting with a §$50 “whack’ each morning. He also supplied heroin to
his wife, she using approximately a “half weight' per day. He
reported that she gave him money for heroin as well as paying the
rent and household food bills. ©One of her income sources was from

prostitution.

Although six of his seven days were all fairly active the day before
the interview {a Monday) was reported as being very slow. ©On this
day he had purchased only “half a weight’, using approximately $100
himself, the other $50 being used by his wife. When guestioned about
this he reported that Mondays were usually slow and that he just did

not feel like “hustling’.

Apart from heroin he had drunk approximately $8 worth of wine
(approximately two glasses each day with evening meals).

Vignette 2

Suzy is a 23 year old prostitute. She obtained a 5 gram bag (51,200}
of heroin each day from the one supplier. Her usage varied between
2 and 3 grams each day. She paid cash every day for her heroin but
got $100 credit on one occasion when she was "short’'. This was
repaid the next day when she visited her gupplier.

Apart from heroin she had bought two half ounce deals of cannabis on
two days at a cost of $120 for each. ©On another day she had swapped
heroin worth $100 for a half ounce deal of cannabis. This she shared
with her flatmate and her boyfriend throughout the week. She had
also given her boyfriend $100 worth of hercin on one of her reporting

days.

Suzy also reported heavy use of serapax {40 per day) and valium (50
per day). She was currently in a methadene program. She did not
consume any alcohol during the week prior to the interview.

2.2 Drug distribution

A large majority of respondents {81.3%) had sold heroin on five or
more days during the week preceding the interview. Once again it was
not always possible to quantify the amounts sold in terms of weight,
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as subjects found it easier to talk in dollars. Table 44 shows the
amounts sold. On average, respondents reported selling heroin with a
street value of $4,526.12, with a range of hetween $350 and $24,650.
This is only slightly in excess of the average expenditure of
54,481.82 demonstrating that the original ocutlay was just being
covered by income.

TABLE 44
amount of heroin sold/week

s No %

$200 - 52,000 ..... ieerrrseannnn ihes e resaeens . 34 26.4
$2,001 - 54,000 ....v0ceeeenn s earenacesannnnn ‘e 42 32.6
$4,001 - 86,000 ..t eerrecenensnnrersrananns 23 17.8
$6,001 - $8,000 ..... fheserseasanns She s 8 6.2
$8,001 — S10,000 ..ovvonncnnvans . 7 5.4
Mare than $10,000 ......... Ceta s s s e ens cee 15 11.6

|

TOTAL 129 100.0

Transactions were almost exclusively in cash. Some respondents
(16.3%), however, sold at least some heroin on credit and two
respondents reported that they had accepted atolen property. Many
respondents did report, however, that they often sold “short’. 1In
other words they often accepted less than the market price; for
example $45 for a $50 deal. Although there was an understanding that
the customer would subsequently “make good’ this deficiency
respondents reported that they really didn’'t expect to be paid nor
would they make much effort to get it at a later stage.

When asked whether or not they had cut any heroin in the last seven
days it was interesting to discover that the majority (68.2%) had not
done so. When asked why, respondents often reported that it had
already been cut or “stepped on’ enough and for them to do sc would
affect their successful sale of the drugs as well as future
relationships with customers. This did not mean that they never cut
their drugs, rather that they would only do so if they had “scored’
heroin which they perceived would “take' a cut or was too strong to
be released directly on to the streets. Of those who had cut their
heroin they had tended to double the amount and had used glucose (40
respondents) and codral (1 respondent).

Respondents were also able to provide information ‘on the size of the
deals they sold. Unlike the amounts they bought, i.e. usually
multiple grams or gram bags, they subsequently sold the remainder of
their heroin in deals described in dollar terms. These included
$100's, $75's and, most commonly, $50's. On some occasions, howéver,




half weights and weights {costing $150 and $300 respectively) were
sold. Other respondents had also acted as a middleman for a larger
amount which was either passed on untouched to the ultimate purchaser
or “taxed’ of a small amount by the respondent. The respondent was
also “paid’ (given heroin) for his services either by the supplier or
the purchaser or, in some cases, pboth (note the description of heroin

obtained by way of services in Table 38).

Regpondents were also asked about the main region in which they sold
their heroin (see Table 45}. again the vast majority (87.6%) sold
their heroin in the Kings cross/Dariinghurst area, thus indicating
that this study group predominantly lived, bought their heroin and
sold their herocin in the same geographical area. Some respondents
did report, however, having bought heroin in different areas from
that in which they sold it. Other respondents reported having
rransported it to other suburbs, country areas and in one case

interstate for sale.

TABLE 45
Region heroin sold

Area No. %
Sydney suburbani(a})
S =3 X =% =2 H O L LR R I ii3 87.6
— SOUER ci e cccasares st an s 2 1.6
v WEBL ceersarvsasistsasnss et 1 0.8
— SoUuth WEBL c.iseactnsssarasssrsessasavsan 1 0.8
. NOILTEH cssnccrscsssacsstnanssassssoesnnaes=s 4 3.1
N.5.W. country(b) J e R R R 2 1.6
InterstatefC) ittt 1 0.8
combination(9) ..... 5 3.9
TOTAL 129 100.2

(a) A breakdown of these groupings by way of postcodes is contained
in Appendix A.

(b) one respondent reported selling heroin in Orange, and one in
Gosford.

(¢} One respondent reported selling hercoin in St. Kilda.

(¢) Five respondents could not differentiate hetween locations.
This includes: West and Central (2); South and Central (1);
North and Central{l); and Inner West and Central (1}.

-

Apart from obtaining heroin and other drugs by means other than
purchase, drugs were also distributed in other ways. Table 46 sets
eout the dollar value of this heroin while Table 47 describes the
methods of distribution. BAs in the case of heroin obtained in other
ways, most respondents had given heroin away to family or friends
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either on a mutual
“hanging out’. It
returned. A small

or they had been physically robbed.

customers who took
the cash.
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gharing basis, as a gift or to a friend who was
was generally felt that such favours would be
number of respondents had also had heroin stolen
Others had been “ripped off’ by
possession of the drugs but failed to return with

TABLE 46

Heroin distribution in other ways/week

S No. %
None distributed ....c.veitnsevisescnes eerenens 45 34.9
§1 - $500 .euverarssonssanssssnanssssesnroncssns 72 55.8
S501 — $1,000 +uvcnersonrensrasoresvuissranaaius 6 4.7
More than 51,000 ....circensrocsranens cer e - 5 3.9
NOt KNOWIL tvevsevarsaasvoasssssssosansrssnssns 1 0.8
TOTAL 129 100.0
TABLE 47
Other ways heroin was distributed

No. of % of
Other way Responses Respondents (k)
Family/friends ......ceereneosans 74 88.1
Ripped off .......... craeresranes 5 6.0
Stolen/robbed ....iieerirnerann 5 6.0
Swapped other drugs ... ceesecevn 9 10.7
SErVIiCES +.vennasentvsasaasarnes 7 8.3
Other{8) +.icecieosssaserssnsaevan 3 3.6
TOTAL 103

{a)
arrest.

(L)
and therefore

A small numbér of
heroin during the
cannabis followed

Three respondents had drugs confiscated by police as part of an

84 respondents reported 103 different methods of distribution

percentages do not add to 100G,

respondents (17) had also sold drugs apart from
The most common drug wasg

On average,

seven day period.
by amphetamines and other opiates.

$296.77 was generated by these subjects through the sale of these

drugs. This data

is not presented in table form due to the small

number of respondents involved.
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2.3 Suppliers and customers

In order to provide a general description of the distribution
networks in which respondents were involved, they were asked a series
of gquestions about their supplier(s), their customers, and their

relationship with them.

Subjects initially provided information about the number of suppliers
they had dealt with in the seven days prior to interview (Table 48).
In the main (61.2%) respondents had only one supplier. This person

was either someone they classified as a friend (44.2%) or merely an

acquaintance (55.0%) (see Table 49).

TABLE 48
Number of suppliers

Number No. %
ONE ¢everaonsaness S R 79 61.2
TWO o vesssnseonasonaenssnsasssssanssstonsacsssnss 22 17.1
THY GG 2 seeesssarernasssnsstatssssssatsssnsssassccy 19 14.7
FOULE «cssssoasntatsrsaseastrsssnssssssntsnsssarsnsse 8 6.2
FAVE «osvsonenasstnsansrsssssssssassssarsnsssscs 1 0.8
TOTAL 129 100.0
TABLE 49
Description of main supplier

Description No. %
Friend .uieeeesssessssasastosaantosrosaassrarses 57 44.2
ACUUALNLANCE e visevasinenrsssrrarsasocnrcusrs 71 55.0
Lo k=) 1=3 <L - 1 N LI R R R 1 0.8
TOTAL 129 100.0

(a) One individual reported that his main supplier was a
businessman. v

Where more than one supplier was used they were again mainly friends

or acquaintances (see Tables 2 and 3 in Appendix B)}.
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When asked their perception of the role of their main supplier almost
all (93.0%) felt that he/she was a full-time dealer (see Tables 4 and
5 in Appendix B for a description of other suppliers). In order to
expand on the main supplier’s role, they were also asked to estimate
the amount of heroin that their supplier might ‘move’ in a typical
day. 1In some cases respondents felt that they knew precisely the
amount whereas others gave only estimates. A large number (42.6%)
also reported that they had no idea nor did they ‘want to know’ .
Tables 50 and 51 set out the data on the role of the main supplier
and the amounts he or she supplied.

TABLE 50
Role of main supplier

Role No. %
Full-time dedaler ...cissessrssasseccssssrreccsesss 120 93.0
Part-time dealer ..iveccreesssscsnssesarcsnsnrancs 6 4.7
Other — Middleman ...ssesecesorssestsrrsacnsnvonre 1 0.8
UNKNOWIT +oasevansasssssscssssnssss trsassseaannan 2 1.6
TOTAL 129 100.0

TABLE 51

Amount scld by main supplier

{grams/day)
Grams/day No. %
1 = 14 grams ..eecerasosrsroncsssaoanasns iaea e 29 22.5
15 - 2B grams ......- e D e 23 17.8
More than 28 ....svv e cenr e teresranens e 17 13.2
Only gave § values(a) ...seresrrroracacneneranns 5 3.9
NOL KINOWI ot eooeecisssnsnssstsssnenssvssascnsvess 55 42.6

TOTAL 129 100.0

{a) This includes: $20,000/day; $12,000/week; $35%,000/day;
$6,000/day; and $2,000/day.




Where gram amounts were
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provided, an-average of 37.45 grams per day

was calculated. Understandably there is no way of verifying such

results and readers are

cautioned as to placing too much emphasia on

these, especially as they relate to one individual’s perception of

another.

Regpondents were also a

gupplier in regard to other drugs.

as they knew their main
sell other drugs it was
amphetamines (see Table

Other

sked about the selling activities of the main
Many (56.6%) reported that as far
supplier sold only hercin. Where they did
likely to be cannabis, cocaine or

52).

TABLE 52
drugs sold by main supplier

Drug No. %

CAanMNAbiS +eeeeeencoassarsarsstsosassnscmsesessee 12 9.3
DMPhetamings ....vevoeannroacscnannanrvsveoourss 2 1.6
COCAINE ¢t veeasstrasasssosnsstasssasssssnsatsess i8 14.0
Cannabis and amphetamines .....ccsoesannesrennrs 3 2.3
Cannabis and cocaine .vsccesarsesarseccessneuns 1 g.8
Amphetamines and COCAINE ....scsvmoviosnenanneios 2 1.6
Anything you want ....ieeceesesnensnrrenvannmenes 2 1.6
Does not sell other drugs ..... R 73 56.6
UNKNOWIL +cvsvosasosarsaesvsssssatosanassnssnssss 16 12.4
TOTAL 129 100.2

TABLE 53
Length of dealing with main supplier

Weeks No. %

T - S I I I 54 41.9
27 = 52 iesiisarasanas R L 24 18.6
B3 = 104 st vscavsassnsansesrarvasasrscacriansse 24 18.6
105 = 208 veeoenvoaonssonasnssassssmsestassssnsces o 14 10.9
More than 208 ...eveecrassnssaranesssrosaseccssor 13 10.1
TOTAL 129 160.0
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In order to provide gsome time frame to the relationship between a
respondent and his/her supplier(s) they were asked abkout the length
of time they had been dealing with this indiwvidual(s). As can be
"seen in Table 53 such relationships were long term with 58.1 per cent
reporting that they had bought drugs from their main supplier for six
months or more. In fact, the average time frame was nearly two years
({95.89 weeks}). Tables 6 and 7 in Appendix B set out the results for
the second and third main suppliers.

Given this often lengthy involvement with their main supplier,
respondents were asked the reasons why they maintained the
relationship. Such reasons also provide an insight into what they
looked for in a supplier right from the initial contact. BAs was
expected, price, guality and a reliable and regular supply were the
major reasong. Others included quantity (they received weighed
amounts) and trust (the supplier did not rip them off and nor did
they rip their supplier off). Table 54 sets out these resulta.

