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Foreword
Given the relevance of illicit drug use to law enforcement, operational activities, strategic 
research and policy development, the Crime and Misconduct Commission undertakes a range 
of monitoring activities to assess illicit drug use patterns in Queensland. These monitoring 
activities include surveys of the general population (e.g. the Queensland household survey), 
surveys of specific subgroups (e.g. emergency departments in hospitals; users of needle and 
syringe services), individual research projects that gather detailed information about patterns 
of drug use and market dynamics for specific types of substances, and various ongoing 
intelligence activities. Collectively, the products arising from these studies provide 
complementary and ongoing information about patterns of drug use in Queensland.

This report examines the drug use patterns and criminal behaviour of detainees from various 
watch-houses in Queensland, New South Wales, Western Australia and South Australia 
through the Drug Use Monitoring in Australia (DUMA) data collected by the Australian 
Institute of Criminology (AIC), state police services and local researchers. 

While much has been published by the AIC using the DUMA data (see AIC website <www.aic.
gov.au>), I believe this report to be the first of its kind to make direct state comparisons on 
illicit drug use in watch-houses and to monitor drug usage in watch-houses in Queensland 
over time. 

I acknowledge that the readers of this report will vary, and that the data presented in it will 
be used in different ways. For readers seeking statistical information, complex and detailed 
results are offered in each chapter. For policy makers, health and treatment providers and law 
enforcement/intelligence agencies seeking data to support the implementation of programs 
and other activities, summary information is proved at the end of each chapter. The final 
chapter collates the information provided throughout the report to provide a brief overview of 
the overall findings. 

I trust that this information will be of particular benefit to those who work with offenders in 
watch-houses and prisons, and even to those who work with — and monitor the impact of — 
illicit drug use in the general population. The report provides significant insight into a variety 
of complex relationships between illicit drug use, offending behaviour, demographic factors, 
market factors, and various geographic and time-sensitive issues.

Anna Sheehan and Julianne Webster undertook the majority of the analyses presented in this 
report and were largely responsible for writing the report. Dr Margot Legosz assisted with the 
final production of the report.

The report was prepared for publication by the CMC’s Communications Unit.

We are grateful for the feedback we received on the final draft of the report from the DUMA 
team at the Australian Institute of Criminology.

Susan Johnson
Director, Research and Prevention
Crime and Misconduct Commission
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1
Introduction

‘Drugs destroy lives and communities, undermine sustainable human development and 
generate crime. Drugs affect all sectors of society in all countries; in particular, drug 
abuse affects the freedom and development of young people, the world’s most valuable 
asset.’ Political Declaration on Global Drug Control, by the States Members of the United 
Nations at the 20th special session of the General Assembly, June 1998

Is there a link between illicit drug use and crime?
In 1998 it was estimated that the social and health costs associated with illicit drug use in 
Australia was about $A6.1 billion (Collins & Lapsey 2002; Oltmanns & Emery 2004); and this 
does not include unquantifiable costs such as reduced quality of life, damaged personal 
relationships and disrupted family life. 

Apart from the serious psychological, health and economic effects on the user, illicit drug use 
is also associated with criminal behaviour. It is well established that there is a correlation 
between criminal activity and drug use (e.g. Brownstein 2002; French et al. 2000). This 
association has been found in the criminal justice system (Harrison 1992; Innes & Greenfeld 
1990), in clinical populations (Hanlon et al. 1990; Hunt, Lipton & Spunt 1984), in adolescent 
samples (Apospori et al. 1995; Hays & Ellickson 1996), in community samples of adults 
(Newcomb, Galaif & Vargsa Carmona 2001) and in the general population (Kaplan 1995; 
Miller, Whitney & Washousky 1986). The association is strongest with the frequent and 
dependent use of drugs such as heroin and cocaine (Gossop et al. 2005). Indeed, nearly 
$2 billion of Australia’s $32 billion crime bill is estimated to be directly attributable to drug 
offences (Mayhew 2003). It is therefore of paramount importance, not only from a research 
perspective but also from an operational and strategic crime control policy perspective, to 
understand the link between illicit drug use and criminal activity and incarceration (Canela-
Cacho, Blumstein & Cohen 1997).

Although the link between drug use and crime seems indisputable, the nature of the 
relationship continues to elude researchers and practitioners. A number of theoretical 
propositions have been put forward. According to the ‘impaired-functioning’ theory, for 
example, drug abuse leads to criminal activity because drug consumption impairs physical, 
psychological and emotional functioning (Graham 1980; Vaillant & Milofsky 1982; Zucker & 
Gomberg 1986). The theory suggests that drug use may reduce inhibitions that would 
normally prevent a person from acting on criminal impulses. Other researchers, however, 
suggest that there is a ‘bidirectional’ relationship between drug use and crime. For example, 
Newcomb, Galaif and Vargsa Carmona (2001) found that drug problems were both a predictor 
and an outcome of criminal behaviour.

Suggesting that drug use directly causes criminal behaviour fails to consider other factors that 
may affect this relationship (Brownstein 2002). The ‘third variable’ hypothesis proposes that 
the relationship between drug use and crime can be accounted for by a common third cause 
rather than by a direct link. According to Casavant and Collin (2001), factors such as poverty, 
lack of social values, personality disorders, association with drug users and/or delinquents, 
and loss of contact with agents of socialisation may explain the links between drug use and 
criminal activity.

Another theory, the sociological drift theory, suggests that engaging in criminal behaviour 
leads to future drug problems and drug-related crimes (Newcomb, Galaif & Vargsa Carmona 
2001); it gives the individual the opportunity and context to use drugs. Evidence in support of 
this theory comes from a study conducted by Rydelius (1988), who found that antisocial 
behaviour during adolescence is an important determinant of whether drug use increases this 
behaviour in adulthood.
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It is hard to test these theories. For example, the cross-sectional nature of much of the data 
from current drugs–crime research makes it impossible to draw causal conclusions; and the 
uniqueness of the samples under investigation (e.g. adults in the criminal system, or clinical 
samples) limits the applicability of the findings to the general population. Newcomb, Galaif 
and Vargsa Carmona (2001) also acknowledge that much of the past research has focused on 
specific drug types and neglected multiple drug use. They suggest that multiple drug use 
might be more closely linked to criminal activity because it leads to a more deviant lifestyle. 

Although the data collected for this report do not permit direct testing of these theoretical 
models, the models can be used to assist in the interpretation of the findings. Whatever the 
theoretical explanation, however, it is clear that there is a link between crime and the use of 
illicit drugs.

What is DUMA?
The Drug Use Monitoring in Australia (DUMA) project was implemented in 1999 to monitor 
the drug use patterns and criminal behaviour of people arrested and detained in various 
watch-houses around Australia. 

The data provide information about changes in drug use patterns and drug market dynamics 
such as the supply and availability of specific drugs. The data can also be used to contribute 
to the development and evaluation of drug policies, and are an invaluable source of 
information for researchers, practitioners, health and law enforcement agencies, and drug 
treatment providers.�

The DUMA program is a partnership between the Australian Institute of Criminology (AIC), 
state police services and local researchers.� Data have been collected from seven sites in four 
states: Southport (since 1999) and Brisbane (since 2002) in Queensland; Bankstown and 
Parramatta in New South Wales; Adelaide and Elizabeth in South Australia; and East Perth in 
Western Australia. In January 2006 DUMA was expanded to include Melbourne and Darwin, 
increasing the total number of sites to nine.

The DUMA data are collected through interviews with detainees who have been arrested in 
the previous 48 hours and are being held in police custody. The interview process is carried 
out quarterly in all of the watch-houses participating in the program. All data recording is 
anonymous, and participation in the survey and provision of a urine sample to detect the 
presence of various illicit substances is voluntary. Urine samples are tested by an independent 
laboratory. This methodology is consistent with other drug research (e.g. Kinlock, O’Grady & 
Hanlon 2003; Martin & Bryant 2001).

What is the scope of this report?
This report provides an accurate depiction of illegal drug use among Queensland watch-house 
detainees between 1999 and 2005, and comparative information (2004–05) about detainees in 
watch-houses in other states (NSW, WA and SA). It provides:

a socio-demographic profile of the detainees:
information about detainees’ gender; age; educational, employment and marital status; 
dependent children; type of accommodation; and offending history 

�	 For further information see the Australian Institute of Criminology website at: <www.aic.gov.au/research/
projects/00015.html>.

�	 Data collectors at each site are responsible for data collection. These include: Sellenger Centre at Edith 
Cowan University, Hauritz and Associates Pty Ltd, Forsythe Consultants Pty Ltd, Walsh and Associates Pty 
Ltd, and O’Reilly’s Consultancy Services. New South Wales, Victoria, Queensland and Northern Territory 
Police, Western Australia and South Australia Police Service all provide generous ‘in-kind’ assistance to 
the project, especially police and auxiliary staff at the local sites. Neither the collectors nor the police 
services bear any responsibility for the analyses or interpretations presented here.

•
»
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information about the prevalence of drug use among detainees, including individual drug 
types, and single and multiple drug use, assessed by both urinalysis and self-report:

urinalysis results for six drug categories (cannabis, opiates, methadone, cocaine, 
amphetamines and benzodiazepines) 
self-reported drug use in the 30 days and 12 months preceding arrest, and ‘ever’, for 
eight drug categories (amphetamines, cannabis, cocaine, heroin, ecstasy, hallucinogens, 
street methadone and benzodiazepines)�

information about various behavioural characteristics (e.g. age of initiation of drug use) 
and attitudes of the drug users in the sample (self-report)
information about various socio-demographic factors associated with specific drug types 
and single and multiple drug usage 
information about market dynamics, such as the use of cash or other means to obtain 
various types of drugs; ways of making contact with dealers; and perceived risks of selling 
or buying various drugs (self-report)
information about the associations between illicit drug use and criminal behaviour 
(urinalysis and self-report)
changes in the drug use patterns of Queensland detainees over time (urinalysis and self-
report).

Where possible, the findings have also been compared with data from drugs research that uses 
sources other than watch-house detainees. Sources include:

the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW), through the 2004 National Drug 
Strategy Household Survey (NDSHS)
the CMC and the Queensland Alcohol and Drug Research and Education Centre (QADREC), 
through the Prevalence of Alcohol and Drug Use in Emergency Departments (PADIE) 
project
the National Drug and Research Council (NDARC), through the Illicit Drug Reporting 
System (IDRS). 

Although DUMA data are collected quarterly, the quarters were collapsed into 12-month 
periods for this report. Each 12-month period included the third and fourth quarters of one 
year (July–December) and the first and second quarters of the next (January–June). Annual 
data are provided for:

1999–2000
2000–01
2001–02
2002–03
2003–04
2004–05.

Is there concordance between the urinalysis and  
self-report results?

Previous validity studies have established that people in high-risk populations tend to under-
report their recent use of illegal drugs. For example, in a sample of 407 juvenile detainees 
interviewed within 48 hours of detention, Mieczkowski, Newel and Wraight (1998) found that 
25.3 per cent of respondents reported having used cannabis and 0.9 per cent reported having 
used cocaine in the preceding three days; urinalysis results revealed that the actual rate of 
cannabis use was 34.8 per cent and of cocaine use 7.1 per cent. Similar results were reported 
by Feucht, Stephens and Walker (1994).

�	 DUMA distinguishes between legal and illegal benzodiazepines.

•
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On the other hand, mixed support for under-reporting of drug use was found by Wislar and 
Fendrich (2000). Their study included 3048 juvenile arrestees and detainees who were asked 
to provide information on their use of cannabis and cocaine over the preceding three days, 
and to provide a urine specimen for analysis. Results revealed high concordance between self-
reported use of cannabis and urinalysis results (31.0% and 31.4% respectively) but low 
concordance for cocaine (self-report 2.8%; urinalysis 7.3%). It could be that the level of self-
disclosure is a function of drug type. For example, respondents may be more truthful about 
their use of softer drugs, such as cannabis, than about harder drugs such as cocaine.

To assess the validity of the self-report data in this study, comparisons were made between 
the objective urinalysis results and the subjective self-reported drug use in the preceding 
48 hours — for cannabis, heroin, amphetamines and MDMA (ecstasy). Using a 48-hour 
window allows the test to detect the presence of drugs in the system, and overcomes the 
influences of memory decay and memory reconstruction — which are problems often 
associated with self-reports of behaviour (Whitley 1996). By comparing these two drug data 
collection techniques, data triangulation is achieved and convergent validity can be sought 
(Dietze 2003).

We used the kappa statistic to measure the correspondence between self-reported drug use 
and the urinalysis. The kappa statistic is an adjusted measure of concordance, and is bound 
by 1 and –1 (1 = perfect agreement between the two measures; 0 = no agreement between the 
two measures; and a negative kappa means that there is less agreement than would be 
expected by chance, given the marginal distribution of ratings). According to Landis and 
Koch (1977), a kappa value of less than 0.40 represents poor agreement, a value between 0.40 
and 0.74 represents good agreement, and a value greater than 0.75 represents excellent 
agreement. 

For the DUMA sample, the kappa statistic was 0.41 for cannabis, 0.56 for heroin, 0.50 for 
amphetamines and 0.47 for MDMA (ecstasy). As this did not demonstrate perfect agreement, 
it was evident that there were some minor discrepancies between self-reported drug use and 
the urinalysis results. There are several possible reasons for this:

False negative urine tests can occur.
Some detainees may have miscalculated the time since they consumed the drug.
Some detainees may have a fast metabolism.
Some detainees may have consumed sufficient fluids to mask the drug.
The drug consumed may simply not have been what the detainee thought it was. 
(McGregor & Makkai 2003)

Overall, however, the concordance between self-reported drug use in the preceding 48 hours 
and the urinalysis results for each drug type was good. This suggests that the self-report data 
are reliable and provide a reasonably accurate depiction of drug use among Queensland 
detainees. The acceptable concordance rates are probably due to the methods used by the AIC 
in its data collection process. Self-reports of criminal activity (including drug use) are 
generally considered to be reliable when information is collected under non-threatening 
conditions (Anglin, Hser & Chou 1993; Junger-Tas & Marshall 1999). The AIC ensures a non-
threatening environment by guaranteeing confidentiality and anonymity, seeking informed 
consent and rigorously training the interviewers.

What are the limitations of the data?
The findings in this report should be interpreted in light of the following cautionary notes:

The total sample size varies slightly between analyses, due to some missing data.
Self-report measures are susceptible to problems of reliability, as noted above.

Like any survey participants, drug users may provide information that is selectively 
offered or manipulated for self-serving purposes (Gossop et al. 2005). 
There may be problems with self-disclosure of personal information such as illicit drug 
use at the time of arrest.

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
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There is the risk that participants are unable to accurately recall information, especially 
if they have consumed drugs.

Gender differences have been examined on all variables of interest. However, these 
findings must be interpreted with caution, because gender differences may occur in self-
disclosure. For example, a meta-analysis of 205 studies involving 23 702 participants 
found that women tended to disclose sensitive information slightly more than men (Dindia 
& Allen 1992).
The sample under investigation consisted of people detained by police. Given that this 
sample is not representative of the general population, conclusions relating to criminal 
activity and illegal drug use cannot be generalised to other populations (e.g. juvenile 
arrestees). Furthermore, the extent to which observed changes highlighted in this report 
reflect changes in the drug user population cannot be determined; neither can it be 
determined whether the changes are linked to changes in police activity (Casavant & 
Collin 2001). 
The geographic areas in which the sample of detainees was selected were limited, and may 
not be representative of watch-houses in other communities or geographic areas.
Due to financial constraints prohibiting 24-hour coverage of the watch-houses, not all 
detainees were included in DUMA. The sample under investigation may, therefore, not 
represent a random sample of people detained by police. Makkai (2001) found that the 
type of offence with which detainees were charged varied with the time of day or night. 
The results presented in this report may under-represent the strength of the relationship 
between illicit drug use and crime. It could be that those detainees who did not report drug 
use or did not test positive to the urinalysis were actually in the watch-house because of 
irritability associated with the withdrawal symptoms of some drugs.
Comparisons between age groups need to be considered in light of the maturation effect, 
which suggests that changes in the patterns of drug use and criminal activity can be partly 
explained as a function of age (see Farrington & Coid 2003; Kandel & Logan 1984).

»
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2
Socio-demographic profile of a sample  
of watch-house detainees (1999–2000 to 
2004–05)

Almost 4000 watch-house detainees in Queensland, New South Wales, Western 
Australia and South Australia participated in the DUMA research program in 2004–05. 
Similar numbers around the country have participated in the program each year since 
1999–2000.