TABLE 54
Reasons for maintaining relationship with main supplier

No. of % of
Reason Responses Respondents (b)
Reliable ......... T R 58 45.0
Price ..iveeene- freesasaas e fen e 45 34.9
QUALLEY serrevnosnreanonaneronnanes 103 79.8
Credit ..sreeeees te s esaas e s s e 20 15.5
Quantity (scaled weights) ...... e 15 11.6
Friend ....cevvvvcerass i e cea s . 8 6.2
Proximity (close, accessible, fast) ... 9 7.0
Trust (not going to be ripped off) .... 14 10.9
Gives commission/ freebies’ .......... 6 4.7
Necessity (don't know anyone else) .... 2 1.6
Other(a) ...... e . e 2 1.6
Unknown ....-cs0eeue. i e as s e ean 1 0.8
TOTAL 283

{a) One respondent reported that his supplier had never been
busted, while another said that the supplier paid the
respondent s fines.

(k) 129 respondents provided 283 reasons and therefore percentages
do not add to 100.

It was also of interest to determine how initial contact was made
with the main supplier. As demonstrated by Table 55 most (53.5%)
were introduced by friends or others who were customers of the
supplier.
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TABLE 55
Initial contact with main supplier

Initial contact No.

Introduced through friends/other customers ..... €69 53.5
Self approach - I approached dealer ..........-.. 10 7.8
Self approach - dealer approached me ........... 6 4.7
Self approach - initiator unknown ..........e0-. & 4.7
We were friends previously (school, work) ...... 13 10.1
Met in gacl «..eeiiaeeeenn crea e resesre e 9 7.0
Introduced through another dealer(a) .......-. . 9 7.0
Through work related activity ......cecavvcesene 4 3.1
Not Known ...-::eesese=- e e 3 2.3
TOTAL 129

{a) In these instances a dealer who was unable to gupply them had

referred them on.

TABLE 56

Precautions taken to avoid detection when dealing with suppliers

No. of
Precaution ' Responses Respondents(a)
Talk in code ......... s esas e 35
Use beeper system .,....... ier e ceena 12
Stash it ..... o000 Ce s e et 7
Change the location/time ........... e 22
Look out for suspicious cars/people ... 36
Never do deals at residence .....cs00.- 3
Exchange in public
using disguised metheods ........... e 4 3.1
Exchange in private ......... e aee 41 i1.8
Don‘t use telephones ...... ceee e e 9 7.0
Just be careful ......... Casreene e 5 3.9
Go straight home after transaction .... 4 3.1
Prearranged location/time ...... 00000 43 33.3
Do not disclose details ...vvevevasereas 5 3.9
No precautions taken .......ceveve-e - 9 7.0
Not KNOWN +eesvevansaocnss Cera e 1 0.8
TOTAL 236

(a) 129 respondents reported 236 precautionary methods and
accordingly percentages do not add to 100.
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Given that dealings with suppliers were of a very gerious nature, in
terms of the consegquences if detected by police, subjects were
questioned about the types of precaution taken to minimise such
detection. Respondents reported many different, and often quite
elaborate, precautionary methods. These have been grouped together
under general headings and set out in Table 56.

Respondents reported that they often (33.3%) prearranged the location
and time. A further 17.1 per cent had prearranged locations and
timee but stated that these were reqgularly changed. If they used the
telephone they often talked in code (27.1%). In 36 cases {(27.9%) the
respondent would ‘“keep a look out for suspicicus cars and/or people’.
The transaction was also often done in private or “*behind closed

doors’ (31.8%).

The same sort of information about a respondent’s supplier(s) wad
also sought about their own customers. On average there were 14
{13.92) customers per respondent (see Table 57).

TABLE 57
Number of customers per respondent

Number No. %

1 = 10 seevsenscananessaneonsssrsnssstonacnsesss 60 46.5
11 = 20 eeecrenseasanacscnraresssassnsonarsscnan 45 34.9
o T |« B 11 8.5
More than 30 .ceeeivierancsarssssosncsmanrecsrsnnne 6 4.7
NOL KIOWIL +1soscevctsacnassssrasarsssrocsencccssn 7 5.4
TOTAL 129 108.0

TABLE 58

Number of prostitute customers per respondent

Number No. %
None ...... FR S N R I ’ 44 34.1
1 -5 tiinnieanens R I S I 62 48.1
6 = 10 tesesevoasnsnsenesrnsessassarssssrarasrenr 11 8.5
More than 10 ...cireenncsssesssnortsscesrsnasss 7 5.4
NOL KNOWIL ¢ vannsssoosanosssacsssssssnstarsnsessss - 5 3.9




Given the fact that the field office was located within the main area
for prostitution in Sydney it was also felt important to determine
how many respondents dealt with prostitutes. Overall, 65.9 per cent
had sold heroin to at least one known prostitute in the seven days
on average, this group had sold to three

prior to the interview.
Table 58 sets out these results.

known prostitutes (2.96).

Respondents described their customers as being predeominately
friends (65.1%) and strangers {41.1%). This

acquaintances (87.6%),
will be discussed later

lesser willingness to deal with strangers
{for a full breakdown of the frequency ranges for the numbers of

strangers, friends and acguaintances dealt with see Tables 8, 9 and
10 in Appendix B).
TABLE 59

Number of regular customers per respondent
Number No. %
NOME 4tseveneessonsossssoaansssonasatssssreatans 10 7.8
1 = B teesesestssareatrtsases it a Tttt annen 54 41.9
B = 10 4uveennnsasntenssanetatanaarsasasestavse 37 28.7
11 = 15 iivseronsnsansnss hensneasessransrenens . 13 10.1
More than 15 ceiicassssnrresassonsnssostsnsocserens 12 9.3
Not known ......coeavsaon- ciimase s T R 3 2.3
TOTAL 129 100.C

TABLE 60
Number of occasional/semi-regular customers per respondent

Number No. %

NOIE +sesssesonersssaans e e s an e s e et e e 54 41.9
1 R R 40 31.0
5 - 10 ... e i et e ey ces e e e et en s 24 18.7
More than 10 ......... e e eie et 7 5.4
Not known ......... Cerran e trree s 4 3.1
TOTAL 129 1006.0
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TABLE 61
Number of new customers per respondent

Number No. %
NOone +.ccease. e i e e ts bt e m et . 76 58.9
1 = 5 ivsrnnconns et e e h e Cee e 29 22.5
6 - 10 c.oaunen. e e e e e e et s e fr e 10 7.8
11 - 15 .- t e e e e e s c et 5 3.9
More than 15 .......- e e e e f e i E e e 4 3.1
Not XnNown ...eveeeesn e n e e e e ta e m e e 5 3.9
|
TOTAL 129 100.0C :

In order to gauge the freguency with which respondents sold heroin to
their customers, they were also asked to estimate the number who were
regular (sold to 3 or more days per week), occasional (less than 3
days per week) and new in the last week. Once again the data
demonstrated a desire to avoid new customers, 58.9 per cent reporting
that they had not dealt with any new customers, while preferring to
have regular and occasional customers (see Tables 59, 60 and 61).

Respondents were also asked to estimate the length of time they had
been selling to their three most regular customers. Table 62 sets
out the data for the most regular customer while Tables 11 and 12 in
appendix B describe the second and third most regular customers.

TABLE 62
Length of dealing with most regular customer

Weeks No. %

1l - 26 sveiann.. e m e s e e r e 51 42.9
D B it e e i e 24 20.2
53 - 104 ..ttt iei e e r e m e A 20 16.8
105 — 208 i it et traenoenassanaens f e e e 14 11.8
More than 208 ........40... et e a e v 10 8.4
TOTAL 119(a) 100.0

{2) Ten respondents, who had no regular customers in the seven days
pricr to interview, have been excluded.




As was the case with the main supplier, respondents had maintained

the relationship with the most regular customer for some time. On
average, respcondents had been supplying their most regqular customer
for more than 18 months (88.73 weeks}. This compares with the second

most regular customer (average of 54,96 weeks) and third most regular

customer (average of 45.01 weeks}.

The most mentioned benefit (76.4%) of having regular customers was
security. This related mainly to avoiding detection by police. BAs
mentioned, this also had a lot to de with their reluctance to deal
with strangers and therefore take on new customers. Other benefits
included reliability (i.e. they provided a regular cutlet for a
respondent’s selling activities) and that they paid on time. These

results are set out in Table 63.

TABLE 63
Benefits of selling to regular customers

No. of % of

Benefit responses respondents (b)
Reliable .....c...- e PN 72 58.5
Pay on time ......c000nn ce e e 41 33.3
Security ...c.oa0ee.n e e e cane 94 76.4
Keeps me in heroin

{commission/freebies) .......... 8 6.5
Brings in other customers ....... 4 3.3
Other(a) ..eervecnnesnns e . 3 2.4
NOot KINOWI v e cvinvernns sieasean e 2 1.6
TOTAL 224

{a) One respondent said that there were no benefits while two said
that they were less likely to be robbed or ripped off by

(b) regulars.
Six subjects reported that they had never had regular customers

and have been excluded., 123 respondents reported 224 benefits
and accordingly percentages do not add to 100.

Mention has already been made of the sericus nature of supplying
heroin especially given the conseguences if “busted’. BAs seen from
Tables 59, 60 and 61, respondents had a variety of regular,
occasional and new customers. It was important therefore to cbtain
information about the types of precaution taken in dealing with their
customers. A distinction has been made here between regular and
occasicnal customers {grouped together - see Table 64) and new
customers (Table 65).
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TABLE 64
Precautions taken to avoid detection when
dealing with regular or occasional customers

No. of % of
Precaution respenses regpondents{b)
Talk in code ......... e e e et . i3 10.1
Use beeper system ........... e 1 0.8
“stash it’ ..... e e 49 38.0
Use a "lookout’ +.evieenenancaasnns ceas 4 3.1
Change the location/time .............. 6 4.6
Look out for suspicicus cars/pecple ... 12 9.3
Never do deals at residence ........... 3 2.3
Exchange in public using
disguised methods ......ieerciianaea, . 8 6.2
Exchange in private .............. cenes 55 42.6
Do not use telephones ......... cesreans 2 1.5
Cut feeling/just careful .............. 4 3.1
Prearranged location/time ........... . 23 17.8
Other(a) ..... trisenrren e aresenn 2 i.5
No precautions taken ...sceeveeecarans . 15 11.6
NOot KNOWN «.evitrvnnsvanasossanasn ceseans 2 1.5

TOTAL 19¢

{a) One respondent did not ‘“broadcast’ his business while another
gaid that customers were not allowed to bring strangers.

{b) 129 respondents reported 19% precautions and accordingly
percentages do not add to 100.

A common precaution taken when selling to regulars was to do so in
private or “behind closed doors’ (42.6%). As will be discussed later
this was sometimes at the respondents own residence and subject to
prior arrangements. Another common precaution was to “stash’ heroin
deals in a “safe’ place. One respondent reported that he may bury it
near a tree while another kept it behind a loose brick in a wall.
After a customer had placed his order the respondent would then go to
his ‘“stash’ alone (making sure not to be followed) and get what was
wanted.

Although this method of “stashing’ was often used when dealing with
new customers, especially on the streets, the most mentioned
precaution was the checking of ‘bona fides’ (58.1%). Methods of
doing this were by introduction or checking “track’ marks, eyes or
asking gquestions about who they knew. In some cases (10.9%)
respondents reported that they themselves would have to know the
person i.e. to have seen them around etc. Even sc 22.5 per eent
reported that they would never take on new customers.
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TABLE 65
Precautions taken to avoid detection when
dealing with new customers

No. of % of
Precaution responses respondents(b)
“stash 1t7 teeiveacnearreneenen cereas 9 7.0
Use a “lookout’ .....i.venaines e 3 2.3
Look out for suspicious cars/people ... 4 3.1
Exchange in private .........c.-.. ceeees 10 7.8
Check bonafides ....ciiessasscisonnnans 75 58.1
Ggut feeling/careful ....... feaseaaen . 9 7.0
Pre-arranged location/time ... ..ovee.-n 1 0.8
Mugt know them/not strangers .......... 14 10.9
OLther({8) tivisarsecrsssrsasersanatoanssns 1 0.8
No precautions taken .......ccoenvvesen 1 0.8
Not known ...... Cesareramectres s 1 0.8
Never deal with them .....cvs0creeiesn. 29 22.5
TOTAL 157

{a) One respondent did not tell them he was carrying drugs.