In addition to the valuable information about drug use among detainees, which is 
presented in later chapters of this report, the DUMA sample provides an ideal 
opportunity to (a) profile the social and demographic characteristics of watch-house 
detainees, (b) determine whether there have been any meaningful changes in these 
profiles since data collection began in 2000–01, and (c) make interstate comparisons.

Included in the profile presented in this chapter is information about detainees’ gender, 
age, Indigenous status, marital status, number of dependent children, highest level of 
education, sources of income, employment status and accommodation. 

Also included in this chapter is a profile of the detainees’ current and prior offence 
histories and an insight into their gambling activities.

Gender
Over 1000 Queensland watch-house detainees participated in the DUMA research program in 
2004–05 (n = 1191). Similar numbers participated in the earlier data collection periods.�

Figure 2.1 (facing page) shows the proportions of males and females in the Queensland 
sample during the six-year data collection period analysed in this report. About 85 per cent of 
the detainees were male. This profile is typical of offenders within the criminal justice system 
(see, for example, the statistics provided by ABS 2005).�

There were no statistically significant changes in gender representation through the collection 
period, although there was a slightly higher percentage of female detainees in 2004–05 than 
in previous years. Similarly, the over-representation of males was consistent across states (see 
Figure 2.2, facing page).

Age
Table 2.1 (facing page) shows the mean age of Queensland detainees in 2004–05.

The mean age of male and female detainees was almost the same (males, 30.6 years; 
females, 30.7 years), although the age range for males (17–80 years) was larger than for 
females (17–64 years). 
Half (51%) of the detainees were aged between 18 and 29 years.
More than a quarter of detainees were 36 years or older (males, 28.8%; females 26.6%).
A very small proportion of the detainees were aged 17 years or younger.

�	 The following numbers of Queensland detainees participated in the DUMA program each year:  
1999–2000, n = 661; 2000–01, n = 436; 2001–02 n = 692; 2002–03 n = 1192; 2002–04 n = 1088;  
2004–05 n = 1191.

�	 Imprisonment rates for males have been shown to be 297 per 100 000 and for females 21 per 100 000  
(ABS 2005).

•

•
•
•
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Figure 2.1: Percentage of Queensland detainees by gender, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: c² = n.s.

Figure 2.2: Percentage of detainees by gender and by state, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Table 2.1: Age of Queensland detainees, 2004–05

Percentage (and number) in age group

Mean 
(SD)

17 years 
and under

18–23 
years

24–29 
years

30–35 
years

36 years 
and older

Total

 Males 30.6 
(10.6)

3.1 
(31)

27.9 
(279)

23.4 
(234)

19.0 
(190)

26.6 
(266)

100 
(1000)

Females 30.7 2.1 22.5 27.2 19.4 28.8 100

(8.7) (4) (43) (52) (37) (55) (191)

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: n = 1191.
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Figure 2.3 presents the average or mean age of Queensland detainees across the six-year 
DUMA data collection period. It shows the following:

The number of detainees aged 17 years or less has remained fairly steady (at about 3%) 
since 1999–2000.
The number of detainees aged 18–23 years declined subtly from 1999–2000 (31.6%) to 
2004–05 (27.0%); a similar pattern was observed for detainees aged 24–29 years (1999–
2000, 28.7%; 2004–05, 24.0%).
The number of detainees aged 30–35 years increased from 1999–2000 (16.0%) to 2004–05 
(19.1%), as did the number of detainees aged 36 years and older (1999–2000, 20.6%; 
2004–05, 27.0%).

Figure 2.3: Age of Queensland detainees by year, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Table 2.2 compares the age of Queensland detainees with those from New South Wales, 
Western Australia and South Australia. It shows that:

Queensland (2.9%) and New South Wales (14.4%) were the only states with detainees aged 
17 years or less.
New South Wales (24.9%) had fewer detainees aged 18–35 years than Queensland (27.0%), 
South Australia (28.7%) and Western Australia (30.8%).
Queensland had the highest number of detainees aged 36 years and older (27%).

Table 2.2: Age of detainees by state, 2004–05

State Percentage (and number) in age group 

Mean 
(SD)

17 years 
and under

18–23 
years

24–29 
years

30–35 
years

36 years 
and older

Total

Qld 30.6 
(10.3)

2.9 
(35)

27.0 
(322)

24.0 
(286)

19.1 
(227)

27.0 
(321)

100 
(1191)

NSW 28.5 
(10.7)

14.4 
(108)

24.9 
(187)

20.2 
(152)

15.3 
(115)

25.2 
(189)

100 
(751)

WA 29.7 
(9.3)

0.0 
(0)

30.8 
(194)

24.9 
(157)

21.1 
(133)

23.2 
(146)

100 
(630)

SA 29.9 
(8.7)

0.0 
(0)

28.7 
(342)

24.8 
(296)

21.5 
(257)

25.0 
(298)

100 
(1193)

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: n = 3765

•

•

•

•

•

•



�2: socio-demographic profile

indigenous status
Figure 2.4 shows the number of Queensland detainees from 1999–2000 to 2004–05 who 
identified as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander. This proportion was less than 5 per cent each 
year.

Figure 2.5 compares the Indigenous status of detainees in 2004–05 by state. While 
Queensland (4.3%) and South Australia (4.8%) appeared to have slightly higher proportions of 
detainees identifying as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander than New South Wales (2.5%) and 
Western Australia (3.4%), these differences were not statistically significant. According to the 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (1998), the estimated residential proportion of Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander peoples in state populations on 30 June 1996 was 1.8 per cent for New 
South Wales, 3.1 per cent for Queensland, 1.5 per cent for South Australia and 3.2 per cent 
for Western Australia. This means that the proportions of detainees identifying as Aboriginal 
or Torres Strait Islander in these watch-houses across all states were marginally above the 
estimated proportions of the general population, and slightly more so in South Australia.

Figure 2.4: Indigenous status of Queensland detainees by year, 1999–2000 to 2004–05

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f 
Q

ld
 d

et
ai

ne
es

Year

Aboriginal/ Torres 
Strait Islander

Non-Aboriginal/ 
Torres Strait 
Islander

0

20

40

60

80

100

1999–2000
(n = 491)

2000–01
(n = 323)

2001–02
(n = 498)

2002–03
(n = 824)

2003–04
(n = 707)

2004–05
(n = 783)

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Figure 2.5: Indigenous status of detainees by state, 2004–05
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Marital status
Figure 2.6 shows the marital status of Queensland detainees by gender in 2004–05. 

About half of the female detainees (49.2%) and slightly more than half of the male 
detainees (58.1%) were single.
Less than a third (28.4%) of the detainees were either married or in a de facto relationship. 
More females (20.9%) than males (13.2%) were separated or divorced.

Figure 2.7 provides information about the marital status of Queensland detainees from  
1999–2000 to 2004–05.

More than half of the detainees (55%) between 1999–2000 and 2004–05 stated that they 
were single.
During this period there was a general decline, albeit subtle, in the number of single 
detainees (62.5% in 1999–2000; 56.7% in 2004–05).
The number of detainees who stated that they were in a de facto relationship showed a 
slight increase between 1999–2000 (16.2%) and 2005 (21.1%).

Figure 2.6: Marital status of Queensland detainees by gender, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: n = 1191

Figure 2.7: Marital status of Queensland detainees by year, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: n = 5260
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Figure 2.8 compares the marital status of detainees across states.
As in Queensland (56.7%), more than half of detainees from New South Wales (62.6%), 
Western Australia (57.5%) and South Australia (53.1%) were single.

Figure 2.8: Marital status of detainees by state, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Dependent children
Queensland detainees were asked if they had any dependent children. In 2004–05,  
27.5 per cent reported that they had at least one dependent child. However, as Figure 2.9 
shows, significantly more female than male detainees had dependent children. 

Figure 2.9: Number of dependent children by gender of detainees, Queensland 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes:  
a n = 1191 
b Gender difference, t-test = p < 001.

No changes in this profile were detected across the years (see Figure 2.10, next page).

Figure 2.11 (next page) compares the number of dependent children of detainees by state. 
There are similarities between Queensland, New South Wales and Western Australia. However, 
South Australia differed from the other states, with significantly more detainees having 
dependent children (F test = p < .001).

•
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Figure 2.10: Number of dependent children of Queensland detainees, 2000–01 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: Data not available for 1999.

Figure 2.11: Number of dependent children of detainees by state, 2004–2005
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Educational attainments
Table 2.3 and Figure 2.12 (facing page) show that the majority of detainees (46.2% of males; 
43.8% of females) were not educated beyond Year 10. Table 2.3 demonstrates this pattern 
consistently across the years 1999–2000 to 2004–05. 

Table 2.4 (facing page) compares the level of education of detainees in Queensland with those 
in other Australian states. 

Queensland detainees had a slightly higher education level than detainees from New South 
Wales, Western Australia and South Australia.
Queensland and South Australia had fewer detainees with low levels of education (i.e. to 
Year 10 or less [45.8%] or to Year 11 or 12 [17.3%]) than the other states. 
Queensland had the highest proportion of detainees who had completed TAFE or 
university education (28.2%).

Figure 2.12 (facing page) shows that in 2004–05 there were some gender differences in the 
educational achievements of detainees:

More males than females had completed TAFE or university (29.2% of males; 22.7% of 
females). Conversely, more females than males had begun but not completed TAFE or 
university studies (14.6% of females; 7.7% of males). 
More males than females attained Year 10 or less (46.2% of males; 43.8% of females).

•

•

•

•

•
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Table 2.3: Highest level of education of Queensland detainees, 1999–2000 to 2004–05

Highest level of 
education attained

Percentage (and no.) of detainees, by year

1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 2003–04 2004–05

Year 10 or less 41.3 
(265)

46.0 
(200)

60.3 
(412)

54.1 
(627)

53.2 
(565)

45.8 
(527)

Year 11 or 12 12.0 
(77)

14.5 
(62)

27.4 
(187)

20.2 
(234)

21.4 
(227)

17.3 
(199)

Incomplete TAFE/
university

9.0 
(58)

9.4 
(40)

2.6 
(18)

6.3 
(73)

7.3 
(78)

8.8 
(101)

Complete TAFE/
university

37.7 
(242)

29.6 
(127)

9.7 
(66)

19.4 
(224)

18.1 
(192)

28.2 
(324)

Total 100 
(642)

100 
(429)

100 
(683)

100 
(1158)

100 
(1062)

100 
(1151)

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Table 2.4: Highest level of education of detainees by state, 2004–05

Highest level of 
education attained

Percentage (and no.) of detainees, by state

Qld NSW WA SA

Year 10 or less 45.8 
(527)

53.8 
(348)

55.3 
(336)

45.2 
(522)

Year 11 or 12 17.3 
(199)

19.5 
(126)

19.6 
(119)

22.3 
(258)

Incomplete TAFE/
university

8.8 
(101)

5.9 
(38)

9.5 
(58)

9.1 
(105)

Complete TAFE/
university

28.2 
(324)

20.8 
(135)

15.6 
(95)

23.4 
(270)

Total 100 
(1151)

100 
(647)

100 
(608)

100 
(1155)

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: n = 3561

Figure 2.12: Highest level of education of Queensland detainees by gender, 2004–05
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Income
Table 2.5 summarises the Queensland detainees’ sources of income for the 30 days preceding 
arrest, between 1999–2000 and 2004–05. 

Bearing in mind that many participants nominated multiple sources of income (and that the 
sources identified will therefore exceed the total number of participants), the 2004–05 data 
showed:

About two-thirds (60.4%) of the detainees were receiving income from welfare benefits 
from the government.
About one-third were engaged in full-time work (31.0%) and about a quarter in part-time 
work (23.7%).
Less than 10 per cent were receiving income from illegal sources such as shoplifting (7.2%) 
or illegal drugs (9.9%).
Few (1.9%) were receiving income from prostitution.

However, there were some significant gender differences:
More males (34.8%) than females (10.5%) were engaged in full-time work (c² = p = .001). 
Similarly, more males (25.1%) than females (16%) were engaged in part-time work  
(c² = p < .003).
More females (75.1%) than males (57.7%) were receiving welfare benefits (c² = p < 001).
More females than males were receiving an income from prostitution (females, 8.8%; 
males, 0.6%; c² = p < .001) and shoplifting (females, 9.4%; males, 6.8%; c² = p < .05).

Table 2.5: Source of income in preceding 30 days for Queensland detainees, 1999–2000 to 2004–05

Year Source of income — percentage (and number) of detainees

Friends/
family

Welfare/
govt

Full-time Part-time Prosti-
tution

Shop-
lifting

Illegal 
drugs

Other 
illegal 

activities

1999–2000 17.3 
(113)

65.9 
(435)

24.0  
(158)

20.2  
(133)

2.0 
(13)

N/A 5.6 
(37)

11.3 
(74)

2000–01 22.7 
(97)

69.3 
(298)

20.9 
(90)

35.0 
(151)

2.1 
(9)

6.3 
(11)

7.2 
(31)

14.7 
(63)

2001–02 30.4 
(210)

70.1 
(484)

22.6  
(156)

23.3 
(161)

2.0 
(14)

6.2 
(43)

12.5 
(86)

12.5 
(86)

2002–03 28.9 
(342)

67.3 
(797)

24.3  
(288)

19.2  
(227)

2.6 
(31)

8.6 
(102)

14.6 
(172)

17.9 
(211)

2003–04 29.0  
(309)

62.5 
(666)

28.0  
(298)

22.2  
(236)

2.1 
(22)

8.5 
(90)

12.9 
(136)

14.5 
(153)

2004–05 28.4  
(329)

60.4 
(699)

31.0 
(359)

23.7  
(274)

1.9 
(22)

7.2 
(83)

13.0 
(150) 

9.9 
(114)

Males:

29.1  
(284)

57.7 
(563)

34.8  
(340)

25.1  
(245)

0.6 
(6)

6.8 
(66)

12.8 
(125)

10.2 
(99)

Females:

24.9 
(45)

75.1 
(136)

10.5 
(19)

16 
(29)

8.8 
(16)

9.4 
(17)

13.8 
(25)

8.3 
(15)

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes:  
n = 9063 
Participants nominated multiple sources of income, therefore income sources exceed the number of  
participants and will add up to more than 100%.

•

•

•
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Table 2.5 shows the sources of Queensland detainees’ income from 1999–2000 to 2004–05:
Welfare benefits were consistently shown to be the main source of income for most 
detainees during this period.
The highest proportion of detainees working full-time work was recorded in 2004–05 
(31%).
The proportion of detainees reporting an income from illegal drugs (14.6%) and other 
illegal activities (17.9%) was highest in 2002–03. The lowest figure for illegal drugs (5.6%) 
was recorded in 1999–2000, and the lowest for other illegal activities (9.9%) in 2004–05.

Table 2.6 compares detainees’ sources of income in the 30 days preceding arrest, by state, in 
2004–05:

New South Wales had the lowest proportions of detainees receiving an income from 
welfare benefits (44.1%), prostitution (0.6%), illegal drugs (4.2%) and other illegal 
activities (3.9%). Conversely, New South Wales recorded the highest rates of detainees 
working full-time (35.7%) and part-time (26.4%).
Queensland detainees demonstrated similar levels of income from friends or family, part-
time work, prostitution, shoplifting, illegal drugs and other illegal activities as detainees 
from Western Australia and South Australia.

Table 2.6: Source of income in preceding 30 days by state, 2004–2005

State Source of income — percentage (and number) of detainees

Friends/
family

Welfare/
govt

Full-time Part-time Prosti- 
tution

Shop- 
lifting

Illegal 
drugs

Other 
illegal 

activities

Qld 28.4 
(329)

60.4 
(699)

31.0 
(359)

23.7 
(274)

1.9 
(22)

7.2 
(83)

13.0 
(150)

9.9 
(114)

NSW 35.3 
(243)

44.1 
(303)

35.7 
(245)

26.4 
(181)

0.6 
(4)

6.6 
(45)

4.2 
(29)

3.9 
(27)

WA 29.7 
(181)

67.7 
(413)

26.6 
(162)

23.6 
(144)

1.6 
(10)

7.1 
(43)

12.2 
(74)

9.7 
(59)

SA 26.2 
(297)

73.2 
(830)

22.4 
(254)

24.1 
(273)

1.8 
(20)

7.4 
(84)

11.7 
(132)

10.8 
(123)

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes:  
n = 6206 
Participants nominated multiple sources of income, therefore income sources exceed the number of  
participants and will add up to more than 100%.