(b} 129 reported 157 precautions and accordingly percentages do not
add to 100. )

TABLE 66
Location where heroin sold {(on busiest day)

No. of % of
Location responses respondents(a)
Respondent’'s home.....covveerevon 35 27.1
Customer '8 hOMB..eseveasss ceranas 4 3.1
Street ..ivves e an e aear e e e 51 39.5
Pubs, cafe, etC. ..viivrioansssns 16 12.4
Rented roOm ...ie000. e e i a et 3 2.3
Not known ...... teaasesersenssena a8 29.5
TOTAL 147

(a} Respondents could nominate more than one location so
percentages do not add to 100.
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Apart from providing general information about buying and selling
activitlies, respondents were agked to describe in detall what they
did on the day they sold most heroin (i.e. their “busiest’ day).

This provided information on the location where they sold their
hercin on that day and, where information was made available, whether
their selling activities were pre-arranged.

Table 66 describes the locations where heroin was sold, which were
usually on the street (39.5%), or at the respondent's residence

{27.1%). Of those who had sold at their houses, 20 provided details
which showed that transactions were pre-planned; orders, for example,
being made over the telephone. Conversely, transactions done on the

street were primarily not of a pre-planned nature, 42 who sold on the
street reporting that sales mostly involved customers merely
approaching them and enguiring as to what they could buy.

The following vignettes of Steve, Bob and Julie provide examples of
buying, using and selling activities over the seven days.

Vignette 3

Steve, a 30 year old male, reported selling heroin in the week with a
street value of §8,750. Set out below is a description of his daily
activities.

Friday: Saw two dealers. Purchased a three weight and then a
four weight deal (paid $1,490 cash). Used approximately
one weight throughout the day. Cut remaining esix weights
with glucose on a 2:1 basis. Divided this into four half
weights, 2 x $100s and approximately 40 x $50s. This was
sold to 20 customers for $2,800.

Saturday! Purchased a three weight deal for §$720. Used one
throughout the day. Did not cut the remainder making 15
¥ 550s. This was sold to approximately 9 customers
during the day.

Sunday: Purchased two weights for §$600. Used one and cut the
remainder, doubling the amount. Made 12 x 5508 selling
these for $600 to six customers.

Monday: Same as Sunday.

Tuesday: Purchased three weights for $750. Used one throughout
the day. Added one weight in cut to remainder and made
20 x $50s out of this. 8cld these for $1,000 to
approximately nine customers.

Wednegday: Saw two dealers. Purchased a three welght and a two
welght deal for $1,250. Used two weights during the
day. Was very stoned. Did not cut and sold remaining
three weights toc at least 14 customers. <Cannot recall
number and size of deals but got back $1,500 in casah.
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Thursday: Saw dealer once. Bought six welghts for $1,320. Used
two during the day. Did not cut remainder. Sold short
that day to about 14 customers. Only got $1,500 in
cash. Cannot recall number and. size of deals.

Steve reported dealing with two suppliers. He had been buying from
his main supplier for approximately gix and a half months. He
reported dealing with this person because of the price of the
heroin. His other supplier was said to have sold good quality
‘dope’. He estimated that both dealers might *move’ as much as two
ounceg per day. When dealing with his main supplier he reported that
they pre-arranged (by telephecne) a pick up location. The dealer
would drive around the area to ‘check it out’ and then pick him up.
They would then do their business while on the move. He further
reported that he had 12 regular cugtomers four of whom were
prostitutes. He sold on the streets of Kings Cross and used the
precaution of “stashing’ the heroin when dealing with his customers.

Vignette 4

Bob, a 37 year old male, had used heroin on only two of the past
seven days. He had, however, used one gram of cocaine each day
paying cash on two days and swapping heroin on the remaining five
days. He also reported using (with friends) an ounce of cannabis
costing $240 over the course of the week.

Monday: Purchased 2 grams of hercin ($600) and 1 gram of cocaine
($200). Used half a gram of heroin and all the cocaine.
Sold remaining heroin to seven people for $700. This was
made up of 2 x half grams, 3 x $100s and 2 x $50s.

Tuesday: Purchased 2 grams of heroin ($600), 1 gram of cocaine
($200) and 1 ocunce of cannabis ($24C). Used half a gram
of heroin, all of cocaine and some of the cannabis. Sold
remaining heroin as per Monday. Committed a forgery and
made $300.

Wednesday: Purchased 2 grams of heroin (5600} and scored 10 gram bag
for somecne else (§$2,200). Did not use any heroin but
swapped some for one gram of cocaine. BSold heroin to
eight customers for $3,300. This was made up as
follows: 1 x 10 gram bag, 2 x half grams, 3 x $100s and
2 x $50s. Committed a forgery and made $300.

Thursday: Purchased 4 grams of heroin for $1,080. Used only
cocaine (1 gram) swapped with heroin. Sold remaining
heroin to eight customers for $1,450 by way of 2 x one
grams, 2 x half grams, 3 x 51008 and 2 x $50s.

Saturday

and

Sunday: Purchased 2 grams of heroin on both days. Did not use
heroin but swapped it for cocaine and used it all.
Selling details as per Monday and Tuesday.
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Bob alsoc reported that a customer *ripped him off’ for $240 worth of
heroin on the Sunday.

He had used two suppliers during the week and reported having dealt
with his main supplier for eight months. He maintained the
relationship because “he’s always got gear’, “1I'm happy with his gear
and the price’. His other supplier he described as close by and
therefore convenient but reported that “he hasn’t got it all the
cime’ .

Bob sold his heroin in the Eastern Suburbs at locations pre-arranged
with his customers. Of these he reported that seven were regular and
one was occasicnal. 'Three were prostitutes.

Bob also provided a detailed description of his dealings with his
suppliers on the day he scored the 10 gram bag.

Made a phone call on Tuesday for Wednesday. He gave
me the time and price. Wednesday I went to his flat.
The dope was put on the table. Went outside and got my
chick to try it. She said it was good so I went back
and gave him the money. Later that day I went and got
my regular two grams. I broke it up as usual and sold
it.

Vignette 5

- Julie, a 25 year old single mother, reported quite low levels
of heroin use and sale. She was what might be described as a
small-time user/dealer. A breakdown of her usage and selling
activities over the seven days is set out below.

Wednesday: Bought half-weight (S150) in the morning. Made up
three foils ($50 each) and used the rest, about §70 worth.
S0ld the foils to three customers, two of whom were regulars.

Thursday

and

Friday: As per Wednesday but did use $30 worth of cannabis on
each day. On both occasions the drugs were a gift.

Saturday: No drugs obtained, used or sold.

Sunday: Given $50 worth of heroin and $30 worth of cannabis.
Used all this during the day.

Monday

and

Tuesday: As per Wednesday.

Julie reported buying her heroin from only cne supplier, who
she estimated sold 5 grams per day as well as “speed’. She
reported having dealt with this person for the last four
months. She had been introduced to him by a friend who was
one of his customers.




She reported buying her herecin in Bondi but selling it on the street
She had sold heroin to 10 customers: two regulars,
One of her regular
As to the

in Kings Cross.
four occasionals and four new (strangers).
customers was reported as being a known prostitute.
precautions taken when buying heroin, she reported arranging
“pick-ups’ over the phone. She reported no particular precautions

when selling to her regular customers other than that they met at the
When dealing with strangers,

same pre-arranged location each day.
She would

however, she reported that she would first “sus’ them out.
then get them to follow her, some distance back, to where she had

stashed the heroin.

2.4 Criminal activity

Whereas 78.3 per cent of respondents reperted being regularly
involved in property crime at some time in the past, 64.3 per cent
stated that they had not committed any such crimes in the 7 days
prior to the interview. Where stealing had occurred, it was most
This was usually reported as being committed

commonly shoplifting.
30 burglaries were reported,

for personal use not re-sale. Even so,
25 cases of fraud and 12 armed robberieg. For a small number of
respondents, therefore, income from drug sales was supplemented by
property crime. As the case study below reports, property crime
occurred often where a cash shortfall was experienced. The results
on property crime activity (for those who reported having committed

an offence) are contained in Table 67.

TABLE 67
Criminal activity during the seven days

No. of Ne. of

Offence respondents times committed

Break, enter and steal ........ 8 30
Motor vehicle larceny «........ 2 5
Armed robbery .......ceccccsonn 5 12
Shoplifting ...... e . 24

56({a) (b)

LATCENY +vrevnnvvoonsns Ceae e 4 7{a}
Fraud ..... f e . S 25
Receiving .....eeee.n e 8 9
TOTAL 145

(a) One individual reported committing this offence everyday. The

number of offences committed was not ascertained.

(b) Six respondents did not know how many times they had
shoplifted.
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Vignette 6

Sally, a 21 year old, spent $800 (3 grams} on heroin on each of six
of the previous seven days and 51,000 (4 grams}) on the other. On
each of the six days she used 1 gram and on the other day one and
three guarter grams. She did not cut her heroin and sold it in $100
deals making, however, only between $600 and $700 each day. This
left her approximately $200 short on the days she bought 3 grams and
$300 short on the day she bought 4 grams. The difference was made up
by what seemed to be a very lucrative shoplifting racket. In fact
over the seven days she reported 1B separate incidents netting her
nearly $300 per day. It was apparent that she had a ready market for
the property she stole and in one case she even accepted a skirt
{estimated value $120) and $60 cash in exchange for a $100 deal of
heroin.

2.5 Income and expenditure

As expected, expenditure on heroin and income from its subsequent
sale constituted the major proportion of all income and expenditure
of respondents. The average expenditure and income figures have
already been detailed in the previocus pages. Apart from such
information respondents were also asked to specify all other formg of
income and expenditure that occurred during the seven days prior to
the interview. Tables 68 and 69 are an attémpt to “balance the
books . The most important figures relate to the average incomes and
expeénditures., The reader should also note that although more were
employed and on social security than are specified in Table 68, only

those who actually received wages/salaries or social security
payments in the pre-interview period have been counted. Similarly
rent or board is only included where it had actually been paid in
this period. Averages, however, have been calculated cver the whole
study group of 129.

Apart from income received from obvious sources such as social
security, the other major sources were property crime (31 respondents
with a weekly average of $205.45) and lcans and other monetary
payments from family or friends (48 respondents with a weekly average
of $114.46). Table 68 does demonstrate just how varied income
sources were. The same was true for amounts expended. Once again
there were the expected expenses such as rent/board, household food,
cigarettes, alcohol and entertainment. Other major expenses were on
drugs apart from heroin {average of $84.03 for the seven days) and
transport, often incurred as part of drug transactions {average of
$34.78). Respondents had alsc lent or given money to family or
friends.

Overall, it is important to note that on average lncomes exceeded
expenditure by only $218.91. In fact few respondents reported making
any substantial profits. Monies “in hand’' at the end of the seven
day period were primarily for the next heroin purchase.
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In some cases expenditure exceeded income, this usually being
explained by monies owed on previcus hercin purchases. The
comparison of income and expenditure also proved a useful credibility

check.

Vignette 7

Tom, a 29 year old male, reperted using heroin with a street value of
$1,375 over the seven days prior to his interview. His income and
expenditure for this period are set out below.

Income Expenditure
Heroin sales $4,350 Heroin purchases $4,050
Social Security 5 242 Rent/board 55
Food 21
Cigarettes 17
Total 4,592 Transport 4
Gambling loss 30
Total 54,177

Tom operated as a middleman, “steering’ clients to his dealer and
“copping’ on behalf of other customers. He received heroin for these
services as well as making purchases himself (both for use and sale)
when he had the money. BAny extra cash went for these purposes.
Accordingly Tom did not have $415 (the difference between income and
expenditure) in his pockets at the time of interview but in fact had
only a small amount of cash (undisclosed).

2.6 Couples

Whereas the life history results relate collectively to all
respondents (N = 143), it was decided that the seven day activities
of those 14 subjects who reported that they bought and seld heroin as
a couple would be discussed separately. This was due to the fact
that it was virtually impossible to distinguish between each
individual in terms of separate amounts obtained and sold. To merely
credit equal proportions to each respondent was thought to be
misleading, as well as losing the unigue characteristics of their
dual activities.

Brief case studies for each of the seven couples are set out below:

Couple 1

Both respondents were 30 year old females who lived together in the
Kings Cross/Darlinghurst area. They referred to themselves as
flatmates. They reported obtaining in excess of 28 grams of heroin
in the week and spending $15,680. Deals were always in multiple one
gram lots. Between them they used $5,880 worth of hercin. They had
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supplier. They cut their heroin every day with glucose and made 15 x
$50 deals from each cut gram. This they sold for $19,830. They also
purchased $3,500 worth of cocaine which was all for personal use
($500 per day or 2 grams per day). Apart from this they had also
consumed wine and spirits to the value of 530.

They obtained their heroin from one supplier, with whom they had
dealt with for 18 months. They described this person ag a full-time
dealer who supplied, they estimated, at least 510,000 worth of heroin
each day. During the seven days they estimated that they had sold
heroin to 30 separate customers. Virtually all of them were regulars
(i.e. they had seen them on at least 3 of the 7 days) and 10 were
prostitutes. Their most regular customer had been buying from them
for 18 months. ©On their busiest day they had sold hercin largely on
the street at pre-arranged locations. They bought their heroin in
Woollahra and sold it in a variety of locations within the Eastern
Suburbs and Darlinghurst area.