•
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Employment
Figure 2.13 shows the employment status of Queensland detainees from 2000–01 to 2004–05:

The overwhelming majority of detainees were unemployed, but the number of unemployed 
detainees declined slightly between 2000–01 (46.4%) and 2004–05 (40.2%).
During this period there was a corresponding increase in the number of detainees engaged 
in full-time work (18.5% in 2000–01; 30.8% in 2004–05). There was a corresponding 
downward trend in the number of detainees engaged in part-time work from 2001–02 
(23.8%) to 2004–05 (13.1%).

Table 2.7 shows Queensland detainees’ work status by gender and age in 2004–05. It reveals:
More females (50.3%) than males (39.4%) were unemployed.
About twice as many males (48%) as females (22.5%) were engaged in full-time or  
part-time work.
More females (17.1%) than males (0.7%) were full-time homemakers.
Most male detainees aged 17 years or younger (64.5%) were unemployed.
Many of the detainees aged 36 years and older had a disability, more so among male 
(23.6%) than among female detainees (18.9%).

Figure 2.13: Employment status of Queensland detainees, 2000–01 to 2004–05
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Note: No data were available for 1999.

Table 2.7: Queensland detainees’ work status by gender and age, 2004–05

Work status Percentage reporting work status by gender and age

Male Female

<17 18–23 24–29 30–35 36+ <17 18–23 24–29 30–35 36+

n = 31 n = 276 n = 231 n = 188 n = 250 n = 4 n = 42 n = 51 n = 37 n = 53

Full-time 19.4 35.5 34.6 36.7 34.8 0.0 9.5 5.9 10.8 13.2

Part-time 9.7 15.6 12.1 13.8 11.2 0.0 14.3 17.6 10.8 9.4

Unemployed 64.5 43.1 41.1 40.4 30.0 100.0 59.6 55.0 35.1 45.3

Full-time 
homemaker

 
0.0

 
0.0

 
2.2

 
0.5

 
0.4

 
0.0

 
11.9

 
15.7

 
35.1

 
11.3

Full-time 
education

 
6.5

 
1.8

 
1.3

 
0.5

 
0.0

 
0.0

 
2.4

 
0.0

 
2.7

 
1.9

Disabled 0.0 4.0 8.7 8.0 23.6 0.0 2.4 5.9 5.4 18.9

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: n = 1163

•

•

•
•

•
•
•



172: socio-demographic profile

Figure 2.14 compares the employment status of Queensland detainees in 2004–05 with other 
states.

New South Wales and Queensland detainees had higher rates of full-time work (NSW, 35.6%; 
Qld, 30.8%) and part-time work (NSW, 13.9%; Qld, 13.1%) than Western Australia (full-time, 
24.6%; part-time, 10.9%) and South Australia (full-time, 22.1%; part-time, 11.7%).
The rate of unemployment among New South Wales detainees (33.0%) was much lower 
than in Queensland (41.2%), Western Australia (42.6%) and South Australia (42.9%).
More detainees in New South Wales (7.3%) were enrolled in full-time education than in 
Queensland (1.2%), South Australia (1.7%) and Western Australia (2%).

Figure 2.14: Work status of detainees by state, 2004–2005
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Accommodation
Table 2.8 (next page) shows where Queensland detainees were residing during the 30 days 
before their arrest (1999–2000 to 2004–05).

For 2004–05 only:
About 85 per cent of the detainees reported residing either in a private house or apartment 
(45%) or in someone else’s house or apartment (39.9%).
No more than 1 per cent were incarcerated (1%), in a treatment facility (0.8%), or in some 
form of emergency accommodation (0.5%).

From 1999–2000 to 2004–05:
There was a relatively stable pattern in the number of detainees residing in a shelter, an 
incarceration facility or a treatment facility.
There was a very subtle increase in the number of detainees who resided on the street or 
had no fixed address (4.5% in 1999–2000; 6.8% in 2004–05).

Table 2.9 (next page) compares accommodation type for the 30 days before detainment by 
state in 2004–05:

South Australia (51.7%) had the highest proportion of detainees residing at a private house 
or apartment in the 30 days preceding arrest.
South Australia (36.5%) and Queensland (39.9%) recorded much lower proportions of 
detainees residing at someone else’s house or apartment than New South Wales (51.8%) 
and Western Australia (48.2%).
New South Wales (1.5%) had the lowest proportion of detainees residing on the street or 
with no fixed address. Queensland (6.8%), closely followed by Western Australia (6.5%), 
had the highest proportions of detainees residing on the street or with no fixed address.

•
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•
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Table 2.8: Queensland detainees’ accommodation type for preceding 30 days, 1999–2000 to 2004–05

Accommodation for 
preceding 30 days

Percentage (and no.) in accommodation type, by year

1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 2003–04 2004–05

Private house/apartment 56.9 
(376)

49.3 
(215)

46.2 
(319)

46.0 
(548)

44.3 
(482)

45.0 
(536)

Someone else’s house/
apartment

29 
(192)

36.2 
(158)

38.2 
(264)

39.4 
(470)

42.3 
(460)

39.9 
(475)

Shelter 0.5 
(3)

0.5 
(2)

0.3 
(2)

0.8 
(10)

0.4 
(4)

0.5 
(6)

Incarceration facility/
halfway house

0.8 
(5)

1.0 
(4)

1.0 
(7)

0.9 
(10)

0.7 
(7)

1.0 
(12)

Treatment facility 1.1 
(7)

1.4 
(6)

1.6 
(11)

1.5 
(18)

0.7 
(8)

0.8 
(9)

Street/no fixed address 4.5 
(30)

6.2 
(27)

6.6 
(46)

6.3 
(75)

6.5 
(71)

6.8 
(81)

Other 7.3 
(48)

5.5 
(24)

6.1 
(42)

5.0 
(60)

5.1 
(55)

6.0 
(71)

Total 100 
(661)

100 
(436)

100 
(691)

100 
(1191)

100 
(1087)

100 
(1190)

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: n = 5256

Table 2.9: Detainees’ accommodation type for 30 days preceding arrest by state, 2004–05

Accommodation for preceding 
30 days

Percentage (and no.) in accommodation type, by state

Qld NSW WA SA

Private house/apartment 45.0 
(536)

42.4 
(317)

39.6 
(249)

51.7 
(616)

Someone else’s house/
apartment

39.9 
(475)

51.8 
(387)

48.2 
(303)

36.5 
(435)

Shelter 0.5 
(6)

0.9 
(7)

1.0 
(6)

1.7 
(20)

Incarceration facility/halfway 
house

1.0 
(12)

1.3 
(10)

1.3 
(8)

1.1 
(13)

Treatment facility 0.8 
(9)

0.1 
(1)

0.0 
(0)

0.2 
(2)

Street/no fixed address 6.8 
(81)

1.5 
(11)

6.5 
(41)

4.6 
(55)

Other 6.0 
(71)

1.9 
(14)

3.3 
(21)

4.2 
(50)

Total 100 
(1190)

100 
(747)

100 
(628)

100 
(1191)

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].
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Criminal histories and offence profiles 
Criminal offences were categorised as ‘violent’, ‘property’, ‘drug’ and ‘other’ (the Appendix 
provides a list of the offences included within these broad categories). Figure 2.15 shows the 
offences with which Queensland detainees were charged between 1999–2000 and 2004–05:�

The overwhelming majority of detainees were charged with offences other than violent 
crimes, property offences or drug offences.
The number of detainees charged with violent offences peaked in 2001–02 (21.8%).

Figure 2.15: Offences with which Queensland detainees were charged by year, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Figure 2.16 compares detainees’ offences by state in 2004–05:
Queensland detainees had the second-highest proportion of drug (9.3%) and ‘other’ 
offences (65.1%). 
New South Wales recorded the highest proportion of violent (29.6%) and drug offences 
(11.4%) and the lowest number of ‘other’ offences (50.8%). 
South Australia recorded the highest proportion of property offences (14%).

Figure 2.16: Offences with which detainees were charged by state, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

�	 The Appendix lists the offences coded as violent, property, drug or other offences. In their review of the final 
draft of this report, AIC/DUMA researchers noted that the proportions of property offences reported in our 
results appeared to be significantly underestimated when compared with other DUMA studies. Although the 
data categories have been checked and appear to be correct, they should be interpreted with caution.

•

•

•

•

•
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Figure 2.17 shows a gender breakdown of the types of offences with which Queensland 
detainees were charged in 2004–05.

About one-fifth (19.4%) of male detainees and less than one-tenth (7.6%) of female 
detainees were charged with violent offences. 
Twice as many females (14.6%) as males (6.9%) were charged with property offences.

Figure 2.17: Offences with which Queensland detainees were charged by gender, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Frequency of prior arrests
Figure 2.18 examines the frequency of arrests in the preceding 12 months among Queensland 
detainees from 1999–2000 to 2004–05. It shows: 

Since 1999–2000, there has been a decline in the number of detainees reporting zero prior 
arrests (1999–2000, 59.5%; 2004–05, 38.9%). This same pattern, albeit much more subtle, 
was also observed for detainees reporting one arrest (1999–2000, 21.5%, 2004–05, 19.7%). 
There was a corresponding upward trend in the number of detainees reporting four or 
more previous arrests (1999–2000, 7.5%; 2004–05, 20.5%).

Figure 2.18: Frequency of arrests in preceding 12 months for Queensland detainees,  
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Figure 2.19 (facing page compares the frequency of arrests in the preceding 12 months by 
state, 2004–05.

Queensland recorded the lowest proportion of detainees with no prior arrests (38.9%). 
Correspondingly, Queensland had the highest number of detainees reporting three prior 
arrests (8.7%) and, more noticeably, four or more prior arrests (20.5%).

•

•

•

•



212: socio-demographic profile

New South Wales detainees had a significantly lower mean number of prior arrests than 
Queensland, Western Australia and South Australia (NSW, 1.0; Qld, 2.2; WA, 2.2; SA, 2.0; 
F test = p < .003).

Figure 2.19: Frequency of arrests in preceding 12 months by state, 2004–05
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Frequency of prior arrests by various socio-demographic factors

Age and gender
Table 2.10 shows the number of times Queensland detainees reported that they had been 
arrested in the 12 months preceding their current arrest, by age and gender.

About 40 per cent of the detainees reported that they had not been arrested at all in the 
preceding 12 months. For detainees aged 36 years and older, this proportion rose to more 
than half (males, 54.5%; females, 52.8%).
The mean number of times detainees reported having been arrested in the preceding 
12 months was 2.2 (SD = 3.4). Detainees aged 17 years or less had been arrested 
significantly more often than all other age groups, with an average of 5.1 times  
(cf. 18–23 years, 2.7 times; 24–29 years, 2.1 times; 30–35 years, 1.8 times; 36 years and 
over, 1.1 times; F test = p < .001). This is consistent with the finding of Nagin, Farrington 
and Moffit (1995) that criminal offending tends to peak in the mid to late teens. However, 
the data are likely to be skewed because of the small number of offenders in this age 
group.
Gender differences were not detected in the average number of times detainees had been 
arrested in the past year. 

Table 2.10: Frequency of arrests of Queensland detainees in preceding 12 months by age and gender, 2004–05

Frequency 
of arrests

Proportion reporting arrests in the 12 months preceding interview (%)

Males Females

<17 18–23 24–29 30–35 36+ <17 18–23 24–29 30–35 36+

n = 30 n = 272 n = 228 n = 182 n = 257 n = 4 n = 38 n = 48 n = 36 n = 53

0 20.0 30.9 36.0 36.3 54.5 25.0 18.4 39.6 38.9 52.8

1 13.3 17.3 18.9 26.4 20.2 0.0 26.3 14.6 25.0 11.3

2 6.7 13.2 12.3 12.6 10.1 0.0 28.9 10.4 11.1 9.4

3 10.0 10.7 13.2 7.1 4.3 0.0 10.5 8.3 11.1 3.8

4 or more 50.0 27.9 19.6 17.6 10.9 75.0 15.0 27.1 13.9 22.7

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file]

Note: n =1148 

•

•

•

•
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Age of first arrest
Figure 2.20 compares the mean ages of first arrest among Queensland detainees between 
2001–02 and 2004–05:

The mean age of first arrest among 2004–05 detainees (20.7 years) was significantly 
higher than in 2002–03 (19.4 years) and 2003–04 (19.6 years) (F test = p < .005).
Compared with other states in this sample, the average age of first arrest of detainees from 
Queensland (20.7 years) and New South Wales (20.9 years) was significantly older than 
detainees from Western Australia (17.7 years) or South Australia (18.7 years) (F test = p < 
.001). 
Males were found to be significantly younger than females at the time of their first arrest 
(males, 20.3 years; females, 23.0 years; t-test = p <.001).

Figure 2.20: Queensland detainees’ mean age of first arrest by year, 2001–02 to 2004–05
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Employment status
Figure 2.21 (facing page) examines the frequency of Queensland detainees’ arrests in the 
preceding 12 months by employment status in 2004–05. The results are consistent with 
research which suggests that there is generally, but not always, an inverse relationship 
between employment and criminal activity (Brown et al. 2004):

Overall, unemployed detainees had been arrested more often (an average of 3.0 arrests) 
than detainees who were working full-time (an average of 1.3 arrests) or part-time (an 
average of 2.1 arrests; F test = p < .001).
Conversely, detainees engaged in full-time work (51.8%) or full-time education (46.2%) 
had the fewest number of arrests.

•

•

•

•

•
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Figure 2.21: Frequency of arrests for Queensland detainees in preceding 12 months by work  
status, 2004–05
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Note: n = 1120

Drug-related offences
Detainees were asked how many of the offences they had committed in the preceding 
12 months were drug-related (excluding alcohol). 

Figure 2.22 shows:
Over half of the detainees stated that none of their offending was drug-related, with 
slightly more males than females reporting this to be the case (55.7% of males; 50.3% of 
females).
About 16 per cent stated that some or about half of their offences were drug-related (some 
offences, 13%; half of offences, 3.2%).
About 30 per cent reported that all or most of their offences were drug-related (29.0% of 
males; 30.9% of females).

Figure 2.22: Proportion of offences committed in the preceding 12 months by Queensland  
detainees that were drug-related, by gender, 2004–05 
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Figure 2.23 shows the proportion of offences committed in the preceding 12 months that were 
drug-related, between 2000–01 and 2004–05. There were no significant changes over time. 

Figure 2.23: Proportion of offences committed in the preceding 12 months by Queensland  
detainees that were drug-related, 2000–01 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2000–01 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Drug-seeking at time of offence
Detainees were asked to indicate whether or not they were seeking drugs at the time they 
committed the offence for which they were currently detained (Figure 2.24). Very few 
detainees (11.6% in 2004–05) admitted that this was the case.

Figure 2.24 compares the numbers of Queensland detainees seeking drugs at the time of 
offence across the years; the highest percentage was recorded in 2002–03 (15.7%). 

Figure 2.24: Percentage of Queensland detainees seeking drugs at time of offence, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Figure 2.25 (facing page) compares the numbers of detainees seeking drugs at the time of 
committing the offence by state. It shows that the highest proportion was recorded in 
Queensland (11.6%) and the lowest in New South Wales (5.9%).
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Figure 2.25: Percentage of detainees seeking drugs at time of offence, by state, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Gambling behaviour
Although gambling is not an illegal activity, detainees were asked about their gambling 
activities. Figure 2.26 below shows how frequently detainees engaged in gambling.

About one-fifth (18%) reported gambling once or twice weekly and about 1 in 10 (9%) 
reported gambling three or more times per week. 
No gender differences in the frequency of gambling were found. This conflicts with 
research literature, which suggests that gambling rates are highest among males 
(Cunningham-Williams et al. 2000). The unique nature of the sample compared to the 
general population, however, may account for these findings and could provide an 
interesting avenue for further research.
Detainees who gambled once or twice weekly were older, on average (32.5 years), than 
detainees who had never gambled (30.5 years) (F test = p < .05).
Educational achievements were not associated with the frequency of gambling.

Figure 2.26: Frequency of gambling among Queensland detainees, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–2005 [computer file].

Note: n = 1156

Figure 2.27 (next page) shows that, between 2000–01 and 2004–05:
The frequency of gambling once or twice weekly among detainees increased from  
11.9 per cent in 1999–2000 to 18.2 per cent in 2004–05.
The frequency of gambling three or more times a week increased from 4.9 per cent in 
1999–2000 to 8.7 per cent in 2004–05.
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Figure 2.27: Frequency of gambling reported by Queensland detainees, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Figure 2.28 compares detainees’ gambling by state in 2004–05. It shows that Queensland had 
higher proportions of detainees gambling once or twice per week (18.2%) and three or more 
times per week (8.7%) than any of the other states.

Figure 2.28: Frequency of gambling by state, 2004–05
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Chapter summary
The DUMA research program provides a unique opportunity to describe the general 
socio-demographic characteristics of watch-house detainees in Queensland, and to show 
whether there have been any changes in these characteristics over time (1999–2000 to 
2004–05) or differences between states. 

In addition to the information about detainees’ drug use, which will be presented in the 
next few chapters, this socio-demographic information could be useful to police, 
corrective services, health and other relevant social services for planning and policy 
purposes, especially in relation to accommodation requirements and potential treatment 
opportunities for watch-house detainees. 

Clearly, a large proportion of detainees are young males with limited educational 
achievements, who are often unemployed or receiving welfare benefits, and many of 
whom have a substantial prior arrest history. This information will come as no surprise to 
officers working in watch-houses; nevertheless it could be very useful for policy and 
program planning. 

The extent to which these socio-demographic characteristics are associated with drug 
use is examined in the following chapters. It is interesting to note, however, that 
relatively few detainees stated that their offences were drug-related (about a third) and 
even fewer (11–15%) stated that they were actively seeking drugs at the time the 
offences were committed.
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3
Urinalysis results

Detainees were invited to participate in a voluntary urinalysis that detected the presence or 
absence of cannabis, opiates, methadone, cocaine, amphetamines and benzodiazepines, 
based on an EMIT (enzyme multiplied immunoassay) technique. A drug was classified as 
positive if it or its metabolites were detected in the detainees’ urine at the cut-off levels 
prescribed by the Australian Standards (AS4308-1995; Standards Australia 1995).

The objectivity of urinalysis combats the inherent weaknesses of self-report measures alone 
(e.g. inability to recall information accurately or unwillingness to disclose), but cannot 
provide information about drug-using behaviours or attitudes. That kind of information was 
collected in this study by self-report and is presented in the following chapters.

Consent to urinalysis
Of the 1191 Queensland detainees who were interviewed in 2004–05, 97.7 per cent consented 
to urinalysis (although 1.3% of those who agreed to do so could not provide a specimen). This 
high response rate means that the urinalysis data provide a comprehensive and reliable profile 
of detectable and recent drug use among watch-house detainees participating in the project. 

This chapter presents information about the drugs detected in detainees’ urine. Some socio-
demographic data, trends over time and interstate comparisons are provided about detainees 
who were detected with any drugs in their system. Information is also provided about the 
prevalence of individual drug types and single and multiple drug use in this sample, along 
with trends over time and comparisons by state, gender and age for these categories.  

Detainees’ criminal histories (number of prior arrests; types of offences; income from illegal 
activities) are also examined by the presence or absence of various drugs in their systems. 

Prevalence of positive tests for any drug
Figure 3.1 shows the proportions of detainees who tested positive for any drug by urinalysis 
from 1999–2000 to 2004–05. In 2004–05 about three-quarters of the detainees (75.3%) tested 
positive. There was little variation across the years, although the proportion testing positive 
fell slightly in 2001–02 (71.6%).

Figure 3.1: Percentage of Queensland detainees who tested positive for any drug by urinalysis by year, 
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].
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Figure 3.2 compares urinalysis results by state.
South Australia (82.9%) and Western Australia (82.5%) recorded the highest proportions of 
detainees testing positive for any drug by urinalysis.
New South Wales recorded the lowest proportion of detainees testing positive for any drug 
by urinalysis (62.4%).

Figure 3.2: Percentage of detainees testing positive for any drug by urinalysis, by state, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Socio-demographic profile of detainees testing 
positive to any drug

The socio-demographic profile of detainees was described in Chapter 2. The research literature 
indicates that drug use can vary by socio-demographic factors (e.g. gender, age, marital status 
etc). This section of the report presents the socio-demographic profile of detainees found to 
have any of the drug types (cannabis, opiates, methadone, cocaine, amphetamines or 
benzodiazepines) in their urine when tested.

Gender
In 2004–05, drugs were detected in slightly more Queensland female detainees (80.7%) than 
males (74.2%) and a similar pattern was demonstrated throughout the entire period from 
1999–2000 to 2004–05. Only minor differences were detected over time (see Figure 3.3, facing 
page): 

The proportion of female detainees testing positive for any drugs by urinalysis decreased 
slightly in 2000–01 (69.8%), but then increased between 2001–02 (75.0%) and 2002–03 
(84.0%).
Male drug use decreased slightly in 2001–02 (71.1%).

•

•

•

•
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Figure 3.3: Percentage of Queensland detainees testing positive for any drug by urinalysis, by gender and 
year, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Age
Figure 3.4 shows the proportion of Queensland detainees testing positive to any drug by age, 
1999–2000 to 2004–05. Detainees aged 36 years and over were less likely to have drugs 
detected by the urinalysis than all younger age groups, and this profile was consistent over 
time. 

Within age groups the only meaningful difference detected was for detainees aged 17 years 
and under, where there was an unusually high proportion of detainees testing positive in 
1999–2000 (88.9%) and an unusually low proportion testing positive in 2000–01 (59.1%). 
However, these fluctuations were probably due to the small numbers of offenders in this age 
group rather than any meaningful external influences.

Figure 3.4: Proportion of Queensland detainees testing positive for any drug by urinalysis, by age, 1999–2000 
to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Figure 3.5 (next page) compares the proportions of detainees testing positive for any drug by 
urinalysis by age and state in 2004–05. As indicated above, New South Wales reported the 
lowest proportion of detainees testing positive to the urinalysis overall, and this profile was 
reflected within each age group. Similar to New South Wales (59.3%), detainees in Queensland 
aged 35 years and over recorded a much lower proportion of detainees testing positive to the 
urinalysis (62.0%) than those in Western Australia (74.8%) and South Australia (77.5%).
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Figure 3.5: Proportion of detainees testing positive for any drug by urinalysis, by age and state, 2004–05
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Note: WA and SA did not have any detainees 17 years old or younger.

Marital status
Figure 3.6 presents data on detainees’ drug use in 2004–05 by marital status.

�Cannabis use was particularly high among de facto detainees (53.9%) and single detainees 
(63.5%).
�Opiate use was highest among single (19.4%) and de facto (21.2%) detainees and lowest 
for widowed detainees (0.0%) and married detainees (6.9%).
�Methadone was used by more detainees in a de facto relationship (7.5%), followed by 
single detainees (4.2%), separated/divorced detainees (2.9%) and married detainees (2.3%).
�Cocaine use was very low for all detainees — less than 1 per cent of single detainees 
(0.6%) and separated/divorced detainees (0.6%) tested positive, and there was no evidence 
of cocaine use in those detainees who were de facto, married or widowed.
�Amphetamines were used by about one-third of single detainees (32.1%) and de facto 
detainees (32.4%), about one-quarter (27.1%) of separated/divorced detainees, and less 
than one-fifth of married (13.8%) or widowed (16.7%) detainees.
Use of benzodiazepines was most prevalent in separated detainees (42.9%), followed by 
single (35.7%), widowed (33.3%) and de facto detainees (29.9%). Married detainees (17.2%) 
were least likely to test positive for benzodiazepines.

Figure 3.6: Positive tests for Queensland detainees by drug type and marital status, 2004–05
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Dependent children
Figure 3.7 shows the proportions of Queensland detainees in 2004–05 who tested positive for 
drugs, by whether they had dependent children.

�There was little difference in the proportions of those who had dependent children and 
those who did not among detainees who tested positive for cocaine, amphetamines, 
benzodiazepines and multiple drugs.
�A slightly higher proportion of detainees with dependent children than without tested 
positive for methadone (with children, 6.6%; without, 3.7%).
�A slightly higher proportion of detainees without dependent children tested positive for 
cannabis (56.1%) and opiates (18.9%) than detainees with dependent children (50.2% and 
16.3% respectively).

Figure 3.7: Positive tests for specific drug types and multiple drug use by whether Queensland detainees 
had dependent children, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: n = 1148

Accommodation
Figure 3.8 (next page) shows the types of drugs for which detainees tested positive by whether 
they were living in public housing or not, 2004–05.

Queensland detainees living in public housing were more likely than those who did not to 
test positive for cannabis (64.2%), amphetamines (35.0%) and multiple drugs (45.6%).
Detainees not residing in public housing were more likely to test positive for opiates 
(17.9%) and methadone (4.8%).

The profile of drug use among detainees living in public housing was similar over time  
(1999–2000 to 2004–05) and between states (figures not shown). Similarly, there were few 
differences in the profile of drug use and the type of residence detainees reported living in 
during the month preceding the interview (figures not shown). 
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Figure 3.8: Positive tests for specific drug types and multiple use by whether Queensland detainees  
lived in public housing, 2004–2005
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: n = 1041

Education 
Figure 3.9 shows the proportion of Queensland detainees testing positive for any drugs by 
urinalysis by education status. Detainees with limited education (Year 10 or less) were much 
more likely to test positive than detainees with higher secondary school or tertiary 
qualifications. Compared with other states, however (see Figure 3.10, facing page), Queensland 
detainees with tertiary qualifications were more likely to test positive and detainees with Year 
10 or less were less likely to test positive than their counterparts in the other states.  

Figure 3.9: Percentage of detainees testing positive to urinalysis for any drug by education and year,  
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Figure 3.10: Percentage of Queensland detainees testing positive to urinalysis for any drug by education and 
state, 2004–05
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Work status
Figure 3.11 shows the relationships between work status and positive urinalysis for any drug 
for Queensland detainees between 2000–01 and 2004–05. The vast majority of detainees who 
tested positive by urinalysis were unemployed. However, there was a strong upward trend 
over the whole period in the proportion who were engaged in full-time work (from 14.6% in 
2000–01 to 26.5% in 2004–05). This profile was similar across states in 2004–05 (see Figure 
3.12, next page), although New South Wales recorded fewer unemployed detainees testing 
positive to the urinalysis (40.1%) than the other states.

Figure 3.11: Percentage of Queensland detainees testing positive to urinalysis for any drug by work status 
and year, 2000–01 to 2004–05
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Figure 3.12: Percentage of detainees testing positive to urinalysis for any drug by work status and state, 
2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Prevalence of individual drug types and some 
socio-demographic comparisons

Figure 3.13 shows the proportions of Queensland detainees who tested positive for each drug 
in 2004–05.

�Over half of the detainees tested positive for cannabis (54.4%).
�About one-third of the detainees tested positive for amphetamines (30.0%) and/or 
benzodiazepines (34.1%).
�Very few detainees tested positive for methadone (4.5%) or cocaine (0.4%).

Figure 3.13: Proportion of Queensland detainees testing positive by drug type, 2004–05
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Note: Detainees could have tested positive to more than one drug type. Therefore, the numbers of detainees  
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Figures 3.14–3.30, following, present gender and age comparisons among Queensland 
detainees testing positive for each drug over time, 1999–2000 to 2004–05. 

Cannabis
Figure 3.14 shows:

Each year since 1999–2000, more than half of the detainees tested positive for cannabis.
The proportion of detainees who tested positive for cannabis peaked in 2000–01 (65.7%). 
After that, the proportion fell, and remained relatively steady, through to 2004–05 (54.4%). 

Figure 3.15 shows that, from 1999–2000 to 2004–05, the proportions of males and females 
testing positive for cannabis were similar. An exception was in 2004–05 when the proportion 
of females testing positive for cannabis (46.5%) was about 10 percentage points lower than 
the proportion of males (56%).

Figure 3.14: Proportion of Queensland detainees testing positive for cannabis, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Figure 3.15: Proportion of Queensland detainees testing positive for cannabis by gender,  
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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As Figure 3.16 shows, detainees aged 23 years and under had the highest proportion of 
positive tests for cannabis. Detainees aged 36 years and over were least likely to test positive 
for cannabis (33.2%).

Figure 3.16: Proportion of Queensland detainees testing positive for cannabis by age, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: n = 625

Opiates 
Figure 3.17 shows that, from 1999–2000 to 2004–05, no more than about one-fifth of 
detainees tested positive for opiates.

Figure 3.17: Proportion of Queensland detainees testing positive for opiates, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Figure 3.18 makes comparisons by reporting year and gender, from 1999–2000 to 2004–05.
�For all data collection periods, the proportions of female detainees testing positive for 
opiates were consistently higher than the proportions of males. 
�The number of male detainees testing positive for opiates from 1999–2000 to 2004–05 
remained fairly consistent. There was much more variability in the number of female 
detainees testing positive for opiates over the same period, with the lowest proportion 
recorded in 2001–02 (19.7%) and the highest in 2002–03 (35.9%).

Figure 3.19 makes comparisons by age, 2004–05.
Detainees aged 24–35 years were more likely than either younger or older detainees to be 
detected with opiates in their systems.

Figure 3.18: Proportion of Queensland detainees testing positive for opiates by gender and year,  
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes:  
Males: 1999–2000, n = 59; 2000–01, n = 49; 2001–02, n = 69; 2002–03, n = 191; 2003–04, n = 163;  
	 2004–05, n = 150 
Females: 1999–2000, n = 23; 2000–01, n = 13; 2001–02, n = 15; 2002–03, n = 56; 2003–04, n = 42;  
	 2004–05, n = 59

Figure 3.19: Proportion of Queensland detainees testing positive for opiates by age, 2004–05
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Methadone
As Figure 3.20 shows, less than 10 per cent of Queensland detainees have tested positive for 
methadone each year between 1999–2000 and 2004–05.

Figure 3.21 shows that, on average, about three times more females than males tested positive 
for methadone between 1999–2000 and 2004–05. The proportion of male detainees testing 
positive for methadone remained relatively stable from 1999–2000 to 2004–05. The 
proportion of female detainees testing positive for methadone also remained consistent across 
the years, with the exception of 2002–03 where a peak in the number of females testing 
positive for methadone was observed (24.4%).

Figure 3.20: Proportion of Queensland detainees testing positive for methadone, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Figure 3.21: Proportion of Queensland detainees testing positive for methadone by gender,  
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Figure 3.22 shows that detainees aged 24–29 years were most likely (7.0%) and those aged 
23 years and under were least likely (2.3%) to test positive for methadone in 2004–05. 
Overall, the proportion of detainees testing positive to methadone in each age group was very 
small.

Figure 3.22: Proportion of Queensland detainees testing positive for methadone by age, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: n = 52

Cocaine

As Figure 3.23 shows, less than 1 per cent of detainees tested positive for cocaine in each data 
collection year. Due to the very small proportion of detainees testing positive for cocaine, 
gender and age differences were not examined.

Figure 3.23: Proportion of Queensland detainees testing positive for cocaine, 1999–2000 to  
2004–05
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Amphetamines
Figure 3.24 shows that, from 1999–2000 (17.0%) to 2004–05 (30.0%), the number of detainees 
testing positive for amphetamines almost doubled.

Figure 3.24: Proportion of Queensland detainees testing positive for amphetamines,  
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes: 1999–2000, n = 91; 2000–01, n = 67; 2001–02, n = 153; 2002–03, n = 326; 2003–04, n = 323;  
	 2004–05, n = 344

Figure 3.25 shows that, across the years, consistently more females than males tested positive 
for amphetamines. This gender difference became most pronounced from 2002–03 (26.7% of 
males; 41.0% of females) onwards.

For males, there was a steady increase in the proportion of detainees testing positive for 
amphetamines from 1999–2000 (16.1%) to 2001–02 (25.9%). For females, there was a much 
more pronounced and steady increase in the proportion of detainees testing positive for 
amphetamine use (from 22% in 1999–2000 to 47.6% in 2004–05).

Figure 3.25: Proportion of Queensland detainees testing positive for amphetamines by gender, 1999–2000 
to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes:  
Males: 1999–2000, n = 73; 2000–01, n = 57; 2001–02, n = 128; 2002–03, n = 262; 2003–04, n = 265;  
	 2004–05, n = 255 
Females: 1999–2000, n = 18; 2000–01, n = 10; 2001–02, n = 25; 2002–03, n = 64; 2003–04, n = 58;  
	 2004–05, n = 89
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Figure 3.26 examines age differences in the proportions of detainees testing positive for 
amphetamines in 2004–05.

�Over one-third of detainees aged 24–29 years (38.8%) and 30–35 years (35.6%) tested 
positive for amphetamines. 
�Approximately one-quarter of detainees aged 18–23 years (24.4%) and 36 years and older 
(25.0%) tested positive for amphetamines.
�Fewer than one fifth (18.2%) of detainees aged 17 years or less tested positive for 
amphetamines.