Apart from drug sales, their only other source of income was from
social security ($467). They had also paid $100 in rent and $20
towards househcold food. They had spent $30 on transport and $30 on
entertainment. Their other major expenditure was $300 worth of
bills. Both had shoplifted at least once each day but they reported
that all goods stolen were for personal use {(clothes and food).

Couple 2

These two respbndents, a male aged 22 and female aged 33, were
rumoured to be major suppliers of heroin to many of the juvenile
heroin users that frequented the Kings Cross/Darlinghurst area. At
the time of the interview they were living together in motel style
accommodation in the area. Between the two of them they had obtained
in excess of 28 grams of heroin, spending 510,900. This was made up
of two two weight deals each day plus numerous smaller purchases.
They repcrted using $7,400 worth of heroin, she using approximately
three-quarters of this. Over the week they reported that they had
sold heroin to the value of $15,000 with 81,000 still cutstanding in
credit. They had cut their heroin on a 2:1 basis using glucose.

This was then sold in $50 and $100 deals. As part of their selling
activities they had alsc used a "runner’ on a number of occasions.
For this, that perscon had received approximately one gram over the
week. They had used four suppliers in the week, all of whom they
degcribed as full-time dealers. They had been buying from their main
supplier for approximately 12 months, due largely to the quality of
the heroin. They were unable to estimate how many customers they had
but their responses suggested they were prepared to sell to just
about anybody. They did report that many of their customers in the
week were strangers to them. Twenty-five customers were reported to
be prostitutes.

Apart from heroin sales, their only other source of income was social
security. They also had substantial outgoings in terms of rent/board
{($280), food (5100), transport (5200 - taxis often used for heroin
transactions) and entertainment ({(5200). Neither had committed any
property crime in the seven day period.
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Couple 3

This couple, a 37 year old male and a 35 year old female, lived in a
defacto relationship in Bondi together with their newly born child.
They had very well established patterns of heroin distribution and
use, obtaining a 5 gram bag each day which cost $10,500 in total.
Each had consumed one gram of this per day. They also reported
buying and using $20 worth of cannabis (1 stick) each day as well as
540 on beer and spirits for the week. They had not cut their heroin,
and sold the remainder after personal use in $50 and $100 deals
together with the occasional half weight deal {$150). The weekly
income from heroin sales was 511,100 with $100 still owed to them.
They also reported that they coften sold “short’, for example a $50
deal for $40 or a $100 for §90. Customers said they would make up
the differences but this couple did not really expect this to occcur.

They only had one supplier, a full-time dealer who, they estimated,
might supply between three and five ounces of heroin per day. They
had heen dealing with this perscn for only six weeks, saying that it
wag a reliable source of good guality hercin. During the
pre-interview period they had sold heroin to 16 customers made up of
six regulars and 10 strangers. They sold mainly at their home and at
hotels.

Apart from heroin sales their only other source of income was social
security. As to their expenses these included $100 rent/board, $150
food, §50 cigarettes and 5140 on transport. The female reported one
episode of shoplifting but the goods were for personal use.

Couple 4

This couple, a 26 year old female and a 33 year old male, lived in a
defacto relationship in Kings Cross. 1In the week prior to interview
their usage and selling activities were minimal. In fact they had
obtained only $850 worth of heroin (having used only four of the
seven days). They had also received $125 worth of heroin as a gift
from a friend. During the week they had also reported using cannabis
(no cost), enhipnol (prescription}, codeine (ne cost) and serapax (no
cost).

On two days they had cut their remaining heroin with glucose making,
for example, six $50 deals from a half gram. Overall they sold their
heroin for $1,050. They had obtained their heroin from four
different suppliers, and sold it in $50 deals to nine different
customers, three of whom were prostitutes.

apart from social security they had also earned 5150 from odd jobs.
At present they were not paying any rent and spending only $10 on
food. Other expenses included $20 on cigarettes,” $34 for transport,
$45 for entertainment and $15 lost on gambling.

Both also reported shoplifting each day but as with others this was
usually food items for personal consumption.
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Couple 5

This couple were by far the largest buyers and sellers of heroin of
the entire study group. The 37 year old male and 37 year old female
lived in a defacto relatioconship in Sydney's Western Suburbs. Beth
reported extremely high usage levels of both hercin and

barbiturates. Over the seven days they spent $§39,200 on herocin.

This they purchased in quarter, half and one ounce bags. In street
value terms they used $28,000 worth of heroin in the week. They
reported that they did not cut the heroin they used but did so {using
glucose) on a 2:1 basis for the remainder. They made this up into
$50 and $100 deals and scld it for an estimated sum of $45,050. They

could net estimate
reported that they
seven days (it was

the number of customers they had sold to but
would have seen in excess of 100 people in the
unclear whether they were all distinct customers).

They also had massive barbiturate dependencies, she using nembudeine
{100 per day) and he, rohypnol (50 per day). They had also spent
about $90 on beer, wine and spirits, but had obtained much more
through shoplifting. They did indicate that he had a drinking
problem. He had also committed an unknown number of burglaries,
netting approximately 54,500 in cash.

They had obtained their heroin from one supplier who they had heen
dealing with for four years. They did not know how much heroin this
person sold. They both bought and sold heroin in the Western
Suburbs.

Apart from heroin sales their other sources of income were social
security and property crime (his). Weekly expenses included rent
{$280), food ($240), cigarettes ($100) and $200 for transport (a lot
of which was related to hercin buying and selling). They also
reported that they were currently paying-off a $10,000 debt (details
of which were unknown}.

Couple 6

This couple, a 25 year old male and 21 year old female, lived in a
defacto relationship in Kings Cross. In American terminology, they
primarily ‘steered’ customers to a dealer, also assisting in the
physical transfer of the drugs and cash. For this, the supplier gave
them heroin, as did some of the customers. They had also bought
hercin themselves during the week, most of which they consumed, but
part of which they sold on two cccasions. In dollar terms, however,
they had moved heroin worth $5,930. Cash receipts on those sales
made by the dealer and themselves totalled $4,620. They reported
that the heroin “earned’ by way of services together with personal
purchases had a combined street value of $2,740,

Apart from heroin they had also used cannabis and barbiturates but
this had been at no cost.
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They had obtained their heroin from six different suppliers in the
week. The main supplier, described as a full-time dealer was
estimated to be selling 10 grams per day. This was the person they
“ateered’ for and reported that this relationship had only existed
for one week. One of their other suppliers, however, had been known
to them for four years. Apart from hercin they had also obtained 2
grams of amphetamine from a friend. They had sold cone of these for
$100 and given the other to a friend.

Other sources of income included social security (5$100) and 5400 from
‘rorts’ (bogus drug transactions). Expenses included 5200
(rent/board), $50 (food}, $35 (clgarettes) and $40 {entertainment).
On balance it appeared that at the time of the interview this couple
owed money. They had also committed an undisclosed number of
shoplifting offences but reported that the items stolen were all for
persconal use.

Couple 7

The final couple used heroin with an estimated value of §$3,780 but
had financed their purchases (a weekly total of $5,130) mainly by
property crime ($3,500 in cash from a series of larcenies) and to a
lesser extent drug sales ($1,500). They also reported that they
still owed $1,080 on heroin purchases during the week.

These two respondents, a male aged 38 and a female aged 31, lived in
a defacto relationship in the Eastern Suburbs. They had bought and
used heroin every day, deals usually in multiple {eg. 4 grams, 2
grams etc.) gram amounts. Their joint usage ranged from one and a
half to 2 grams per day. Their main supplier had recently been
“busted’ (they reported that this person had sold approximately 30
gramg of heroin per day), resulting in them spending four days in a
detoxification centre., Having left the centre they had been able to
establish another line of supply. They were unaware how much heroin
this person sold. They had not cut their heroin and had sold it to
only six customers (all described as friends) in half gram deals.

As stated, a major source of income was from a series of larcenies
{reported as occurring twice a day on average) from hotels and
motels. BApart from this and drug sales the only other source of
income was social security. Expenses during the seven days included
$180 ({(rent/board), $70 (transport) and $40 (entertainment).
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CHAPTER 111 DISTRIBUTION NETWORKS

Whilst the previous results (see in particular Sections 2.1 and 2.2)
describe in detail the drug distribution activities of the
respondents, it was considered to be an important facet of the study
to provide a hroader insight into how a drug such as heroin is
distributed once it has breached the “customs barrier’. Mention has
already been made of overseas research which has attempted to
describe * models’ or “pathways’ which cutline the possible levels
through which hercin passes on its way to the street {see Preble and
casey, 1969 and Moore, 1977%. As in those studies similar data
sources have been accessed here. These include law enforcement case
studies, law enforcement intelligence and narrative user case

studies.

As mentioned in Chapter 1, interviews were initially carried out with
five undercover agents of the State Drug Group. These officers
provided detailed information on particular cases in which they had
been involved and which were characterised by the tracking cf heroin
distribution from one level to another. A common method employed by
such officers was to use low level user/dealers (such as thosge
individuals interviewed in this study) as informants who would
“introduce’ the officer, for the purpcses of a larger drug sale, to a
dealer higher up in that particular network. If possible, this
process would be repeated until the highest level was reached. Some
of these officers also outlined what they thought to be general
models of distribution, together with heroin price and purity
estimates for ‘deals’ at particular levels.

For confidentiality reasons this information is not detailed in this
report. Rather, it has been used to gupport a particular medel of
distribution {see Figure 1}. Information provided by the next agency
visited, the Joint Ccommonwealth/State Drug Task Force was algo used
for these purposes. This agency was able to provide information
about the importation levels of heroin distribution together with
intelligence data concerning pustralia’s overseas heroin connections.

The next agency visited was the Australin Bureau of Criminal
Intelligence in Canberra. Given the nature of some of the
information collected, especially as it related to specific case and
intelligence reports on known importatiocn syndicates, access was
restricted. They were, however, able to provide a four year
breakdown (since 1984) of all heroin at the customs barrier together
with data on the size and mode of importation. Those seizures deemed
for distribution in New South Wales were subsequently isolated.

The last data source accessed was the information provided by the
regspondents themselves. This included their estimates of the amount
of heroin sold by their main supplier, the size of the ‘deals’ they
purchased, the size cf the “deals’ they sold and finally their own
understanding of where they felt they stood on the distribution
“tadder’ as well as what was happening to the heroin before it get to
them.




Between 1984 and 1987 there were 268 heroin seizures at the customs
barrier, which, it was reported, were destined for distribution in
New South Wales. Table 70 sets out the number of seizures, their
size (in grams) and the mode of importation.

TABLE 70
Heroin importations - method, amcunt and incidence(a)
1984 - 1987

1984 1985 1986 1987

Method Amount seized in grams (no. of seizures)

Mail 1,218 (45) 1,664 (29) 652 (55) 417 (45)
Personal 16,881 (10) 19,729 (17} 12,903 (13) 3,017 (4)
Baggage 31,233 (1) 19,822 (12) 12,525 (10) 23,239 (9}
Internal ~-{b) 395 (3) 226 (1) 476  (3)
Cargo - (b} —(b} 3,452 (3} 17,456 (3)
TOTAL 32,332 (6l) 41,610 (61} 29,758 (82) 44,605 (64)

{a) Data provided by Bustraiian Bureau of Criminal Intelligence.
{(b). There were either ne seizures of this type or none were
reported to the RAustralian Bureau of Criminal Intelligence.

Note: Trends in seizures are not suggested as being indicative of
either law enforcement performance or heroin availability.

It should be noted that the data presented in Table 70 does not
indicate the relative use of the various methods of importation,
since an unknown proportion of instances go undetected. Such modes,
however, have direct bearing on the amount imported. Amounts
imported by way of the mail or secreted in an individual (internally)
have been found to weigh in the range of 500 grams or less while
amounts on the person are usually two kilograms or less. As is to be
expected, the largest seizures have occurred where the method of
importation was by baggage (accempanied or unaccompanied) or cargo
(sea and air). The largest single seizure of heroin was 23 kilograms
in January 1984. The method of importation was by way of baggage.

This chapter postulates what may have happened to such heroin (and
therefore those amounts that escape detection) had it not been
intercepted. It is not suggested that these outlines portray what
always happens in the distribution of heroin, rather, what is likely,
especially where well organised and structured networks are involved.

Besides such organised networks of distribution, information received
from Law enforcement agencies also describes many instances of
unstructured or unorganised importations. Xnown heroin users, for
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example, have been arrested while attempting to import heroin which
wag mainly for their own use as well as some amount for resale. In
these instances, the principal usually intended to sell direct to the
street. Apart from these examples, thexe are also others where
individuals (non-users) have attempted to import herein for financial
gain. 1In one such case an offender of Middle Eastern decent had
imported one kilogram of heroin (of Middle Eastern origin). Due to
his lack of knowledge he had cut it to excess and therefore could not
sell it. He had no prier record and said that his reasons for the
crime were purely financial. There are many other examples where
such attempts at importation could be described as “one off’ or
opportunistic, with no consistent or common patterns of

distribution. As stated, such individuals may attempt to sell direct
to the street. Law enforcement officers suggest that, in some
instances, this has had disastrous effects, such as an explosion of
overdose incidents.