Figure 3.26: Percentage of Queensland detainees testing positive for amphetamines by age, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: n = 344

Benzodiazepines
Figure 3.27 shows proportions of detainees testing positive for benzodiazepines over time.

�Between 1999–2000 (23.6%) and 2001–02 (25.2%), the proportions of detainees testing 
positive for benzodiazepines remained fairly steady.
�In 2002–03 the proportion increased to 37.0 per cent, and this increase remained relatively 
stable through to 2004–05 (34.1%).

Figure 3.27: Proportions of Queensland detainees testing positive for benzodiazepines,  
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Figure 3.28 shows that, from 1999–2000 to 2004–05, the proportions of female detainees 
testing positive for benzodiazepines remained consistently higher than the equivalent 
proportions of male detainees. Across the years, fluctuations ran parallel for males and 
females.

Age comparisons (Figure 3.29) revealed that:
�detainees aged 24–29 years were most likely to test positive for benzodiazepines (41.0%)
�approximately one-third of detainees aged 17 years or less, and aged 30 years and over, 
tested positive for benzodiazepines
�about one-quarter of detainees aged 18–23 years tested positive for benzodiazepines.

Figure 3.28: Proportion of Queensland detainees testing positive for benzodiazepines by gender and year, 
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes:  
Males: 1999–2000, n = 97; 2000–01, n = 59; 2001–02, n = 117; 2002–03, n = 342; 2003–04, n = 270;  
	 2004–05, n = 303 
Females: 1999–2000, n = 29; 2000–01, n = 17; 2001–02, n = 27; 2002–03, n = 79; 2003–04, n = 64;  
	 2004–05, n = 89

Figure 3.29: Percentage of Queensland detainees testing positive for benzodiazepines by age, 2004–05
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Note: n = 392
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When state comparisons were made on the proportion of detainees testing positive for 
different types of drugs in 2004–05 (Figure 3.30), it was found that:

�Western Australia (65.7%) and South Australia (65.6%) recorded the highest proportions of 
detainees testing positive for cannabis
�New South Wales recorded the highest proportions of detainees testing positive for opiates 
(21.2%) and/or cocaine (4.1%), but the lowest proportion of detainees testing positive for 
benzodiazepines (38.8%)
�the proportion of those detainees testing positive for methadone in New South Wales 
(12.7%) was nearly three times that recorded in Queensland (4.5%) and in Western 
Australia (4.2%), and nearly double that recorded in South Australia (6.6%)
�about twice as many detainees tested positive for amphetamines in Western Australia 
(36.3%) and South Australia (37.7%) as in New South Wales (17.2%).

Figure 3.30: Proportion of detainees testing positive by state and drug, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Single and multiple drug use
The data presented earlier in this chapter indicated that some detainees tested positive only to 
single drugs while others tested positive for multiple drugs. 

In 2004–05, 864 Queensland detainees tested positive for illicit substances: just under half 
tested positive to a single drug only (n = 393; 45.5%). More than half (n = 471; 54.5%) tested 
positive to multiple drugs. 

This section of the report describes the prevalence, time trends, interstate comparisons and 
gender profiles of single and multiple drug users in this sample.

Single drug use
Figure 3.31 (next page) illustrates the frequency of single drug use by detainees.

Among detainees who tested positive for a single drug only (n = 393), most (88%) were 
females.
Nearly one-quarter (23.3%) of male detainees who tested positive to only one drug tested 
positive for cannabis, compared with less than one-tenth (8.6%) of female detainees.
Nearly twice as many female (8.6%) as male (4.4%) detainees who tested positive for only 
one drug tested positive for amphetamines, although the numbers were relatively small 
overall.
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Figure 3.31: Percentage of Queensland detainees testing positive to single drug use by urinalysis, by drug 
type and gender, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Figure 3.32 shows the proportion of detainees who tested positive to single drug use by drug 
type (cannabis, opiates, amphetamines or benzodiazepines) over time, 1999–2000 to 2004–05.

As indicated above, cannabis accounted for most of the single drugs detected among 
detainees, and this profile remained unchanged throughout the period under observation. 
However, in 2002–03, there was a considerable decline in the number of detainees testing 
positive for cannabis only (from more than 30.0% to 23.1%) and this reduced rate 
continued through to 2004–05.
In this same period, the proportion of detainees testing positive for benzodiazepines only 
doubled (from 2.9% in 2000–01 to 6.3% in 2001–02) and then remained relatively stable 
through to 2004–05 (6.4%).
From 2000–01 (23.1%) onwards, the number of detainees testing positive for 
amphetamines only increased slightly.

Figure 3.32: Percentage of Queensland detainees testing positive to single drug use by urinalysis, by drug 
type, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Figure 3.33 presents the state comparisons for the proportion of detainees testing positive for 
single drug use (cannabis, opiates, amphetamines or benzodiazepines only), 2004–05.

Higher proportions of detainees from Western Australia (25.1%) and South Australia 
(24.6%) than of detainees from Queensland (20.9%) and New South Wales (15.8%) tested 
positive for cannabis only. Only small proportions of detainees tested positive for single 
use of all other drugs, and the profiles of use were very similar across states.

Figure 3.33: Percentage of detainees testing positive for single drug use by urinalysis, by state, 2004–05
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Multiple drug use
Table 3.1 illustrates the prevalence of multiple drugs detected by urinalysis in 2004–05 in 
Queensland male and female detainees. The most frequent drug combination detected was 
cannabis and amphetamines (8.4%), closely followed by the combination of cannabis and 
benzodiazepines (8.2%). While there was little difference between males and females in their 
use of the cannabis and amphetamine combination (males, 8.4%; females, 8.0%), males were 
nearly three times as likely as females to combine cannabis and benzodiazepines (males, 
9.2%; females, 3.2%).

Table 3.1: Prevalence of multiple drug use by Queensland detainees, identified by urinalysis, 2004–05

Drug category Males Females Total

n % n % n %

Cannabis and opiates 14 1.5 1 0.5 15 1.3

Cannabis and methadone 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

Cannabis and amphetamine 81 8.4 15 8.0 96 8.4

Cannabis and benzodiazepine 88 9.2 6 3.2 94 8.2

Opiates and methadone 1 0.1 2 1.1 3 0.3

Opiates and amphetamine 6 0.6 1 0.5 7 0.6

Opiates and benzodiazepine 12 1.2 7 3.7 19 1.7

Amphetamines and benzodiazepines 10 1.0 6 3.2 16 1.4

Total number tested 212 38 250

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes:  
a Only 8 combinations are presented, hence the percentages will not total 100. 
b In view of the small number of females in the sample, caution should be taken in interpreting results based on  
   gender comparisons.
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Figure 3.34 shows that Queensland DUMA participants aged 24–29 years in 2004–05 were 
most likely to be multiple drug users (49.3%), closely followed by detainees aged 30–35 years 
(46.7%). Detainees aged 36 years and older were least likely to be multiple drug users (28.3%).

Figure 3.35 shows the extent of various drug combinations used by Queensland detainees 
from 1999–2000 to 2004–05:

The combination of cannabis and amphetamine was the most common multiple drug 
combination used by detainees in each year of data collection, except for 2002–03. 
Cannabis and benzodiazepine was the second most commonly detected combination.
There was little variability across the years in the proportions of detainees combining 
cannabis with methadone, opiates with methadone, opiates with amphetamines and 
opiates with benzodiazepines.

Figure 3.34: Percentage of Queensland detainees testing positive by urinalysis to multiple drugs by age, 
2004–05
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Note: n = 471

Figure 3.35: Types of multiple drug combinations used by Queensland detainees, identified by urinalysis, 
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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473: urinalysis results

Figure 3.36 compares multiple drug use across states:
The profile of multiple drug combinations around the country was similar to those for 
Queensland. The exception was the combination of cannabis and amphetamines, where 
New South Wales (3.3%) recorded a substantially lower proportion of detainees testing 
positive to this combination than the other states (Qld 8.4%; WA 12.9%; SA 13.2%). 

Figure 3.36: Multiple drug use identified by urinalysis by state, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Criminal histories
Various analyses were conducted to determine whether there were any links between the 
urinalysis results and the criminal histories of the detainees. The number of prior arrests, 
types of offences, drug-related crimes in the preceding 12 months and income from illegal 
activities were examined and are described below.

Arrests
Figure 3.37 (next page) shows the number of times detainees had been arrested in the 
previous 12 months by the proportion who tested positive for specific, single and multiple 
drug use. For each measure of drug use, there was a clear increase in the proportion of 
detainees testing positive as the number of times they had been arrested in the previous 
12 months increased. For example: 

Over two-thirds of the detainees who were arrested either three (64.6%) or four or more 
(66.5%) times in the previous 12 months tested positive for cannabis, compared to less 
than half (43.0%) who reported no arrests in the same period.
Although the prevalence was very low overall, a significantly higher proportion of 
detainees testing positive for methadone (6.6%) had been arrested four or more times in 
the previous 12 months than those who reported zero arrests in that time (3.0%).
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48 DRUGS AND CRIME: TRENDS AMONG WATCH-HOUSE DETAINEES

Figure 3.37: Positive drug tests by type of drug and number of times detainees had been arrested in  
the preceding 12 months, 2004–05 (Queensland only)
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: Analyses not performed for cocaine due to the small sample size (n = 5).

Figures 3.38–3.49, following, show the number of times detainees were arrested in the 
preceding 12 months by the proportions testing positive to various drug measures over time, 
1999–2000 to 2004–05. State comparisons for each drug type are also shown for 2004–05.

Cannabis
Figure 3.38 replicates the results shown in Figure 3.37 over time (1999–2000 to 2004–05).  
Each year higher proportions of detainees were detected with cannabis in their systems as the 
number of arrests in the previous 12 months increased. It also shows that, among detainees 
using cannabis, slightly more had been charged with one, two, and four or more arrests in 
1999–2000 and 2000–01 than in later years.

Figure 3.38: Positive tests for cannabis by the number of times Queensland detainees had been arrested in 
the preceding 12 months, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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State comparisons for 2004–05 (see Figure 3.39) revealed that:
New South Wales recorded the lowest number of detainees testing positive for cannabis 
who were never arrested (30.0%), arrested once (42.9%), twice (51.8%) and three times 
(50.0%).
Queensland recorded the highest number of detainees testing positive for cannabis who 
were arrested three times (64.6%).
South Australia recorded the highest number of detainees testing positive for cannabis 
who were arrested four or more times (74.0%). 

Figure 3.39: Positive test for cannabis by the number of times detainees had been arrested in the preceding 
12 months by state, 2004–05
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Opiates 
Figure 3.40 shows the number of times Queensland detainees reported being arrested in the 
preceding 12 months for those testing positive for opiates between 1999–2000 and 2004–05. 
Again, the results reflect the general trends shown above, except for the following outliers:

A disproportionately high percentage of detainees testing positive for opiates in  
1999–2000 had been arrested twice (28.9%).
A particularly low proportion of detainees testing positive for opiates in 1999–2000 had 
been arrested three or more times (8.3%).
Among opiate users, a particularly low proportion of detainees who had been arrested four 
or more times was observed in 2001–02 (17.8%), and a particularly high proportion who 
had been arrested four or more times was observed in 2000–01 (35.0%).

Figure 3.40: Positive test for opiates by the number of times Queensland detainees had been arrested  
in the preceding 12 months, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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State comparisons revealed (Figure 3.41) that:
New South Wales demonstrated the strongest upward trend between opiate use and high 
arrest rates in the previous 12 months.
Western Australian opiate users demonstrated an unusual downward trend in the 
proportion who had been arrested four or more times in the previous 12 months (7.4%).

Figure 3.41: Positive test for opiates by the number of times detainees had been arrested in the  
preceding 12 months and by state, 2004–05
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Methadone
In addition to the trends identified above, Figure 3.42 shows:

The highest percentages of detainees testing positive for methadone being arrested three 
(14.3%) or four or more times (20.5%) in 2000–01.
Particularly low percentages of detainees testing positive for methadone being arrested 
two (2.9%), three (4.2%) or four or more times (6.6%) in 2004–05.

Figure 3.42: Positive test for methadone by the number of times Queensland detainees had been arrested in 
the preceding 12 months, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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513: urinalysis results

State comparisons (Figure 3.43) revealed that New South Wales recorded, by far, the highest 
proportion of detainees testing positive for methadone being arrested one (9.9%), two (25.0%), 
three (29.2%) and four or more times (19.0%) and that, as with the other drugs, the upward 
trend generally applies to methadone, except for detainees reporting four or more arrests.

Figure 3.43: Positive test for methadone by the number of times detainees had been arrested in the 
preceding 12 months and by state, 2004–05
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Amphetamines
In addition to the trends identified above, Figure 3.44 shows:

From 1999–2000 (18.4%) to 2003–04 (40.4%) there was quite an increase in the 
proportion of detainees testing positive for amphetamines who had been arrested twice in 
the preceding 12 months.
In 2001–02 there was a sharp increase among detainees testing positive for amphetamines 
in the proportions who had been arrested three (50.0%) or four or more times (41.6%) in 
the preceding 12 months.

Figure 3.44: Positive test for amphetamines by the number of times Queensland detainees had been 
arrested in the preceding 12 months, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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State comparisons (Figure 3.45) revealed that:
Compared to the other states, New South Wales had the fewest detainees testing positive 
for amphetamines who had been arrested one (20.9%), two (12.5%) and four or more times 
(14.3%).
South Australia recorded the highest percentages of detainees testing positive for 
amphetamines who had been arrested three (43.9%) and four or more times (48.7%). 

Figure 3.45: Positive test for amphetamines by the number of times detainees had been arrested in the 
preceding 12 months and by state, 2004–05
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Benzodiazepines
Figure 3.46 again supports the trends demonstrated above. There was also a clear spike in 
three or more arrests among benzodiazepine users (53.5%) in 2002–03.

Figure 3.46: Positive test for benzodiazepines by the number of times Queensland detainees had been 
arrested in the preceding 12 months, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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State comparisons (Figure 3.47) revealed that New South Wales had the fewest detainees 
testing positive for benzodiazepines with zero (20.2%) or one (26.4%) arrests, and the most 
who had been arrested twice (46.4%) or three times (45.8%) in the preceding 12 months.

Figure 3.47: Positive test for benzodiazepines by the number of times detainees had been arrested in the 
preceding 12 months and by state, 2004–05

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f 
de

ta
in

ee
s

0

10

20

40

50

30

None One Two Three Four or more

Qld
(n = 363)
NSW
(n = 130)
WA
(n = 152)
SA
(n = 260)

Number of arrests
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Offence profile
Figure 3.48 shows the proportions of Queensland detainees testing positive by drug type and 
the main offence with which they had been charged (ASOC classification) in 2004–05:�

Most detainees who tested positive for any type of drug or for multiple drugs were charged 
with ‘other’ offences. 
There were relatively more arrests for violent offences among detainees who tested 
positive for cannabis (15.3%) and multiple drug use (11.3%) than other drug types. On the 
other hand, relatively more detainees who tested positive for amphetamines (11.4%) were 
charged with property offences.

Figure 3.48: Positive tests by drug type and major charge (ASOC) among Queensland detainees, 2004–05
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Note: Due to small numbers, cocaine was excluded from these analyses.

�	 The Appendix lists the offences coded as violent, property, drug or other offences. In their review of the final 
draft of this report, AIC/DUMA researchers noted that the proportions of property offences reported in our 
results appeared to be significantly underestimated when compared with other DUMA studies. Although the 
data categories have been checked and appear to be correct, they should be interpreted with caution.
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Trends over time in Queensland: offences by drug type
Figures 3.49–3.53, following, examine the proportions of Queensland detainees testing 
positive to each drug by the main offence (ASOC) with which they had been charged between 
1999–2000 and 2004–05.

Cannabis
As Figure 3.49 shows, among Queensland detainees who tested positive for cannabis:

a relatively high percentage were charged with a drug offence in 2000–01 (17.5%)
a relatively high proportion were charged with a violent offence in 2001–02 (19.3%).

Figure 3.49: Positive cannabis test by major charge (ASOC) for Queensland detainees, 1999–2000 to 
2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Opiates
Figure 3.50 shows that, among Queensland detainees testing positive to opiates:

about a quarter (25.9%) were charged with a violent offence in 2001–02
about one-fifth (20.6%) were charged with a drug offence in 2000–01.

Figure 3.50: Positive opiate test by major charge (ASOC) for Queensland detainees,  
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].
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Methadone
Figure 3.51 shows that, among Queensland detainees who tested positive for methadone:

the highest proportion charged with a drug offence was recorded in 1999–2000 (23.8%)
the highest proportion charged with a property offence was recorded in 2000–01 (18.8%)
the proportions charged with violent (18.8%) and property offences (18.8%) in 2000–01 
were at their highest; though the proportion charged with a violent crime was slightly 
higher in 1999–2000 (19.0%).

Figure 3.51: Positive methadone test by major charge (ASOC) for Queensland detainees,  
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Cocaine
Between 1999–2000 and 2004–05, less than 5 per cent of Queensland detainees who tested 
positive for cocaine were charged with an offence in the previous 12 months (1999–2000,  
n = 4; 2000–01, n = 1; 2001–02, n = 5; 2002–03, n =2; 2003–04, n =5; 2004–05, n = 3). Due 
to these very small sample sizes, the relationships between testing positive for cocaine and 
ASOC charges were not analysed.
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Amphetamines
Figure 3.52 shows that, among Queensland detainees who tested positive for amphetamines:

about one-quarter were charged with a drug offence in 1999–2000 (24.3%) and in  
2000–01 (23.3%)
violent offences were at their highest in 2001–02 (15.8%).
the lowest percentage of detainees charged with a property offence was recorded in  
2004–05 (5.0%).

Figure 3.52: Positive amphetamines test by major charge (ASOC) for Queensland detainees,  
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Benzodiazepines
Figure 3.53 shows that, for Queensland detainees who tested positive for benzodiazepines:

the highest proportion of charges for a violent or drug offence (20.0%) was in 2000–01
across the years, the least likely charges were for property offences.

Figure 3.53: Positive benzodiazepine test by major charge (ASOC) for Queensland detainees,  
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Multiple drug use
Figure 3.54 shows that, for Queensland detainees who tested positive for multiple drugs:

the highest percentage charged with a violent offence was recorded in 2001–02 (16.4%)
the highest percentage charged with a property offence was recorded in 1999–2000 
(11.9%)
the highest percentage charged with a drug offence was recorded in 2000–01 (22.4%).

Figure 3.54: Positive test for multiple drugs by major charge (ASOC) for Queensland detainees,  
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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State trends: offences by drug type
Figures 3.55–3.61, following, examine the proportions of detainees from each state who tested 
positive in 2004–05 for each drug by the main offence (ASOC) with which they had been 
charged.

Cannabis
Figure 3.55 shows that, among detainees who tested positive for cannabis:

New South Wales recorded a substantially higher proportion of detainees charged with 
a violent offence (34.6%) than South Australia (26.2%), Western Australia (17.7%) and 
Queensland (15.3%)
Queensland (4.3%) and Western Australia (4.4%) recorded the smallest percentages of 
detainees charged with a property offence
New South Wales recorded a larger percentage of detainees charged with a drug offence 
(12.4%) than Queensland (9.7%), Western Australia (4.4%) and South Australia (2.7%).

Figure 3.55: Positive tests for cannabis by major charge (ASOC) and state, 2004–05
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Opiates
Figure 3.56 shows that, among detainees who tested positive for opiates:

Queensland (8.6%) recorded substantially fewer detainees charged with a violent offence 
than New South Wales (23.9%), Western Australia (25.0%) and South Australia (31.0%)
South Australia (14.0%) recorded substantially more detainees charged with a property 
offence than New South Wales (5.6%), Queensland (4.9%) and Western Australia (2.5%)
New South Wales recorded the most detainees charged with a drug offence (16.9%), while 
South Australia recorded the fewest detainees charged with a drug offence (1.0%).

Figure 3.56: Positive tests for opiates by major charge (ASOC) and state, 2004–05
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Methadone
Figure 3.57 shows that, among detainees who tested positive for methadone:

Queensland recorded the lowest proportion of detainees charged with a violent offence 
(8.6%)
South Australia (19.5%) recorded a much higher percentage of detainees charged with a 
property offence than Queensland (11.4%) and New South Wales (8.1%); no detainees from 
Western Australia were charged with a property offence
few detainees from Queensland (2.9%), New South Wales (5.4%) and Western Australia 
(8.3%), and none from South Australia, were charged with a drug offence.

Figure 3.57: Positive tests for methadone by major charge (ASOC) and state, 2004–05
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Cocaine
The sample sizes of detainees testing positive for cocaine who were charged with an offence 
were small (Queensland n = 3; New South Wales n = 14; Western Australia n = 1; South 
Australia n = 5). State comparisons by major charge were, therefore, not performed. 

Amphetamines
Figure 3.58 shows that, among detainees who tested positive for amphetamines:

New South Wales recorded the highest proportion of detainees charged with a violent 
offence (26.6%); the proportion of Queensland detainees (8.0%) charged with a violent 
offence was less than one-third of that proportion
South Australia recorded the highest number of detainees charged with a property offence 
(13.7%)
the number of detainees charged with a drug offence was substantially higher in New 
South Wales (15.6%) and Queensland (14.9%) than in Western Australia (10.8%) and South 
Australia (5.9%).

Figure 3.58: Positive tests for amphetamines by major charge (ASOC) and state, 2004–05
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Benzodiazepines
Figure 3.59 shows that, among detainees who tested positive for benzodiazepines:

far fewer in Queensland (13.6%) were charged with a violent offence than in South 
Australia (27.1%), New South Wales (26.9%) and Western Australia (22.0%)
substantially more were charged with a property offence in South Australia (17.9%) than 
in New South Wales (8.6%), Queensland (7.3%) and Western Australia (7.3%)
more detainees were charged with a drug offence in New South Wales (11.8%) than 
Queensland (7.3%), Western Australia (3.3%) and South Australia (2.4%).

Figure 3.59: Positive tests for benzodiazepines by major charge (ASOC) and state, 2004–05
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Multiple drugs
Figure 3.60 shows that, among detainees who tested positive for multiple drugs:

far fewer in Queensland (11.3%) were charged with a violent offence than in New South 
Wales (26.1%), South Australia (25.2%) and Western Australia (20.2%)
substantially more in South Australia (14.3%) were charged with a property offence than 
in New South Wales (7.0%), Western Australia (5.5%) and Queensland (4.3%)
more were charged with a drug offence in New South Wales (16.5%) and Queensland 
(11.3%) than in Western Australia (6.7%) and South Australia (3.6%).

Figure 3.60: Positive tests for multiple drugs by major charge (ASOC) and state, 2004–05
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Drug-related crime in Queensland
Figure 3.61 (facing page) shows the amount of drug-related crime committed by Queensland 
detainees in the previous 12 months within the categories of drugs for which detainees tested 
positive to the urinalysis (2004–05 only). 

The figure shows that, among drug users there appears to be an interesting dichotomy 
between those who do (most/almost all) and do not (none) commit drug-related crimes. Few 
reported that ‘half’ or ‘some’ of the crimes they committed were drug-related. For example:

approximately two-thirds (67.3%) of the detainees who tested positive for methadone 
reported that most or almost all of their criminal behaviour in the preceding 12 months 
was drug-related
approximately half of the detainees who tested positive for opiates (51.0%) or 
amphetamines (48.9%) reported that most or almost all of their criminal behaviour in the 
preceding 12 months was drug-related
about four in ten detainees who tested positive for cannabis (37.6%) or benzodiazepines 
(39.0%) reported that most or almost all of their criminal behaviour in the preceding 
12 months was drug-related
detainees who tested positive for multiple drugs (45.7%) were more likely to report that most 
or almost all of their criminal behaviour in the preceding 12 months was drug-related than 
were detainees who tested positive for one drug only (37.3%: information not graphed).
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Figure 3.61: Positive tests for various drug types and multiple use, by the amount of drug-related crime 
committed by Queensland detainees in the preceding 12 months, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: Cocaine not included in analyses due to small sample size (n = 5).

Trends over time 
Table 3.2 (next page) shows the trends over time (1999–2000 to 2004–05) in the proportions 
of Queensland detainees reporting that the crimes they committed in the preceding 12 months 
had been drug-related, among those who tested positive for various drug types. Generally the 
results reflect those shown above for 2004–05:

The highest proportion of detainees whose offences committed in the preceding 12 months 
were mostly or almost all drug-related were by those with methadone in their system; 
more than two-thirds throughout the entire data collection period (1999–2000 to 2004–05) 
reported that this was the case, except for 1999–2000 when almost all (90.0%) reported 
that this had been the case. 
More than half, and at times two-thirds, of the detainees testing positive for opiates 
reported consistently over time that most or all of the crime they committed in the 
preceding 12 months had been drug-related.
Among detainees testing positive for amphetamines, there was a sharp increase in  
2001–02 (52.6%) in the proportion who reported that most or almost all of their criminal 
behaviour in the preceding 12 months had been drug-related, but this proportion remained 
stable throughout the remaining data collection period.
Across time, about three-to-four in ten detainees who tested positive for cannabis and 
benzodiazepines consistently reported that most or almost all of their criminal behaviour 
in the preceding 12 months had been drug-related. 
About half of the detainees testing positive for multiple drugs consistently reported across 
time that most or almost all of their offences in the preceding 12 months had been drug-
related.
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Table 3.2: The amount of crime committed by Queensland detainees in the preceding 12 months  
reported to be drug-related by detainees who tested positive to urinalysis, 2000–01 to 2004–05

Proportion of crime 
drug-related

Percentage of detainees testing positive by drug category

2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 2003–04 2004–05

Cannabis

Most/almost all 30.8 36.5 41.6 37.2 37.6

Half 7.7 2.6 2.7 3.1 4.7

Some 7.7 16.3 11.8 12.4 15.6

None 53.8 44.6 43.8 47.3 42.1

Total 100 100 100 100 100

Opiates

Most/almost all 68 55.4 63.5 62.5 51.0

Half 0.0 0.0 2.5 3.6 4.7

Some 12.0 9.6 9.5 5.2 14.1

None 20.0 34.9 24.5 28.6 30.2

Total 100 100 100 100 100

Methadone

Most/almost all 90 63.6 69.8 60.3 67.3

Half 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 2.0

Some 0.0 9.1 7.3 6.3 14.3

None 10.0 27.3 22.9 27.0 16.3

Total 100 100 100 100 100

Amphetamines

Most/almost all 33.3 52.6 53.9 56.8 48.9

Half 11.1 2.0 3.7 2.6 4.3

Some 0.0 17.8 11.5 7.8 17.1

None 55.6 27.6 30.8 32.8 29.7

Total 100 100 100 100 100

Benzodiazepines

Most/almost all 43.3 41.3 48.8 46.1 39

Half 10.0 2.1 1.4 1.9 3.3

Some 3.3 11.9 8.7 7.5 15.0

None 43.3 44.8 41.1 44.5 42.8

Total 100 100 100 100 100

Multiple drugs

Most/almost all 47.8 48.8 53.7 50.9 45.7

Half 6.5 2.0 2.4 2.6 4.5

Some 4.3 19.2 10.7 8.6 16.1

None 41.3 30.0 33.2 37.9 33.6

Total 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2000–01 to 2004–05 [computer file].
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Receiving an income from illegal activities
Queensland figures for 2004–05, trends over time and state comparisons are shown below in 
the proportions of detainees who reported that they had received an income from illegal 
activities and tested positive to various drugs. 

Figure 3.62 shows the proportion of Queensland detainees who reported that they ‘had’ or 
‘had not’ derived an income from illegal activities, by positive tests to various drug types 
between 2000–01 and 2004–05.

There was a steady decline over time among detainees who stated that they derived some 
of their income from illegal activities in the proportion who tested positive to cannabis 
(from 74.1% in 2000–01 to 62.9% in 2004–05), opiates (from 38.1% and 31.7% 
respectively) and methadone (15.7 and 10.4% respectively).
In 2001–02, there was a marked increase in the proportion of detainees deriving income 
from illegal activities who tested positive for amphetamines, but this rate remained 
relatively constant in the ensuing years.

Figure 3.62: Queensland detainees who stated that they had derived an income from illegal activities by the 
proportion with positive drug tests, 2000–01 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes: 
a Data not available for 1999. 
b Analyses not performed for cocaine due to the small sample size (n = 5).

State comparisons for positive tests among detainees earning an activity for illegal activities 
in 2004–05 are shown in Figure 3.63 (next page):

More detainees earning an income from illegal activities in Western Australia (76.7%) and 
South Australia (74.3%) tested positive for cannabis than in Queensland (62.9%) and New 
South Wales (60.3%).
More detainees earning an income from illegal activities in New South Wales (44.4%) than 
in all the other states tested positive for opiates.
Substantially more detainees earning an income from illegal activities in New South Wales 
(25.4%) tested positive for methadone than in Queensland (10.4%), Western Australia 
(7.0%) and South Australia (8.7%).
About half of the South Australian (55.0%), Queensland (52.5%) and Western Australian 
(46.5%) detainees deriving an income from illegal activities tested positive for 
amphetamines. Substantially fewer did so from New South Wales (20.6%). 
Queensland (46.7%) recorded the highest percentage of detainees earning an income from 
illegal activities testing positive for benzodiazepines.
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Figure 3.63: Percentage of detainees testing positive to drugs by urinalysis by proportion of income derived 
from illegal activities, by state, 2004–05
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Note: Analyses not performed for cocaine due to the small sample size (n = 5).

Chapter summary
All detainees interviewed for DUMA were invited to participate in a voluntary urinalysis 
that detected the presence or absence of cannabis, opiates, methadone, cocaine, 
amphetamines and benzodiazepines. A remarkably high proportion of detainees provided 
urine samples, so the results reported here can be considered representative of the 
sample of watch-house detainees participating in the project.  

This chapter presented the basic prevalence of each drug, and of various drug 
combinations, detected in the urine of detainees at the time of their interview for the 
study. It also presented some socio-demographic profiles associated with positive tests 
(especially gender and age), Queensland trends over time and some interstate 
comparisons.

About three-quarters of the Queensland detainees consistently tested positive for any 
drug: South Australia and Western Australia recorded slightly higher proportions of 
detainees testing positive for any drug and New South Wales recorded lower proportions 
of detainees testing positive for any drug. 

Cannabis was found to be the most prevalent drug detected (in about half of the 
detainees tested overall), closely followed by amphetamines and benzodiazepines (about 
one-third of the detainees were found to be positive for each of these drugs). Fewer 
detainees tested positive for opiates (about 1 in 5) and methadone (about 1 in 10) and 
only a tiny proportion (about 1%) tested positive for cocaine. 

Single and multiple drug use was found. In 2004–05, for example, just under half of the 
Queensland detainees tested positive to a single drug only, but more than half tested 
positive to multiple drugs. Cannabis was the most likely ‘single’ drug to be detected; 
cannabis with amphetamines was the most commonly detected multiple drug 
combination, closely followed by a combination of cannabis and benzodiazepines.

Generally, the main socio-demographic factors associated with drug tests were:

More females than males tested positive.

More younger than older detainees tested positive.

Detainees with fewer educational achievements were more likely to test positive than 
those with higher educational achievements.

Unemployed detainees were more likely to test positive than employed or otherwise 
occupied detainees.
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Of the detainees who tested positive, more were single or living in a de facto 
relationship than were married.

More of those living in public housing than living elsewhere tested positive for 
cannabis, amphetamines and multiple drugs; detainees not residing in public housing 
were more likely to test positive for opiates and methadone.

An examination of the links between the drugs detected by urinalysis and the detainees’ 
self-reported criminal activities and offence profiles showed persistent associations 
between various measures of drug use (individual drug types, single and multiple use) 
and the number of prior arrests, types of offences, drug-related crimes in the preceding 
12 months and income from illegal activities. For example: 

There was a clear increase in the proportion of detainees testing positive to various 
drugs and drug combinations as the number of arrests in the previous 12 months 
increased.

The highest proportion of detainees whose offences committed in the preceding 
12 months were mostly or almost all drug-related (about two-thirds) were by those 
testing positive to methadone.

More than half, and sometimes two-thirds, of the detainees testing positive for opiates 
reported consistently over time that most or all of the crime they had committed in 
the preceding 12 months had been drug-related.

About 4 in 10 of detainees who tested positive for cannabis or benzodiazepines 
reported that most or almost all of their criminal behaviour in the preceding 
12 months had been drug-related.

Detainees testing positive for multiple drugs were more likely to report that most or 
almost all of their criminal behaviour in the preceding 12 months had been drug-
related than were detainees who tested positive for one drug only.

Detainees receiving an income from illegal activities were also substantially more likely to 
test positive for all drug types than were those who did not receive an income from illegal 
activities, although there was a steady decline over time in the proportions of detainees 
testing positive to cannabis, opiates and methadone who stated that they had received 
an income from illegal activities.