Although it is impossible to proportion the amount of hercoin that is
imported by organised networks ag opposed to the “one off’
opportunist, the resources at the disposal of the former would
suggest that certainly the far greater amount is imported and
subsequently distributed by fairly structured networks. Law
enforcement information suggests the involvement of Australian
organised crime syndicates, as well as other criminal organisations
within the Chinese and Lebanese communities, at the top levels of the
distribution network. This ig not to suggest that the Chinese and
Lebanese are the only ethnic groups involved, or that all members of
these communities are involved. Law enforcement intelligence has
determined, however, that criminal elements within these two
communities play a significant role.

The “Kilo Connection’

Figure 1 outlines the likely distribution pathway that gquantities of
a kilogram or more of heroin take, where an organised or structured
network of distribution is involved. Statements made as to the
adulteration (cuts) of the heroin and the quantities and prices
charged are based on information supplied by drug law enforcement
agencies and those user/dealers interviewed as part of the current
study. Also included in this outline are diagrammatic examples of
the individual networks of three respondents (Vignettes 3, 4 and 5).

Although some of the heroin that reaches Australia comes from Middle
Eastern and South West Asian sources, the vast majority comes from
South East Asia and, in particular, the Golden Triangle (centered on
the common borders between Burma, Lacs and Thailand). The purity of
high grade Scuth East Asian heroin ranges from between 80-90 per cent
diamorphine content (it is noted that some seizures of less purity
have been recorded eg. 50-60 per cent). If this purity range is
applied to the model in the following diagram, certain calculations
can be made regarding the possible profits made at the different
levels. Apart from this, further information is provided about what
might be occurring at these levels of distribution.




FIGURE 1

The Kile Connection

Importer
[non-uset]
- buys kilo(s) ($12,000 - $15,000 per kilo)
- sells uncut in kilas or pounds {ptice $200,000 - $250,000 per kilo)

Wholesaler
[non-user]
| - cuts kilo(s) or pounds on 2:1 basis
- divides into ounces {$5,000 - $6,500 per cunce) | -~

Cunce Dealer
[non-user]
- cuts ounces on 2:1 basis depending on purity.
- sells in 10gm and 5 gm bags.
- will also sell ounce and half ounce deals.
- may also do multiple gram amounts of less than 5.
- price per gram $200 - $300 depending on quantity purchased.

User/Dealer

- may cut depending on purity

- grams divided into street deals
costing $50, $75 and $100

- may also sell "street” weights | -
{$300) or "street” halves ($180) | .

Small time user/dealer
- buys "halves" and "weights” from user/dealer
- unlikely to cut but may do so if desperate
- may also do "rips" (sell quinine}
- sells in $50 deals {or even less e.g. $30)
- may act as middleman; steering, copping and running

Users
- may sell if opporlunity presents itself
- may act as middleman; steering, copping and running
- weekend/casual users
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Importers

Very little is known about individuals at this level as there have
been very few arrests of major heroin importers. Individuals
arrested while in the process of importation are invariably paid
employees or agents who have no personal knowledge of who is paying
for their services. Certainly there is information which suggests a
connection between criminal elements in the local Chinese community
and similar elements in Singapore, Hong Kong and Bangkok. Recent
arrests also show the use of Asian nationals as couriers and as
principal contacts once the heroin has passed through customg.

It is therefore very difficult to calculate a reliable estimate of
the profits made at this level. The original purchase cost could
vary enormously. As well as this, it is virtually impossible to
estimate the costs incurred in the actual importation. By applying
the estimated Hong Kong cost for one kilogram of heroin of between
$12,000~515,000 (as supplied by the Australian Bureau of Criminal
Intelligence) however, the following calculations can be made.

Price paid per kilo = §12,000-515,000.
Purity estimated at 80-90%.
Sale price = $200,000-5250,000 per kiLo.

Maximum gross profit = $188,000-5235,000 per kilo (less
expenses) .

Wholesalers

This is the major “jumping off’ point for the distribution of hercin
into a variety of local networks. Law enforcement intelligence
suggests that individuals at this level could be part of major
Australian eriminal syndicates. Criminal elements within certain
ethnic communities also operate at this level. In fact, such ethnic
involvement may permeate through all three of the top levels of
distribution and in some cases may involve an extended family
relationship. It is very unlikely that individuals at this level
would be heroin users. In fact it has been suggested (by undercover
drug officers) that it would not be tolerated. Due to the limited
success of law enforcement at this level, however, all such

information remains speculative.

Even so, available pricing information allows for the calculation of
the possible profit margins at this level.
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Price paid per kilo = $200,000-5250,000.

Heroin cut on 2:1 basis producing approximately 70 ounces.

The hercin at this stage could be 40-45 per cent pure. Ounces
cold for between §5,000-$6,500 depending on guantity
purchased.

Gross return on 2 kilos = $350,000-5455,000.

Maximum gross profit = $150,000-5205,000 per kilo ‘(less
expenses).

As with importers, however, the ancillary costs of protection and
payment to employees, as well as the number of individuals sharing in
these profits, must be considered.

Ounce dealers

Obviously, there is variation in the number of ounces a dealer at
this level would buy, as there would be in the number of kilos or
pounds a wholesaler might buy. As with the wholesaler, it is also
envisaged that certain ancillary costs would be incurred such as
protection and payment for services. Once again it is very unlikely
that individuals at this level are users, although they would be more
likely to be so than wholesalers. Ounce dealers may also be part of
‘the criminal syndication that purchased heroin from the importer (in
some cases the importers, wholesalers and ounce dealers may all be
part of the same organised network}.

The estimated profit obtained is calculated on the purchase of an
ounce of heroin of 40-45 per cent purity with a price of
$5,000-56,500 and the subsequent sale of this heroin in 10 gram bags.

Price paid per ounce = §5,000-56,500

Heroin cut on 2:1 basis producing approximately 60 grams.

The hercin at this state would be approximately 20 - 22.5 per
cent pure.

Sale price of a 10 gram bag = $2,000 - $2,500
Grogs return on 60 grams = $12,000 - $15,000

Maximum gross profit = §7,000 - $8,500 per ounce (less
expenses)

Many respondents from the current study group reported buying their
hercoin from individuals who may have been ounce dealers. This
observation is based primarily on the reported estimates of the
amounts sold by the main supplier per day (see Table 51) and the size
of the deals'purchased by respondents. Based on thisg information it
appears that ounce dealers will sell in 10 and 5 gram bags and
smaller multiple gram amounts (it should be noted that gram amounts
at this level are reportedly weighed). Apart from this there were
also instances where ounce and half ounce amounts were purchased by
respendents (see for example Couple 5).




User /dealers

From the information supplied by respondents, it is evident that two
categories or levels of dealer exist. There were some respondents
who purchased heroin exclusively from the ounce dealer while other
respondents, it would seem, mainly bought from other user/dealers.
This is once again bagsed on the size of the deals obtained by
respondents. As mentioned above, those respondents who appear to
have bought from ounce dealers did so most commonly in amounts of 10
grams, 5 grams, 4 grams, 3 grams and even 2 grams. The suggested
secondary user/dealer group most commonly purchased half gram and
gram amounts (street weights). Both categories scld to the “street’
in deals costing $50, $75 and $100.

Further support for this distribution model was gained by the
respondents’ own perceptions of where they stood on the distribution
“ladder’. Although many respondents did not know {29.5%} or did not
want to know (6.2%), many estimated that they were four or five
levels from the top (see Table 71}. When asked to expand on their
understanding of how heroin was distributed some respondents were
able to provide substantial detail about the system. Both Steve
(Vignette 3) and Bob (Vignette 4) described networks almost identical
to that set out in Figure 1. Although most respondents provided only
general information about their understanding of how heroin was
distributed, others were guite specific. Peter, a 31 year old male,
described his network as follows:

It is brought into the country through legitimate
channels, through warehouses, in kilos. Then goes to

the Western Suburbs where it is cut on a proféssional
basis into pounds and ounces. It is moved from there to
large dealers (not users) who move multiple ocunces,
Then goes to the ounce dealer (my dealer).

Although indications are that both wholesalers and ounce dealers cut
their heroin, most respondents (68.2%) in this study had not done
so. Of the 31.8 per cent who had, some reported cutting on a 2:1
basigs while others would add adulterant to “make good’ what they had
taken out for their own use. For the vast majority who had not cut,
there tended to be a preference for making multiple “tastes’ ($50
deals). It was reported that ten $%0 tastes could be made up from a
‘good’ gram. It was also evident that, in order to support their own
use, such a breakdown was necessary. Respondents reported adjusting
the size of their “tastes’, and in some cases cutting, in order to
achieve this sort of result.

When comparing income from heroin sales and expenditure on its
original purchase (see Tables 67 and 68) this group’s distribution
activities were largely concerned with “breaking éven’. In other
words the main objective was to buy and sell enough herein to support
a level of usage, a standard of living and enough money “in the
pocket’ to do the same “business’ the next day. Very few
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respondents, it could be said, were able toc “put money in the bank’
at the end of the week. Profits, in the sense that they occurred at
the higher levels of the distribution network, were rarely reported

at this level.

TABLE 71

Perceptions of position in distribution network

Position No. %

TWO o esassnsssnnnsssssasssnnes et e st ar s e 1 0.8
Three ........ ceerer e Chea st Esrarssasenanea . 14 10.9
FOUE oo snenceacannessssanssssnssannnssssassssnsess 36 27.9
FiVE tvnenneeanconensasnes ettt iaeeaear e 19 14.7
SLX weveeens e, et tieea e 5 3.9
SEVeN 4.cssroervens- tesesrEraresaetes et aesnsense 3 2.3
Eight ......... Crasisaesesane e Ceseaa s 2 1.6
NiNG .eeevtvoasnosncnansens G hrsi st aa e 1 0.8
Eleven ....... fee st s aasrasasesarea e ceeen 2 1.6
Do not want to know .......... Cebe s et e 8 6.2
Not KNOWN teouserrsrssncasnnannres e Cersrseernenas 38 29.5
TOTAL 129 100.0

Average = 4.59

An example of where profits were made was reported by Couple 2.
Apart from considerable weekly expenses in terms of rent, food,
transport and entertainment, the female reported havihg,put $3,000
agide for clothes needed to replace an entire wardrobe left behind
when she “had to change addresses in a hurry’.

Respondents who acted as middlemen have also been included in this
user/dealer category. BAs with activities of “steering’ and
“copping’, these individuals would arrange or set up (steer)
transactions between a potential customer and a dealer or buy (cop)
on behalf of another. In some cases both the dealer and the customer
would “pay’ in the form of heroin for these services. Respondents
who also copped on behalf of others might alse “tax’ the deal of a
small amount of heroin. They reported that it was “expected’ that
this would occur. Where they were able to obtain a sufficient amount
of hercin themselves, these respondents also described small amounts
of selling. Finally the information available suggests that such
middleman activites took place at the levels between user/dealer and
ounce dealer, user/dealer and small time user/dealer, and user and
user/dealer.




Users

This final category encompasses a variety of both regular and casual
users. The latter, it is suggested, comprise the very much unknown
group who may be described as *weekend’ users and who support their
usage partly or totally by legitimate weans (employment). Thig group
might also include thoese individuals “just starting out’ in the use
of heroin, some of whom, as with the current study group, may
eventually progress to regular heroin use and a regular invelvement

in drug related crime.

Of those described as regular users, evidence exists (see Dobinson
and Ward, 1985) that, for some, a primary source of income is
property crime. Apart from this income source, previcus data
({Dcbinson and Ward, 1985 and 1987) also describes an involvement for
gome in the sale of drugs. At this level of the distribution ladder
it meems that the functions of user/dealer, small time user/dealer
and regular user are interchangeable, dependent on opportunity and
financial capacity, or the lack of it.

Other networks

Tt is evident from law enforcement intelligence that other organised
networks apart from that described in Figure 1 exist. The use of the
mail system to import heroin is believed to be a major mode of
importation (see Table 70). BHeroin concealed both on and within the
person are also methods used by organised distribution networks. The
use of such methods, however, limits the gquantity of the drug that is
imported. In relation to the subseguent distribution of the drug the
likely effect is to merely decrease the number of levels through
which the heroin will pass on its way to the street. An importer
receiving heroin in multiple ounces, for example, may sell it (cut or
uncut) to an ounce dealer. From here the distribution could be as
described by Figure 1. The accounts of some respondents, as to where
they “stood’ on the distribution “ladder’ support the existence of
these smaller but organised types of network.