This chapter has indicated the extent to which detainees in watch-houses are using illicit 
substances around the time they are arrested for alleged criminal activity, and the likely 
association of illicit drug use with persistent and varied types of criminal activity. The 
information derived from self-reports, provided in the following chapters, endorses these 
findings and expands our understanding of the risk factors associated with drug use.
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4
Self-reported drug use

This chapter presents an analysis of the self-reported drug use data. It provides a different 
perspective of drug use from that provided by urinalysis, because it captures information 
about various drug-using behaviours (such as age of initiation and injecting). The 
information may make a useful contribution to the development of future early intervention 
and prevention strategies, and of appropriate response and treatment options.

It should be noted that the self-report drug categories differ from those presented in the 
urinalysis section in that they include ‘heroin’ and ‘street methadone’ instead of the 
general ‘opiates’ category. 

Prevalence of Drug use
In assessing the extent to which detainees reported ever having used various drugs, the results 
showed:

Cannabis was the most common drug used by detainees at some stage in their lives 
(88.4%), followed by amphetamines (70.7%) and ecstasy (51.3%). These results are 
consistent with the findings of the Prevalence of Alcohol and Drug Use in Emergency 
Departments (PADIE) study (Krenske et al. 2004), in which 53.4 per cent of the sample 
reported using cannabis, 21.0 per cent amphetamines and 16.9 per cent ecstasy; but the 
figures are significantly higher than the actual prevalence of use in that sample. Cannabis 
and ecstasy use has been reported by researchers as almost ‘normal’ among young people 
(Carlson et al. 2004; Parker, Williams & Aldridge 2002).
�Street methadone (14.6%) and inhalants (17.4%) were the least common drugs ever used 
by detainees.

Examining self-reported drug use by gender, the most marked differences, shown in 
Figure 4.1 (facing page), were:

A considerably higher proportion of females (55.5%) than males (38.1%) stated that they 
had used heroin at some stage in their lives. This is inconsistent with the findings of the 
NDSHS conducted by the AIHW, which reported that in the general population males are 
more likely than females to use heroin — with the exception of teenagers. The overall 
proportion of detainees who had tried heroin (40.9%) was also significantly higher than in 
the general population, where the proportion reported by AIHW (2005b) was 1.4%.
Considerably more females than males reported using morphine at some stage in their 
lives (40.3% of females; 26.2% of males) and amphetamines (80.1% of females; 68.9% of 
males). This finding differs to the NDSHS findings, where males were more likely than 
females to have used amphetamines at some stage in their lives (excluding teenagers) 
(AIHW 2005).
More females (48.7%) than males (38.5%) reported using cocaine. Again, this is 
inconsistent with findings from the general population, where males have been shown to 
be more likely to use cocaine (with the exception of those aged 14–19 years) than females. 
The overall proportion of detainees who reported having used cocaine (40.1%) was also 
much higher than that reported by general population samples. According to the NDSHS, 
for example, only a small proportion (4.7%) of the Australian population has used cocaine 
(AIHW 2005).
There was little difference in the extent to which male and female detainees reported using 
cannabis, ecstasy, hallucinogens and inhalants. This is inconsistent with the NDSHS results 
for cannabis, which found that males were generally more likely to have used it. 
Furthermore, the proportion of detainees who had ever used cannabis (88.4%) was much 
higher than that shown by the AIHW (2005a) for the general population (33.6%).
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Figure 4.1: Drugs reported to have been used by Queensland detainees at some stage in their lives,  
by type and gender, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes: 
Males: 	cannabis, n = 880; cocaine, n = 385; heroin, n = 381; morphine, n = 262; street methadone, n = 143; 	
	 amphetamines, n = 689; benzodiazepines, n = 279; ecstasy, n = 518; hallucinogens, n = 472;  
	 inhalants, n = 170. 
Females: cannabis, n = 171; cocaine, n = 93; heroin, n = 106; morphine, n = 77; street methadone, n = 31; 		
	 amphetamines, n = 153; benzodiazepines, n = 66; ecstasy, n = 93; hallucinogens, n = 82; inhalants, n = 37.

Drug use was examined by both age and gender (see Table 4.1, next page):
For detainees aged 30–35 years, about twice as many males (60.5%) as females (32.4%) 
had tried hallucinogens.
Approximately 25 percentage points more male than female detainees aged 18–23 years 
reported having tried ecstasy (64.2% of males; 37.2% of females). Conversely, 
approximately 30 percentage points more female than male detainees in this same age 
group reported having used heroin (32.3% of males; 60.5% of females).
Approximately 15 percentage points more females than males aged 36 years and older 
reported having used heroin (males, 28.9%; females, 43.6%).
Approximately 10 percentage points more females than males aged 18–23 years and  
24–29 years reported using amphetamines (females, 86.0% and 90.4%; males, 73.8% and 
78.2%).
Nearly 20 percentage points more females than males aged 24–29 years reported using 
morphine (males, 32.5%; females, 51.9%).
Regardless of age and gender, most detainees reported that they had at some time used 
more than one drug.

Figure 4.2 (next page) shows the proportion of Queensland detainees, between 1999–2000 and 
2004–05, who reported having tried various drugs at least once in their lives.

The proportion who had used heroin slightly peaked in 2002–03 (49.4%) and steadily 
declined in subsequent years (45.2% in 2003–04; 40.9% in 2004–05).
The proportion who had used amphetamines steadily increased from 1999–2000 (64.0%) 
to 2002–03 (74.2%) and decreased marginally in subsequent years (71.5% in 2003–04; 
70.7% in 2004–05).
The proportion of detainees who had used ecstasy steadily increased between 1999–2000 
(33.6%) and 2004–05 (51.3%). 
The lowest proportion of detainees reporting having ever tried cocaine was observed in 
1999–2000 (33.9%).
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Table 4.1: Proportion of Queensland detainees reporting having ever used various types of drugs  
by age and gender, 2004–05

Type of drug Percentage (and number) reporting ever having used drugs

Male Female

<17 18–23 24–29 30–35 36+ <17 18–23 24–29 30–35 36+

n = 31 n = 279 n = 234 n = 190 n = 266 n = 4 n = 43 n = 52 n = 37 n = 55

Benzo-
diazepines

29.0 28.7 32.9 35.3 17.3 75.0 37.2 36.5 40.5 23.6

(9) (80) (77) (67) (46) (3) (16) (19) (15) (13)

Street 
methadone

3.2 10.4 17.5 21.1 12.0 25.0 16.3 23.1 18.9 7.3

(1) (29) (41) (40) (32) (1) (7) (12) (7) (4)

Hallucino-
gens

19.4 43.7 56.4 60.5 36.5 75.0 37.2 53.8 32.4 41.8

(6) (122) (132) (115) (97) (3) (16) (28) (12) (23)

Ecstasy 51.6 64.2 59.8 58.9 26.7 100.0 37.2 65.4 51.4 36.4

(16) (179) (140) (112) (71) (4) (16) (34) (19) (20)

Heroin 9.7 32.3 50.9 48.4 28.9 100.0 60.5 61.5 54.1 43.6

(3) (90) (119) (92) (77) (4) (26) (32) (20) (24)

Cocaine 3.2 34.1 46.2 50.5 32.0 50.0 46.5 57.7 51.4 40.0

(1) (95) (108) (96) (85) (2) (20) (30) (19) (22)

Cannabis 93.5 94.6 94.9 91.6 71.8 100.0 97.7 98.1 94.6 74.5

(29) (264) (222) (174) (191) (4) (42) (51) (35) (41)

Amphet-
amines

71.0 73.8 78.2 82.6 45.5 100.0 86.0 90.4 81.1 63.6

(22) (206) (183) (157) (121) (4) (37) (47) (30) (35)

Inhalants 29.0 17.9 17.1 21.6 11.3 75.0 20.9 21.2 13.5 16.4

(9) (50) (40) (41) (30) (3) (9) (11) (5) (9)

Morphine 9.7 23.7 32.5 33.7 19.9 25.0 39.5 51.9 40.5 30.9

(3) (66) (76) (64) (53) (1) (17) (27) (15) (17)

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Figure 4.2: Proportion of Queensland detainees reporting having ever used various drugs,  
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Note: Data were not available across all years for morphine and inhalants.
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Figure 4.3 compares the figures for Queensland, New South Wales, Western Australia and 
South Australia. Compared to the other states:

New South Wales detainees consistently recorded the lowest levels of having used 
cannabis (70.8%), heroin (30.9%), morphine (12.5%), amphetamines (41.6%), 
benzodiazepines (16.8%), ecstasy (37.3%), hallucinogens (21.5%) and inhalants (8.1%).
Western Australia recorded an unusually high proportion of detainees who had used 
morphine (40.6%).
South Australia recorded a particularly high proportion of detainees who had used 
hallucinogens (53.6%).

Figure 4.3: Detainees reporting having ever used various drugs, by state, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file]. 

Age at first use
Early involvement with illicit drugs has been linked to adverse outcomes such as substance-
related problems (Lo 2000) and delinquent behaviour (Zhang, Wieczorek & Welte 1997). 
Therefore, knowledge about age of onset may be an important tool for predicting behaviour 
and early intervention. Figure 4.4 (next page) displays the mean age of first use of each of the 
illicit drugs examined by this study, by gender: 

The youngest mean age of first use was shown for cannabis (14.9 years), closely followed 
by inhalants (15.5 years). This is consistent with the PADIE findings (Krenske et al. 2004), 
where the youngest mean age of initiation was also shown for cannabis (17.7 years).
The oldest mean age of first use was shown for street methadone (23 years), closely 
followed by morphine (22.9 years). Again, these results are consistent with the PADIE 
findings (Krenske et al. 2004), where the oldest mean age of initiation was shown for 
methadone (28 years).

According to Krenske et al. (2004), this pattern can be explained by the facts that (a) cannabis 
is cheaper and perceived as less harmful than other drugs, such as cocaine; and (b) methadone 
is typically accessed as a pharmacological substitute for heroin at opioid dependence 
treatment services. However, while the DUMA and PADIE findings are congruent regarding 
the youngest and oldest mean ages of first use for certain drug types, DUMA detainees had a 
much younger mean age of first use overall for cannabis and methadone than did the PADIE 
participants. The nature of the two study samples probably explains these differences — 
PADIE participants were emergency room attendees from the general population, whereas 
DUMA participants had been arrested for allegedly committing a crime. This suggests a 
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potential link between early initiation to drug use and illegal activity, which could be 
examined by future research.

A series of statistical tests were performed to determine whether there were any differences in 
the mean age of first use for each drug by gender. The following statistically significant 
differences were found:

Females (23.5 years) were significantly older than males (21.9 years) when they first used 
ecstasy (t test = p < .04). This is inconsistent with the 2004 PADIE findings, where females 
reported significantly earlier initiation to ecstasy (19.9 years) than males (21.9 years). 
However, it is consistent with the finding that males initiate substance use approximately 
two years earlier than females (Gordon, Kinlock & Battjes 2004).
Females (24.2 years) were significantly older than males (22.5 years) when they first used 
morphine (t test = p < .05).

Figure 4.4: Queensland detainees’ mean age of first use by drug and gender, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes:  
Males: 	cannabis, n = 879; cocaine, n = 385; heroin, n = 380; morphine, n = 262; street methadone, n = 142; 	
	 amphetamines, n = 688; benzodiazepines, n = 278; ecstasy, n = 517; hallucinogens, n = 471;  
	 inhalants, n = 169. 
Females: cannabis, n = 173; cocaine, n = 93; heroin, n = 106; morphine, n = 77; street methadone, n = 31; 		
	 amphetamines, n = 153; benzodiazepines, n = 66; ecstasy, n = 93; hallucinogens, n = 82; inhalants, n = 37.

Figure 4.5 (facing page) shows Queensland detainees’ mean age of first use for each of the 
eight drug categories by year. The only statistically significant difference across the years was 
for cocaine. The mean age at which detainees first tried cocaine was lower in 1999–2000  
(19.8 years) than in 2004–05 (21.3 years; F test = p < .03). There was no meaningful change 
in the mean age of first use for any of the other drugs.

Figure 4.6 (facing page) compares the mean age of first use in 2004–05 for each drug type by 
state. There were no significant state differences for cocaine, heroin, street methadone, 
amphetamines and hallucinogens. However, the following statistically significant differences 
were found:

�New South Wales detainees recorded a higher mean age of first use of cannabis (15.5 years) 
than those in Queensland (14.9 years), Western Australia (14.6 years) and South Australia 
(14.5 years; F test = p < .001).
�West Australian detainees recorded a lower mean age of first use of morphine (21.1 years) 
than those in Queensland (22.9 years) and South Australia (23.4 years; F test = p < .001).
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�New South Wales (20.3 years) detainees recorded a higher mean age of first use of 
benzodiazepines than those in South Australia (18.4 years; F test = p < .008).
�Queensland (22.1 years) and South Australian (22.4 years) detainees recorded a higher 
mean age of first use of ecstasy than those in New South Wales (20.2 years) and Western 
Australia (20.7 years; F test = p < .001).
�Queensland detainees recorded a higher mean age of first use of inhalants (15.5 years) 
than South Australia (14.3 years; F test = p < .03).

Figure 4.5: Queensland detainees’ mean age of first use, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–055 [computer file].

Figure 4.6: Mean age of first use of various illicit drugs by state, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].
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Table 4.2 shows the relationship between age of first use of each of the drug types and age of 
first arrest, among detainees in Queensland and in the other states. 

�For Queensland detainees, significant positive relationships were observed between 
detainees’ age of first arrest and age of first use of each of the drug types except inhalants. 
The strongest relationship was observed for age of first use of cannabis and age of first 
arrest (r = .48) followed by age of first use of amphetamines and age of first arrest  
(r = .41).
�For New South Wales detainees, there were significant positive relationships between age 
of first arrest and all drug types except for morphine (r = –.05, p = n.s.).
�For Western Australia and South Australia, there were significant positive relationships 
between age of first arrest and all drug types.

The finding that detainees who use drugs at an earlier age also tend to be arrested for 
criminal activity at an earlier age is consistent with other studies of youth drawn from the 
general population, from incarcerated populations and from seriously delinquent ‘street’ 
youth (Gordon, Kinlock & Battjes 2004).  

Table 4.2: Correlations between detainees’ age of first arrest and age of first use of drugs  
by drug type and state, 2004–05

State Correlation between age of first arrest and age of first use of drugs, by drug type

Cannabis Cocaine Heroin Morphine Street 
methadone

Amphet-
amines

Benzo-
diazepine

Ecstasy Hallucin-
ogens

Inhalants

Qld .48‡ .34‡ .33‡ .26‡ .34‡ .41‡ .24‡ .39‡ .31‡ .10

(n = 975) (n = 434) (n = 431) (n = 305) (n = 158) (n = 777) (n = 310) (n = 572) (n = 513) (n = 184)

NSW .50‡ .16* .53‡ -.05 .35† .45‡ .35‡ .13* .21* .30*

(n = 455) (n = 227) (n = 191) (n = 73) (n = 158) (n = 262) (n = 102) (n = 572) (n = 128) (n = 44)

WA .46‡ .40‡ .34‡ .32‡ .38† .40‡ .49‡ .37‡ .36‡ .22*

(n = 490) (n = 197) (n = 215) (n = 191) (n = 56) (n = 404) (n = 130) (n = 289) (n = 247) (n = 79)

SA .37‡ .27‡ .34‡ .21‡ .27† .28‡ .29‡ .21‡ .26‡ .11*

(n = 1002) (n = 355) (n = 404) (n = 285) (n = 147) (n = 793) (n = 323) (n = 479) (n = 573) (n = 193)

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file]. 
*p < .05 
† p < .01 
‡ p < .00
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Recent Drug use 

Drug use in the 12 months preceding interview
Those participants who reported that they had ever used any illicit drugs were asked to indicate 
whether they had used them in the 12 months preceding their interview. Figure 4.7 shows the 
proportions of detainees who reported using each drug during that time:

Over 70 per cent of the detainees who had ever used cannabis (73.8%) and amphetamine 
(71%) had used in the past 12 months. These figures are much higher than shown by 
general population surveys. According to the NDSHS (AIHW 2005), for example, only 11.3 
per cent of the Australian population had used cannabis in the preceding 12 months, 1 per 
cent had used cocaine and 3.2 per cent had used amphetamines.
Approximately half of the detainees who had ever used these substances reported having 
used heroin (54.3%), morphine (49.0%), benzodiazepines (49.6%) and/or ecstasy (50.1%) in 
the preceding 12 months. Again, these rates are much higher than those reported from 
surveys of the general Australian population. The NDSHS (AIHW 2005), for example, 
found that 0.2 per cent of the population had used heroin and 3.4 per cent had used 
ecstasy in the preceding 12 months.