Carol, a 20 year old female, reported first hand knowledge of her
network; "I know, I seen it". The gystem she described was of an
importer who used a courier to physically import the heroin. On one
occasion she was present when a delivery was made. The impcrter cut
the heroin, a gquantity of which was bought by Carcl’'s dealer. she
estimated that he sold 10 grams per day {(an ounce dealer}. Carol
reported purchasing 4 grams on each of the seven days. She reported
+that neither she nor her dealer cut the heroin (the reasons for this
are unknown but may have been due to the low purity of the heroin}).
carol sold her heroin exclusively in half weights ($§150). Although
the majority of her customers purchased their heroin for personal use
only, she did report that in some cases it would have been broken
down intc $50 “tastes’ and resold.
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Finally it should once again be noted that a significant amount of
hercin is imported into Australia in a rather ad hoc manner.

Although it is impossible to estimate the proportions of heroin
imported by way of organised networks, as opposed to “one off’
opportunistic schemes, the rescurces available to the former and the
very available nature of heroin in our major cities, suggests well
organised and structured networks. This was also the firm impression
of both respondents and members of the various law enforcement
agencies who were interviewed.




CHAPTER 1V DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The current study aimed to explore the behavicur of a group of

individuals characterised as heroin user/dealers. It sought not only
to describe the drug use and criminal behaviour of such a group but
also to explore the pathways or networks of heroin distribution. 1In

conjunction with the two previous projects undertaken by the Bureau
{Dobinson and Ward, 1985 and 1987), it completes a trilogy of studies
which is unique in its caverage of a local (NSW) heroin-using
population. The fact that a so-called active user group has been
accessed has also resulted in the development of new methodologies
(in an Australian context) for drug research., The results of the
current study and their implications are discussed below together
with an overview of the three studies and what can be learnt from
them about the drugs/crime phenomenon.

4.1 User/dealers

To be eligible for the study, subjects had to be both regular users
and sellers of heroin. In the vast majority of cases (86.0%)
respondents had obtained (invariably by way of cash purchasge) and
used heroin on six or more of the last seven days. Similarly 81.3
per cent had sold heroin on five or more of the last seven days. In
terms of the cash value of the heroin obtained and sold, this study
grdup reflected a wide range of involvement in the distribution of
hercin (Tables 36 and 44). ©n average respondents had cobtained
$4,481.82 worth of heroin and had used $1,494.02. 1In dollar terms
the average amount sold was $4,526.12. At first sight, income from
drug sales only just covered expenditure. Given that some
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respondents also gave some hercin away to friends or relatives who
may have been “short’ or “hanging out’, most respondents usually only
‘broke even’. What their selling of heroin did allow for, however,
was the maintenance of a substantial heroin consumption level. 1In
fact, it was quite clear that the selling of heroin was directly
linked to their usage and that any fluctuations in the amounts they
obtained on any particular day had a direct bearing on how much they
used.

Mick (Vignette 1) had obtained 5900 worth of heroin on three of his
reporting days, $1,200 worth on another three and only $150 worth on
the remaining day. For the first six days he had used heroin with a
estimated value of $300. ©On the remaining day, however, he had used
only 5100 worth of heroin.

In economic terms it is important to note that, on average, there was
a 3:1 ratio of the amount of heroin obtained to the amount used, a
ratio that held true for many individual cases. "This ratico, although
slightly complicated by some individuals cutting their heroin, may
reflect the economic determinants of heroin usage. It is unclear,
however, whether the desired level of consumption pre-determines what
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is bought and sold or whether a greater involvement {in monetary
terms}) in the distribution of heroin allows for increaged usage. It
is alsc unclear how regular users perceive this relationship.

For most subjects, the daily routine of buying, using and selling
heroin followed what seemed to he well established patterns. It was
evident that consistency and stability were desired results, enabling
an individual to sustain a particular level of consumption and
lifestyle.

Suzy (Vignette 2) purchased a 5 gram bag each day and usad between
two and three weights. She paid $1,200 a day for the 5 grams selling
the remainder after use in amounts of $1060, $75 and $50. She
reported that she invariably “got her money back’ i.e. $1,200,
enabling her to purchase another 5 gram bag thé following day.

Suzy's other source of income was prostitution. This income,
together with that obtained from a pension, financed her general
living expenses.

Heroin distribution

As stated in Chapter 3, it is believed that this study group are
drawn from the two distribution levels described in Figure 1 as
user/dealers and small-time user/dealers. This assumed position in
" tne distribution network was based on information gupplied by drug
law enforcement agencies and, in particular, by the regspondents
themselves. '

By reporting on the amounts purchased, the size of individual
transactions, the estimated volume of heroin sold by their
supplier(s), the amounts {and size of deals) scld to customers and
the number of customers, much has been learnt abcut the operations of
heroin distribution at this level of the overall process.

Although mogt respondents nad only one supplier, it was evident from
the amounts of heroin obtained that this person was either an cunce
dealer or a user/dealer (as described in Chapter 3). Respondents
(user/dealers) usually purchased heroin in 5 gram bags as well as
smaller multiple gram amounts (e.g. 4, 3 and 2 grams). They sold
thig mostly in $50, $75 and $100 ‘tastes’'. They also reported that
they also sold “half’ ($150) and “weight’ ($300) deals and that
individuals buying these may well have resold a proportion of this
heroin. This was borne out by actual information provided by some
respondents who have been termed small-time user/dealers. These
individuals reported selling the remainder of their heroin almost
exclusively in 550 “tastes’ (some smaller dollar amounts, e.g. $30
were also reported).

Respondents were also asked about the length of time they had been
dealing with their main supplier (Table 53). Whilst the reported
average was nearly two years, more than half (55.0%) described their
supplier as only an acquaintance. Differences in the length of time

a respondent had been dealing with his/her main supplier were
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noticed when comparing user/dealers and small-time user/dealers.
Mick (Vignette 1), for example, a user/dealer, reported dealing with
his main supplier for a period of approximately two years. On the
other hand, Julie (Vignette 6}, a small-time user/dealer, reported
having dealt with her main supplier for only four months. Although
there were exceptions to this general pattern, a common desire of all
respondents was to establish and maintain a supply of heroin which
was reliable, of good quality and a falr price (Table 54}.

It is also of interest to note that most respondents (56.6%) reported
that their main supplier sold only heroin. If the supplier did sell
other drugs it was usually cocaine or cannabis (see Table 52).
Although by no means conclusive, this may demonstrate distinctiens
between the distribution networks of heroin and those related to
other drugs. Certainly information reported by law enforcement and
other agencies with an inside knowledge of the workings of drug
distribution tend to suppert the conclusion that there is little, if

any, overlap between networks and that such networks are quite drug
specific.

Respondents also provided similar information about their customers.
On average respondents had 14 customers {Table 57) in the week
preceding the interview. They described such individuals as usually
being acquaintances, friends, and finally, strangers (Tables 8, 9 and
10 in Appendix B). Given that most respondents sold their hercin in
the Kings Cross/Darlinghurst area it was also not surprising te find
that 65.9 per cent sold heroin to prostitutes (Table 58}.

As ghown by Tables 59, 60 and 61 there was a clearly indicated
preference for selling to either regular or occasional customers.
Because of fears of detection, respondents generally tried to avoid
new customers, 58.9 per cent (Table 61) reported that they had not
sold heroin to any new customers in the period prior to the

interview.

What was evident was that the number of customers related directliy to
the amount sold. Given the popularity of the $50 “taste’ as the most
common unit of sale, individuals obtaining large amounts and then
selling in this fashion had to ‘move’ their heroin to a large number
of customers. The most extreme example of this was Couple 5. The
greater numper of customers also resulted in an increased likelihood
that some of these would be strangers. Couple 2, for example,
reported selling heroin to the value of $15,000 which they sold
usually in $50 “tastes’. 1In the seven days prior to the interview
they reported selling this heroin teo many individuals, 30 of whom
they described as strangers. On the other hand Bob (Vignette 4),
reported selling heroin with a value of §8,250 (52,800 of which was
for one 10 gram bag which he “copped’ for another person}. He sold
nis heroin in “halves’, $100 and $50 “tastes’. He described selling
this to eight customers, seven of whom were regular and one who was
an occasional customer.
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Given the serious (in terms of possible punishments) criminal nature
of their involvement in the distriubtion of heroin, it was important
to determine the types of precaution respondents took when “doing
business’ with customers and suppliers.

Respondents reported taking a variety of precautions to avoid arrest
(see Tables 64 and 65) which varied according to whether they were
regular (and occasional), or new customers. Steve (Vignette 3)
reported that he met his regular customers in the street. They would
go for a walk during which time they would arrange a location to

meet. He never carried drugs on him but would “stash it’ somewhere.
On meeting with his customer he would get the money and then tell the
person where it was “gtashed’. He reported that he would never deal

with strangers direct. If a regular wanted some for a friend he/she
would get it and then pass it on to that person.

Oof those who sold to new customers it was often reported that such
people would have to be referred (by a regular), and that their bona
fides as a user (by checking eyes or “track’ marks) was verified.

Security and the avoidance of detection seemed to be even more
important considerations when respondents were dealing with their
supplier(s). Although basic precautions were taken with customers,
sometimes quite elaborate activities took place when respondents
bought their drugs (for a breakdown of such precautions see Table
56} .

Suzy (Vignette 2), for example, detailed a system whereby different

" locations for different days were communicated by code over the
telephone. She would go to this place by public transport where she
was picked up by her dealer in his car. They would then drive arcund
for nearly 30 minutes to check that they were not being followed.

The transaction would take place in the car and she wculd be dropped
at a location different to that of the pick up. Some respondents
reported using pager systems, whilst others reported complicated
journeys on trains, buses and taxis in order to “throw off’ any cne
who might be following them.

Income and expenditure

as mentioned, income from drug sales only slightly exceeded
expenditure. Monies in hand at the end of their reporting period
were invariably “ear marked’ fer the next day’s heroin purchase.
Monetary amounts expended on drugs, and income from drug sales, were
¢learly (see Tables 68 and 69) the dominant fiscal factors in the
household economics of the respondents. In total, respondents
reported spending $578,155 on heroin in the seven days prior to
interview and receiving $583,870 in income from subseguent heroin
sales. It is again important to note, however, that the original
purchase enabled respondents to consume a reported average of nearly
$1,500 worth of heroin {a total of $1%3,500) in the week preceding
the interview. If this was to be added to the income and
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expenditure figures a total amount of around $1,355,525 per week (in
terms of the street value of heroin) was generated by these
respondents through their buying and selling of heroin. As Johnson
points out (1985:183), data such as this may show heroin abusers as
being economically productive, although not in the traditional

sense. hs seen from their other expenditures (Table 69}, the current
study group also contributed, on average, $278.70 per week tc the
gso-called legitimate economy. In-comparison, they had received, on
average, $188.10 per week from the same economy. The net gain to the
legitimate economy is an average of nearly $90 over a seven day
period. In addition to this they also contributed to the income of
others through payments to family and friends, monetary payments for
services (e.g. “steering’) and the repayment of debts. The average
amount was $76.13 over the seven day reporting period. It is noted,
however, that the source of the so-called “gain’ to the legitimate
economy, if one exists at all, is clearly the illicit economy created
by the buying and selling cof heroin as well as those monies generated
by property crime and used to purchase heroin. The calculation also
doee not consider the costs, to the legitimate economy, of health
services, policing and lost production.

Although a few respondents were making profits from selling heroin
and also living fairly comfortable lifestyles, the vast majority were
just breaking even. While most had well established networks of
distribution, it was evident that disruptions to lines of supply
could have quite dramatic effects on the individual, as it related to
his/her ability to gbtain drugs. The picture portrayed in the
preceding pages, therefore, may understate the vulnerability of this
group of heroin user/dealers. For some, life on the street remained
a very much “hand to mouth’ existence.

The current study did not seek to collect data on what resulted when
such lines of supply were disrupted, but it is interesting to note
one example that occurred during the operation of the field office.
In this instance, a male and female attended the cffice wanting to
take part in the study. They reported being desperate for mconey to
score as their usual supplier had been “busted’. This person usually
gave them initial credit on an amount which they would then cut and
sell. They would then return to the dealer, repay the initial credit
and purchase another amount from the proceeds. The process was then
repeated. This line of distribution was severed by the arrest. At
the time, however, due to the fact they had not bought or s0ld heroin
in the last seven days (they had been surviving on “gifts’ from
friends) they were deemed ineligible for the interview. It was
learned later that both had admitted themselves intoc a detoxification
program (their first treatment experience). Having left after only
four days, they had established a similar distribution arrangement
with another dealer. Although not to the same degree, they were
again selling heroin on a daily basis and subsequently became part of
the study group. They had also committed a number of larcenies from
hotels and motels to supplement their income for drugs (see

Couple 7).
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Criminal activity and criminal record

The facet of this group’s behaviour not yet discussed was their
involvement in other crime, notably property crime. Although most
{78.3%) reported some regular involvement in property crime in the
past, 64.3 per cent (Table 67) reported no property crime episodes in
the seven days prior to the interview. Data on income show the
dominance of heroin distribution, with only 24.0 per cent of
respondents reporting that they had obtained any money from property
crime (Table 68). Where property crime did occur, it tended to be an
infrequent occurrence; 46 respondents reporting 145 episodes of
property crime within the last seven days. Shoplifting was the most
reported crime, often involving the theft of items for personal use.
on other occasions (Sally - Vignette 5), the stolen items were resold
to supplement income used to procure drugs. The serious nature of
the crimes committed, however, should not be understated, because it
included 30 burglaries (reported by eight respondents) and 12 armed
robberies (reported by five respondentsy).

Respondents were also asked to provide information about their
criminal records. As menticned above 78.3 per cent reported a prior
regular involvement in property crime. Apart from this another 78.3
per cent reported being regular sellers of drugs (other than heroin)
in the past. Given that all respondents were also regular users and
sellers of heroin, it was not surprising that a large majority
(87.4%) reported at least one conviction, of any type, in the past
(Table 26). '

of interest was the comparison of their reported involvement in drug
crime and their reported number of convictions for such offences.
Whereas all respondents were regular heroin users, only 56.6 per cent
reported a conviction for such an offence. This difference was even
more marked when selling heroin was concerned, only 25.9 per cent of
respondents reperting a conviction for this cffence. Similar results
alse occurred where the use and sale of other illegal drugs was
concerned: 51.4 per cent reporting a conviction for use, while 30.4
per cent (of those who reported being regular sellers of such drugs)
reported a conviction for drug selling.

When asked about their legal status at the time of interview, more
than half (53.8%) reported that they were on bail, a bond, probation,
parcle or a combination of these {Table 28). Table 1 in Appendix B
provides detail on the actual offence to which this legal status
related. Thirteen individuals reported being on bail (seven},
probation (one), a bend (four) and a suspended sentence (one) for
gupplying heroin. As expected the most common offence (21
respondents} was use/possess heroin. Because there was no way of
verifying these results, however, they may not be strictly accurate,
and it is, therefore, inadvisable to generalise to any larger user
population. ’
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The relationship between drugs and crime

Firstly, it is once again noted that thisg group exhibited a
substantial involvement in the commisgion of property crime, 78.3 per
cent reporting at least one episode of regular property crime in the
past. In 42.0 per cent of cases this occurred before their first
heroin use episode, and in 50.0 per cent, before the onset of regular
heroin use (Table 31). Although the most common crime committed on a
regular basis before the onset of regular heroin use was shoplifting,
a substantial number of respondents reported the regular cormmission
of larceny, break enter and steal, receiving/goods in custody, and
motor vehicle larceny (including take and use a conveyance) before
thig time (see Table 33). Even so, a majority of those who reported
a regular involvement in particular property crimes (with the
exception of shoplifting)} stated that it had occurred after or
contemporanecusly with the onset of regular heroin use. It is of
interest to note the crime of fraud in this regard. While 40.6 per
cent of respondents reported at least one episode of regular
involvement in this crime, 87.9 per cent of these individuals
reported that it had occurred after or contemporanecusly with regular

heroin use.

A similar high degree of involvement was found when observing the
reported crime of selling drugs (other than heroin). HNearly 80 per
cent (78.3%) reported having sold drugs on a regular basis in the
past. In 43.8 per cent of cases this occurred before their first
hercin use and in nearly 60 per cent {59.8%) before the onset of
regular use (Takle 31).

This group then were characterised by a marked involvement in
pre-heroin drug and property crime. It would seem that, on the basis
of their current reported involvement in crime, for the vast majority
heroin sales had become the dominant activity. BAlthough 46 (35.7%)
respondents reported the commission of at least one property crime in
the seven days prior to interview (Table 67) , only 31 (24.0%)
reported any monetary gain from this crime (Table 68). Very few
respondents also reported a current involvement in the sale of other
drugs, with only 13.2 per cent reporting that they had obtained
income from this source during the period prior to the interview
(Table 68).

The important considerations that arise from these results are the
pessible influence that such pre-heroin involvement in crime has had
on an individual’s initial and, thereafter, continuing use of heroin,
together with the impact that regular heroin use has on the degree
and frequency of criminal activity. The fact that similar data on
the temporal sequencing of drugs and crime has now been collected in
a sgries of three studies has allowed for compariscons across the

three study groups.
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4.2 uUser/property offenders (I}, Users in treatment (II)
and Active user/dealers (III}

The problems of sampling and measurement in the area of illicit drug
use are well documented {for a discussion of these see Deobhinson and
ward, 1985, pp. 5-8). Potteiger {1921) has suggested that some of
the problems can be overcome by drawing samples from a variety of
identifiable groups, collecting the same or similar data, and using
the same data collection instrument. Although the interview
instrument (especially as it relates to life history data) has
undergone some minor amendments, both similar and common data has now
been collected on three groups of regular heroin users. This has
allowed for some, although still tentative, conclusions about the
make-up of the so-called “regular heroin using population’ and the
antecedents of regular heroin use. Although there were major
differences between the three study groups, it is not proposed to try
and explain these here. Rather, such differences will simply be
described.in order to show the diversity of behaviour that
characterises the regular hercin using population.

Drug use

Table 72 compares the three study groups in terms of the mean ages of
regular drug and alcoheol use, together with the percentage of
respondents who reported such use. Although no significant
differences occurred when comparing the mean ages of the groups,
there were very substantial differences in the proportion of
respondents from the three studies who reported at least one episode
of regular drug use in the past. It is noted, for example, that
whereas 55.9 per cent of user/dealers reported at least one episode
of regular amphetamine use, only 19.2 per cent cf user property
offenders reported likewise. A similar result occurred when looking
at the regular use of barbiturates (including sedatives and
trangquillisers). In fact, more of the user/dealer group reported an
episode of the regular use of drugs and alcohol than either the
user/property offenders or users in treatment (with the exception of
cannabis). After heroin, the most popular drugs used in each of the
three groups were alcchol and cannabis.

Treatment

all three groups provided information about their prior treatment
experiences (Table 23, Dobinscon and Ward, 1985; Table 41, Dobinson
and Ward, 1987; and Table 19 this report). Again, some important
differences were reported. Whereas 47.4 per cent of user property
offenders had never had prior treatment experience, the same was true
for only 25.2 per cent of users in treatment and 20.3 per cent of
user/dealers. Not surprisingly, user property offenders reported the
lowest average number (3.2} of treatment episodes. What was
surpriging was the difference between users in treatment (&an average
of 4.4 previous treatment episodes) and active user/dealers (an
average of 7.6 episodes excluding the category of “other’ - see
Takles 19 and 20).
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TABLE 72
comparative ages of reqular drug use

I(b) II(b) II1(k)
N =78 N = 127 N = 143
% of % of % of
Drug M Resp. M Resp. M Resp.
ALCONOL vevvrvancsnsssnn 16.6 (57.7) 16.4 (78.7) 16.1 (86.0)
Cannablg ..cevorsvacnres 16.0 (84.6) 15.9 (92.9} 15.6 (90.9)
LSD/psychedelics ....... 16.5 (32.1}) 17.0 (41.7) 16.9 (46.1)
amphetamines ........... 18.8 (19.2) 18.9 (35.4) 19.5 (55.9)
Barbiturates ..cecosvos- 17.1 (16.7) 19.9 (27.6) 20.1 (53-1)
COCAINE +iawesasorannsss 22.0 (14.1} 20.6 (15.0) 22.5 (21.2)
Heroin .cseesrssnvavesss 19.4 (100.0) 20,1 (99.2) 19.5 (100.0)
Other opiates(a) ....... 19.3 (30.8) 19.4 (18.9) 20.2 (59.4)
(a) Includes methadone received by way of treatment.
{b) User/property offenders (I), users in treatment (II} and active
ugser/dealers (III).
TABLE 73
Comparative ages of regular property crime
I IT III
N =78 N = 127 N = 143
% of % of % of

offence M Resp. M Resp. M Resp.
Break enter & steal .... 19.3 (66.7) 21.2 (30.7) 19.2 (38.5)
Motor wvehicle larceny .. 15.2 (19.2) 15.7 (4.7) 17.1  (16.1)
Robbery ...... v e . s 17.2 {(12.8) 16.3 (2.4) 17.5 (10.5)
Shoplifting ..oeeecerens 17.1  (23.1} 19.9 (15.7) 17.8  (44.1}
TAYCEeNY sseesvarsnsensse 18.2 (6.4) 20.2 (1C.2) 19.7 (30.1)
Brmed robbery .......... 22.1 (20.5) 19.9 {1.6) 20.0 (7.7)
Fraud ....... e v e 21.8 (29.5) 21.1 . {22.8) 21.3 (40.1}
Recelving ..eceecasosnes 24.0 (6.4) 21.7 (7.9) 18.8 (32.2)
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& difference wag particularly evident in the number of inpatient
detoxification episodes, with an average of only 1.4 for users in
treatment compared with 3.8 for the user/dealers (the seven
individuals who reported 138 detoxification episodes - see footnote
{b) Table 19 - have been excluded for the purposes of this

calculation).
Criminal activity

As with drug and alcchol use, whilst no differences agccurred in the
reported ageg of regular criminal activity, there were once, again
substantial differences in the percentages of respondents reporting
at least one episode of the regulax commission of crime in the past
(Table 73).

Given the inherent selection bias in Dobinson and Ward (1985}, it was
not surprising to find that more user/property offenders reported at
least one regular episode of the commission of break, enter and steal
and armed robbery than the other two groups. What was surprising,
wags the greater proportion of user/dealers who reported regular
episodes of shoplifting, larceny, fraud and receiving (including
goods in custedy) than the other two groups. At this stage there
appears to be no easy explanation for these differences.

The crime not dealt with in Table 73 is the sale of illicit drugs.
Whereas respondents in the current study were asked to differentiate
between heroin and other drugs, this was not the case in the previous
studies. Even so, it is of some interest to note that while 61.5 per
cent of user/property offenders and 69.3 percent of ugers in
treatment reported having been regularly involved in the sale of
drugs, including heroin, 78.3 per cent of user/dealers reported such
an inveclvement, excluding heroin.

The temporal sequence of heroin use and crime

Although in excess of 70 per cent of each study group reported at
least one criminal episode before their first use of heroin, the
temporal sequence of regular crime varied widely. Whereas only 24.2
per cent of users in treatment reported a regular involvement in
property c¢rime before the onset of regular heroin use, the same was
true for 42.6 per cent of user/property offenders and 50.0 per cent
of user/dealers. In fact, 42.0 per cent of user/dealers reported
such a regular inveolvement before their first heroin use compared to
32.4 per cent of user/property offenders. Once again no easy
explanation seems to exist for this greater pre-herein inveolvement in
property crime.

Further to this, user/dealers also exhibited a substantial
involvement in the regular sale of drugs other than heroin. In
excess of 40 per cent (43.8%) of those who reported a regular
involvement stated that it occurred kefore their first heroin use and
nearly 60 per cent (59.8%) reported such an involvement before the
onset of regular heroin use. The latter of these two figures greatly
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exceeds tne 39.8 per cent of users in treatment who reported a
reqular involvement in drug pales before regular heroin use (no
gimilar data exists for uger/property offendersj).

‘It is also interesting to note that the above results are the reverse

of what Potteiger (1981) found, where ehe concluded that captive
ugers (e.g. user/property offenders) were more likely to be involved
in crime before the onset of addiction than active users (e.g.
user/dealers). The reader ig referred to Tables 33, 34 and 35
{Dobinson and Ward, 1985, pp. 48-51); Tables 33, 34 and 35 (Dobinson
and Ward, 1987, pp. 37-39); and Tables 31, 32 and 33 (current study)
for a full breakdown of all the temporal seguence results.

4.3 Some implications

This and the previous two studies greatly enhance our understanding
of individuals who are regular users of heroin and their lifestyles
associated with such drug use. Through this understanding
implications arise as to how, as a community, we are to react to
regular heroin use and the perceived social problems that flow from

it.

A comparison of the three studies shows the diverse nature of heroin

use and the complexity of the lifestyles of those individuals who are
regular users of this drug. Whilst there are inherent biases created

by the selection of each of the study groups, information has now
been collected on property offenders who are also regular heroin
ugers, regular heroin users who were seeking drug treatment and
active regular heroin users who are also regular sellers of that
drug. Although'no information is available from these studies
concerning regular heroin users who fall cutside these three groups
(e.g. those who support their drug usage by mainly licit means),
considerable data has been obtained about those individuals who
support their heroin use by mainly illicit means (property crime and

drug sales).

The first repcrt (Dobinson and Ward, 1985) provided a detailed
literature review of the various theories seen to explain the
relationship between drugs and crime.

The major conceptual alternatives are that (1) narcotics
use causes crime; (2} narcotics use is a result or an
outcome of a criminal disposition; and (3) narcotiecs use
and c¢rime are spuriously related as a consequence of
their shared or mutual predisposing antecedent cause(s)
(Gandossy et al. 1980; McGlothlin, Anglin, and Wilson
1977; Watters, Reinarman, and Fagan 1985).

In all attempts to disentangle these three alternatives
using longitudinal statistical models and other
approaches, no definitive resolution of the controversy
could be obtained by the present authors (or other

authors using any other method).
{speckart and Anglin, 1986; p. 742)

FTTI I I
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The data from the present three studies does not resolve this
question. Some evidence from each study may be interpreted as
support for all of these positions.

Even so, data has been collected that may allow for some conclusions
about the antecedents of those individuals who regularly use heroin
and who also commit crime. The pubstantial pre-heroin involvement in
other drug use, and in many cases the sale of these drugs, may be an
influential factor in how some individuals initially come into
contact with a drug such as heroin.

While data freom all three studies demonstrates that part of the
motivation for crime is the need to generate income and thereby
support a level of heroin consumption, it is clear that this economic
1ink is an oversimplification of the relationship between heroin use
and crime. 1Is it, for example, that the level of heroln use
determines the nature and frequency of crime or does increased income
through crime allow for increased drug use, or is it a combination of
the two? To varying degrees, many respondents in all three studies
reported substantial pre-heroin involvement in crime, suggesting that
there are other factors, apart from heroin use, affecting current
motivations for criminal activity:

Heroin use would seem to be maintained over time not
just by the need to support a drug dependency. AS Burr
(1986) argues, the continual reinforcement of criminal
attitudes and bpehaviour after lengthy involvement in
the criminal sub-culture tends to both maintain use as
well as inhibit any so-called ‘heroin solution’.

{Dobinson and Ward, 1987: 55)

While supporting a level of heroin consumption seems to be the
dominant economic consideration for respondents, it is evident that
usage levels fluctuate considerably over time and, usually, in
response to increased or decreased access to heroin. As such, the
relationship between drugs and crime is further complicated by
factors such as opportunity to commit crime and the necessary skills
to successfully carry out such crime. In the current study, the
means (in terms of dollars) and access to heroin supplies clearly
affected the usage levels of most respondents.

This varying level of access can result in a change in roles for
individuals who are regular users. User/dealers whose supply of

heroin is diminished or even stopped may move from this level to that-

of small-time user/dealer. They may also be forced to seek other
means, for example property crime, to generate the money necessary to
“score’. They may even be forced into a period of abstinence or to
admit themselves into treatment so as to cope with the physical
withdrawal (see for example Couple 7}. ©On the other hand, an
opportunity to “acore’ a large amount of heroin could result in an
individual bheing able to increase nis/her distribution activities
along with their level of congumption. Such opportunities may result
from simply being “in the right place at the right time’ or they
could result from an individuals own labours and skills.
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t implications for poth drug treatment
lation to the characteristics and
but also in relation to the
elatioship to crime.

These conclusions have importan
and law enforcement, not only in re
antecedents of regular heroin usgers,
nature of regular heroin use and its r

Treatment

To varying degrees, majorities from all three study groups have
reported multiple treatment episcdes, followed by relapse. For some

observing this trend, such results either relate to an overall

failure of drug treatment or highlight severe problems in its
application. Although there will always be problems with the
implementation of treatment, often regulting from the differing
objectives of the treatment staff themselves, the fact that the vast
majority of users report at least one treatment episode shows that
the treatment is at least being used. As previocusly stated {Dobinson

and Ward, 1987: 55):

...in the light of how some individuals use treatment
to control and regulate their drug use and the
probability of re-use that we may need to redefine what
is meant by “success’ in terms of treatment outcome. As
gtated, many individuals entered treatment in order to
‘gee out the bad times’ possibly cauged by their being
arrested or lack of drugs or money. In other cases
respondents perceived that their consumption was too
high and therefore entered treatment to bring it down
to a manageable level. Whereas the current objectives
seem to be cessation of drug use and crime and a return
to a “normal’ lifestyle, consideration should also be
given to the function that treatment provides in
keeping an individual's usage at a manageable level.

Increasing numbers of treatment experiences, as well as periods of
abstinence, have been suggested {Anglin, Brecht, Woodward and Bonnet,
1986) as evidence of a ‘maturing out’ process. The same authors,
however, concluded that high levels of involvement in crime and drug
dealing may inhibit this process and serve to maintain an
individual’s involvement with heroin and the assoclated ¢riminal

lifestyle.

The effect of this lifestyle was a major factor for respondents of
all three studies in their returning to heroin use after treatment
{(note the response af "I got back into the scene’). Treatment
programs, therefore, need to address not only drug use but also the
lifestyles that are associated with it and to cofgider that crime may
well be motivated by factors other than the need to support a drug

dependency .
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Drug law enforcement

For the first time, detailed information is.now available on the
operations of low level heroin user/dealers, thus providing an
insight into what is occurring at that level of the heroin
digtribution process. Information provided by respondents and from
law enforcement agencies has allowed for the description of the
likely pathways through which herocin might pass from importation to
the “street’ (see Figure 1). Indjividuals interviewed as part of this
study provided some indication of the activities of those perscns
supplying them with heroin and who represent one level of the
commercial side of heroin trafficking {(the ounce dealer}.

Certainly, user/dealers represent the most visible aspect of heroin
distribution for law enforcement. Even so, the secretive nature of
digtribution at this level, often taking place behind closed doors or
involving elaborate precautions to avoid detection, still results in
considerable problems for law enforcement.

Of some importance, also, is the reported involvement of individuals
with the criminal justice system itgelf (e.g. in terms of the number
of reported cenvictions). although respondents interviewed as part
of the current study were both regular hercin users and sellers, 43.4
per cent reported no convictions for use/possess, and 74.1 per cent
no convictions for heroin supply-

Their involvement with the criminal justice system, however, should
not be understated. A large majority (87.4%) reported at least one
conviction in the past (most commonly for property crime), and over
half (55.9%) of this study group reported having been incarcerated at
least once in the past (most commonly for break, enter and steal).
Only 44 respondents (30.8%), however, reported being incarcerated for
a drug offence.

More than half of these user/dealers (53.8%) also reported being on
bail, a bond, parole or prokation. The most common offence, for
which bail was imposed was use/possess heroin (8 respondents),
followed by supply heroin (7 respondents) and receiving/ goods in
custody (7 respondents) (see Table 1 in Appendix B for a complete
breakdown of legal status by offence). It is noted that all these
respondents continued to offend (sell heroin) on a regular basis.

Certainly, the herciln distribution market in the Kings Cross/
Darlinghurst area is a vibrant one. Heroin remains readily available
and in some cases is sold guite openly on the street to just about
anyone who wants it. In a small number of cases it was also the
source of heroin destined for sale in other Sydney suburban areas as
well as country locations.
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APPENDIX A

SYDNEY SUBURBAN BREAKDOWN

By postcode —
CENTRAL 2000 - 2001 -
2006 - 2017 ‘
2021 - 2044
2048 - 2050
2203 - 2204 -
2890
INNER WEST 2045 - 2047 -
2129 - 2140 o
SOUTH 2018 - 2020 -
2143, 2162, 2163
2190 - 2200
2205 - 2214 _
2216 - 2234 . =
2507 _
SOUTH. WEST 2167 - 2168 -
' 2170 - 2174 '
2558 -~ 2560
2564 - 2574
2752
WEST 2115 - 2118
2141 - 2142
2144 - 2154
2158
2160 - 2161
2164 - 2166
2176 - 2177
2255
2753 - 2767
2770
2773 - 2786
NORTH 2060 - 2082
2084 - 2108
2110 - 2114
2119 - 2122
2157 - 2189

2252 - 2253




114

APPENDIX B

ADDITIONAL TABLES
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TABLE 2
Description of 2nd supplier

Description No. %
Stranger ..e--e..- Ceraanes deeae e chaaaen e

Friend ....ccccsesnanes e eenena faare e ihear e 11 22.0
Bcquaintance ......... Crae e e Chee e . 37 74.0
TOTAL 50(a} 100.8

ta) 79 respondents who only had 1 supplier have been excluded.

)
=
o

TABLE 3
Description of 3rd supplier

Description No. %

Stranger ..esesseasen e e eat et ae e nan e 6 21.4
Friend ....coceenens Chere s s s e Cese e 4 14.3
Acquailntance ....... e esaaee s e e Ceraeees 18 64.3
TOTAL 28(a) 100.0

{a) 101 respondents who only had 1 or 2 suppliers have been excluded.
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TABLE 4
Role of 2nd supplier : '
Role No., %
FT AEAlEr v etenernnesssnonanssnsensnnpsnsse P 40 80.0
PT AEBLlET +ecicvrososrssnnssarsvsssscrenens e : 8.0
OLHEeTF (B) +eeestasnnanesassnsersneses . 2 4.0
UNKNGWIL e oeasassaassnestssssaosssnsasaranstsss. ‘e 4 8.0
TOTAL 5CG(b) 100.0

{a) Two individuals specified that their supplier was a middleman.
(b} 79 respondents excluded.

TABLE 5
Role of 3rd supplier

Role No. %

FT deal@r «.itsssacsvrsesonerssens s e e e e 18 64.3
PT dealer +....- e s e aar e taa e f s e e e 4 14.3
OFNEIL (B] ot vrsvonasoessnsstsssrataasassasasssss 1 3.6
Unknown «..seeesss e tessease e Creec s 5 17.9
TOTAL b8(p) - 100.0

{a) One individual specified that his supplier was a middleman.
(b) 101 respondents excluded.
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TABLE 6
Length of dealing with 2nd supplier

Weeks No. %
1 to 26 ..... vre e Pt res e fe s . 24 48.0
27 to 52 ...... i emesseaa e feeece st 6 12.0
53 to 104 ..iiciaeen trs s e e [P e e e 8 16.0
105 to 208 ..... s e s v eae e e e cer e 7 14.0
More than 208 ........ c e e s Cre e e a e 3 6.0
Not known ....... hesaens cer s i e e P 2 4.0
TOTAL 50(a) 100.0
(a) 79 respondents excluded.
TABLE 7
Length of dealing with 3rd supplier

Weeks No. %

1 0 26 cieiiaenann e eam e te v ase e [ 16 57.1
27 tO 52 iiiiiir e een f e s e st th e e s e 5 17.¢
53 to 104 ....... Pt e e eerren e rc e [ 2 7.1
105 to 208 i is o rnancanen fer s e fe et e e 4 14.3
More than 208 ........ Cee e, et ea e e 1 3.6
TOTAL ) 28(a)  100.0

{a) 101 respondents excluded.
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TABLE 8
Number of strangers

Number No.

None ...ecvee- e es e me s b ee e s eer s 76
1 20 10 +teevrnernsaararan e e e 39
11 tO 20 vrueenssoveanssasrsscrersns serabeeens e 7
More thanm 20 . ..cvreesssaansresas st 2
Not KNOWN .o soens f e e heseraesren 5

[
[P ER o R o R 5.0}
O o N D

TOTAL 129

100.0

TABLE Y
Number of friends

Numpber No.

HOME eoesrocnsacesassssntnesnssnsonssescteerrses 45
1 BEO 5 ceevscarnaanasessssssessens f e 52
6 £0 10 tiveveatsearasosansraass s . .22
More than 10 ..eeeevenerarsnnosrsraeaaronmarsers 7
Not kKnown ....... vhe e e e i e . 3

=l W
N = O
L o = W D

TOTAL 129

100.0

TABLE 10
Number of acquaintances

Number No.

1 £O 10 it evsneeossosrssanssrs s ssaaasmstn 82
11 to 20 ..o eeens R I IR I I 18
More than 20 ...eeveressassnsostrsorssseave e N 6
NOt KNOWIN o v tbasaosnaseroasresessense e e ‘7

12.4
63.6
14.0
4.7
5.4
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TABLE 11

Length of dealing with 2nd most regular customer

Weeks Nc. %

1 to 26 cvsenaens s e Ceaase e et er i e 61 54.5
27 EO 52 tiierrsenerroasans eeaa e e e 23 20.5
53 to 104 ...... ceer s e P e e 12 10.7
105 to 208 ..civvecennn Cereaae. . e . 9 8.0
More than 208 ...... cer e e e - Ciaa s 4 3.6
Not known ....eseceess cee s e re e te e, 3 2.7
TOTAL 112 (a) 100.0

{a) Seventeen respondents who had no or 1 regular customer(s) were

excluded.

TABLE 12

Length of dealing with 3rd most regular customer

Weeks No. %

1 £t0 26 cvinrenevnns eenaa e e s hameaas 58 57.4
27 to 52 ...... fe e s e e e . 14 13.9
53 to 104 ... veverannn e e e e e e 16 15.8
105 to 208 ..iinr e e eeae e e n e v 5 5.0
More than 208 ...... i r e e s 1 1.0
Not Known .....-. e e e e e e 7 6.9
TOTAL 101(a) 100.0

{a) 28 respondents excluded.
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