However, the profile of recent drug use is consistent with the findings of the PADIE study 
(Krenske et al. 2004), which identified cannabis, amphetamines and cocaine as three of the 
top five most common illicit drugs used in the preceding 12 months.

Figure 4.7: Proportion of Queensland detainees who had used illicit drugs and reported using in the  
preceding 12 months, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].
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Figure 4.8 shows some gender differences in drug use in the preceding 12 months:
More males (75.6%) than females (64.7%) reported using cannabis in the preceding 
12 months (c² = p < .003).
More females (82.4%) than males (68.5%) reported using amphetamines in the preceding 
12 months (c² = p < .001). This is inconsistent with the 2004 PADIE findings, where males 
(12.2%) were more than twice as likely as females (6.7%) to report using amphetamines in 
the preceding 12 months (Krenske et al. 2004).
There were no gender differences in the use of cocaine, heroin, street methadone, 
benzodiazepines, ecstasy, hallucinogens, morphine and inhalants in the preceding 
12 months. This is not consistent with the 2004 PADIE findings (Krenske et al. 2004), 
which showed males as more likely than females to report having used cocaine, heroin 
and methadone in the preceding 12 months. However, it is unclear whether the gender 
differences in the PADIE findings reached statistical significance. Furthermore, as 
discussed earlier, characteristics unique to the DUMA (watch-house detainees) and PADIE 
(emergency department patients) samples may explain these inconsistencies.

Figure 4.8: Percentage of Queensland detainees reporting having used different types of drugs in the 
preceding 12 months, by gender, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes:  
Males: 	cannabis, n = 665; cocaine, n = 107; heroin, n = 200; morphine, n = 121; street methadone, n = 41;  
	 amphetamines, n = 472; benzodiazepines, n = 133; ecstasy, n = 260; hallucinogens, n = 42;  
	 inhalants, n = 36. 
Females: cannabis, n = 112; cocaine, n = 30; heroin, n = 64; morphine, n = 45; street methadone, n = 13; 		
	 amphetamines, n = 126; benzodiazepines, n = 38; ecstasy, n = 46; hallucinogens, n = 6; inhalants, n = 10

Analysis of reported drug use by Queensland detainees in the 12 months preceding the 
interview over time from 1999–2000 to 2004–05 (see Figure 4.9, facing page) revealed that:

The proportion of detainees using heroin in the preceding 12 months steadily increased 
between 1999–2000 (30.4%) and 2001–02 (35.1%). There was a subsequent decline to 
2003–04 (20.6%), followed by an increase in 2004–05 (28.7%), both of which may be 
associated with the availability of heroin. According to the Illicit Drug Reporting System 
(IDRS), more intravenous drug users reported availability as ‘very easy’ (61.0%) or ‘easy’ 
(32.0%) in 2004 than in 2003 (42.0% and 43.0% respectively). The increase in the 
proportion of detainees using heroin in 2004 may also be linked to the finding by  
Stafford et al. (2005) that heroin purity increased from 25 per cent in 2002–03 to  
28 per cent in 2003–04.
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From 1999–2000 (18.5%) to 2004–05 (8.7%), there was a relatively steady decrease in 
the proportion of detainees using hallucinogens in the preceding 12 months.
From 1999–2000 (26.6%) to 2001–02 (38.8%), the proportion of detainees using street 
methadone in the preceding 12 months steadily increased. Subsequently there was a 
steady decline to 2004–05 (31.0%).

No meaningful changes were found across the years in the numbers of detainees using 
cannabis, heroin, morphine, amphetamines, benzodiazepines or ecstasy.

Figure 4.9: Percentage of Queensland detainees reporting drug use in the preceding 12 months  
by drug type and by year, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: Data for inhalants and morphine available only for 2003–04 and 2004–05.

Figure 4.10 (next page) makes statewide comparisons of detainees’ drug use in the preceding 
12 months.

Detainees in Western Australia (78.4%) and South Australia (77.7%) recorded slightly 
higher cannabis use in the preceding 12 months than Queensland (73.8%) and New South 
Wales (70.2%).
Compared to the other states, New South Wales detainees showed particularly high rates of 
cocaine (39.5%), street methadone (60.9%), and benzodiazepine use (65.3%) in the 
preceding 12 months. However, New South Wales detainees showed particularly low rates 
of hallucinogen (4.4%), amphetamine (56.9%) and morphine use (31.2%).
Queensland detainees recorded the highest use of morphine (49.0%) and inhalants (22.3%) 
in the preceding 12 months.
Heroin use in the preceding 12 months was much higher among detainees in Queensland 
(54.3%) and New South Wales (58.6%) than in Western Australia (37.5%) and South 
Australia (39.5%).
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Figure 4.10: Percentage of detainees reporting drug use in the preceding 12 months by state,  
2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes:  
Cannabis: Qld, n = 777; NSW, n = 373; WA, n = 446; SA, n = 867 
Cocaine: Qld, n = 137; NSW, n = 111; WA, n = 57; SA, n = 99 
Heroin: Qld, n = 264; NSW, n = 136; WA, n = 96; SA, n = 183 
Morphine: Qld, n = 166; NSW, n = 29; WA, n = 84; SA, n = 139 
Street methadone: Qld, n = 54; NSW, n = 53; WA, n = 13; SA, n = 55 
Amphetamines: Qld, n = 598; NSW, n = 177; WA, n = 370; SA, n = 629 
Benzodiazepines: Qld, n = 171; NSW, n = 81; WA, n = 76; SA, n = 159 
Ecstasy: Qld, n = 306; NSW, n = 124; WA, n = 151; SA, n = 240 
Hallucinogens: Qld, n = 48; NSW, n = 7; WA, n = 29; SA, n = 79 
Inhalants: Qld, n = 46; NSW, n = 8; WA, n = 22; SA, n = 22

Drug use in the 30 days preceding interview
Detainees who indicated that they had used drugs in the preceding 12 months were asked to 
indicate whether they had used various drugs in the 30 days preceding their interview.  
Figure 4.11 (facing page) shows the 30-day statistics.

By far, cannabis was the drug most frequently consumed in the preceding 30 days (87.1%) 
followed by heroin (75.0%) and amphetamines (69.7%).
About two-thirds of the detainees reported using inhalants (63.0%) and/or morphine 
(60.0%) in the preceding 30 days.
Approximately half of the detainees reported using benzodiazepines (54.7%), street 
methadone (55.6%) and/or ecstasy (45.9%) in the preceding 30 days.

Figure 4.12 (facing page) compares drug use in the preceding 30 days and in the preceding 
12 months. Of those detainees who had used the various drugs in the preceding 12 months:

�most had used cannabis (87.1%), heroin (75.0%) and/or amphetamines (69.7%) in the 
preceding 30 days
�more than half had used morphine (60.0%), street methadone (55.6%), benzodiazepines 
(54.7%) and/or inhalants (63.0%) in the preceding 30 days
�just under half had used ecstasy (45.9%) in the preceding 30 days
�about one-third had used cocaine (36.5%) and/or hallucinogens (31.3%) in the preceding 
30 days.
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These findings suggest that, of those detainees who had consumed various drugs in the 
preceding 12 months, most had consumed morphine, street methadone, benzodiazepines, 
inhalants, cannabis, heroin and/or amphetamines in the month before their detainment.  
Less than half of the detainees had consumed ecstasy, cocaine and/or hallucinogens.

Figure 4.11: Proportion of Queensland detainees who had used drugs in the preceding 12 months, who also 
reported drug use in the preceding 30 days, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Figure 4.12: Proportion of Queensland detainees who had ever used drugs, who reported drug use in the 
preceding 30 days and preceding 12 months, 2004–05
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Figure 4.13 shows detainees’ drug use in the 30 days preceding detainment over time  
(1999–2000 to 2004–05). It reveals:

Cocaine use in the 30 days preceding interview declined from 2002–03.
In 2000–01, the proportion of detainees reporting street methadone use in the preceding 
30 days almost doubled (60.0%) compared to the previous year. This may be related to the 
reduction of heroin supply in Australia that occurred at the end of 2000, which may have 
caused some users to turn to street methadone as a substitute.
The lowest proportion of detainees using benzodiazepines in the 30 days preceding 
interview (54.7%) was recorded in 2004–05.
While the lowest proportion of detainees using hallucinogens in the preceding 30 days 
was recorded in 2002–03, this proportion has since increased (31.3% in 2004–05).

Figure 4.13: Proportion of Queensland detainees who had used drugs in the preceding 12 months,  
who had also used various drugs in preceding 30 days, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Figure 4.14 (facing page) compares Queensland detainees’ use of drugs in the 30 days 
preceding interview in 2004–05 with the same information from other Australian states. It 
shows:

�Queensland and New South Wales detainees recorded much lower rates of cannabis use 
(87.1% and 83.1% respectively) than those in Western Australia (93.0%) and South 
Australia (92.5%). This same pattern also held true for use of amphetamines (69.7% in Qld; 
62.7% in NSW; 80.7% in WA; 76.9% in SA). 
�Queensland and New South Wales detainees recorded much higher rates of heroin use 
(75.0% and 82.4% respectively) and street methadone use (55.6% and 56.6% respectively) 
than those in Western Australia (heroin 58.3%; street methadone 46.2%) and South 
Australia (heroin 59.6%; street methadone 49.1%).
�New South Wales displayed an unusually high proportion of detainees using cocaine 
(51.4%) and hallucinogens (57.1%) in the preceding 30 days but an unusually low 
proportion of detainees using morphine (44.8%) and inhalants (37.5%). The high use of 
cocaine is consistent with findings from IDRS in 2004 (Stafford et al. 2005), where New 
South Wales (47.0%) recorded considerably more participants using cocaine than 
Queensland (10.0%), Western Australia (15.0%) and South Australia (6.0%). Furthermore, 
cocaine was evidently easier to obtain in New South Wales: only 29 per cent of IDRS 
participants from New South Wales reported that availability of cocaine was difficult or 
very difficult, whereas 76 per cent from Queensland, 43 per cent from Western Australia 
and 20 per cent from South Australia reported that it was difficult or very difficult to 
obtain cocaine at that time.
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�Queensland recorded a substantially lower proportion of detainees using benzodiazepines 
in the preceding 30 days (54.7%) than New South Wales (71.3%), Western Australia 
(70.3%) and South Australia (62.9%).
�South Australia recorded a substantially lower proportion of detainees using ecstasy in the 
preceding 30 days (40.0%) than Queensland (45.9%), New South Wales (48.4%) and 
Western Australia (50.3%).

Figure 4.14: Proportion of detainees who had used drugs in the preceding 12 months,  
who reported drug use in the preceding 30 days, by state, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Table 4.3 shows the mean number of days in the 30 days preceding interview in 2004–05 on 
which each drug was consumed by Queensland detainees, by gender. 

�Females reported a significantly higher mean use of amphetamines (9.2 times) than males 
(6.9 times; t test = p < .04).
�Females reported a significantly higher mean use of inhalants (19.4 times) than males  
(8.3 times; t test = p < .02).

Table 4.3: Mean number of days on which drugs were used in the preceding 30 days by Queensland 
detainees by gender, 2004–05

Type of drug

Canna-
bis

Cocaine Heroin Mor-
phine

Street 
methadone

Amphet-
amines

Benzodi-
azepines

Ecstasy Hallucin-
ogen

Inhalants

Males:

Mean 14.5 1.5 10.3 5.2 2.2 6.9* 4.1 1.4 1.3 8.3

Standard  
deviation

(12.2) (3.5) (11.8) (8.6) (4.4) (9.7) (7.8) (3.4) (4.6) (11.5)*

Females:

Mean 12.5 0.8 12.6 5.6 3.3 9.2* 6.6 0.8 1.3 19.4

Standard 
deviation

(11.1) (2.1) (12.5) (9.9) (5.9) (10.9) (10.1) (1.1) (2.8) (11.4)*

n 776 137 264 165 54 597 170 305 48 46

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes:  
a Data pertain only to those Queensland detainees who reported consumption in the preceding 30 days. 
b n = 1191 
* p < .05

•

•

•

•



80 DRUGS AND CRIME: TRENDS AMONG WATCH-HOUSE DETAINEES

Males and females did not significantly differ on mean use in the preceding 30 days for 
cannabis, cocaine, heroin, morphine, street methadone, benzodiazepines, ecstasy or 
hallucinogens. A possible reason why gender differences were not detected for street 
methadone and hallucinogens could be the small sample sizes (street methadone: male n = 41, 
female n = 13; hallucinogens: male n = 42, female n = 6). The larger the sample size, the more 
likely it is that a significant difference, if it exists, will be found.

Table 4.4 shows the relationship between detainees’ age and frequency of drug use in the 
30 days preceding interview. The following significant relationships were found:

�Age was negatively associated with frequency of cannabis use (r = –.10), ecstasy use  
(r = –.12) and inhalant use (r = –.50) in the preceding 30 days. As detainees’ age increased, 
the frequency of cannabis use, ecstasy use and inhalant use decreased.
�Age was positively associated with frequency of amphetamine use in the preceding 
30 days (r = +.10). As detainee age increased, so too did the frequency of amphetamine 
use.

A possible explanation for the lack of relationship between detainees’ age and frequency of 
hallucinogen and inhalant use in the preceding 30 days could be that the sample sizes were 
too small to be able to detect a relationship (hallucinogens, n = 48; inhalants, n = 46). The 
general rule of thumb is that no correlation is possible for fewer than 50 participants.

Table 4.4: Correlation (r) between Queensland detainees’ age and frequency of drug use in  
the preceding 30 days, 2004–05

Correlation (r) between age and frequency of drug use 

Cannabis Cocaine Heroin Morphine Street 
metha-
done

Amphet-
amine

Benzo-
diazepine

Ecstasy Hallucin-
ogen

Inhalants

Age –.10* .14 .02 .02 –.05 .14* .12 –.12* –.02 –.50

n 776 137 264 165 54 597 170 305 48 46

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

	 *p < .05

One-way ANOVAs were performed to determine whether there were any differences in the 
frequency of drug use of Queensland detainees in the preceding 30 days by age. The following 
significant differences were observed:

The mean number of times cannabis was used in the 30 days before interview was higher 
for detainees aged 18–23 years (16.5 times) than for those aged 24–29 years (13.2 times) 
and 36 years and over (11.7 times; F test = p < .001).
The mean number of times inhalants were used in the 30 days before interview was higher 
for detainees aged 17 years and under (18.3 times) than for those aged 24–29 years  
(2.3 times; F test = p < .004).
The mean number of times amphetamines were used in the 30 days before interview  
was lower for detainees aged 18–23 years (5.4 times) than for those aged 30–35 years  
(8.6 times) or 36 years and over (9.1 times; F test = p < .006).

A series of two (gender) by four (age group) analyses of variance was conducted to determine 
whether use of drugs in the preceding 30 days illustrated an interactive effect between age 
and gender. The only statistically significant interaction found was for the use of heroin in 
the preceding 30 days. There was little difference between males and females aged 18–23 
years in the number of times heroin was used in the 30 days before interview. However, for 
detainees aged 24–29 years, females (18.4 times) showed a much higher use of heroin in the 
past 30 days than males (12.0 times). This pattern was reversed for detainees aged 36 years 
and over, with males (10.8 times) displaying a much higher rate of heroin use in the preceding 
30 days than females (4.9 times). (See Figure 4.15, facing page.)
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Figure 4.15: Mean number of days on which Queensland detainees had used heroin in the preceding  
30 days, by gender and age, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: n = 264

Figure 4.16 shows the pattern of drug use in Queensland from 1999–2000 to 2004–05 in the 
30 days preceding interview. The analysis revealed the following significant changes:

The mean number of days on which amphetamines were used by detainees in the 30 days 
preceding the interview was significantly higher in 2003–04 (8.9 times) than in 1999–2000 
(6.5 times). 
Differences also existed in the mean number of times heroin was used in the preceding 
30 days (F test = p < .009]. In 2001–02, a lower proportion of detainees than in any of the 
other years reported consuming heroin in the 30 days preceding interview. This is likely to 
be associated with the rapid and dramatic reduction in the heroin supply in Australia in 
early 2001 (Degenhardt et al. 2005). As a result of this shortage the price of heroin rose, 
while the purity, consumption and expenditure on it declined (Weatherburn et al. 2003). 

Figure 4.16: Mean use of drugs in preceding 30 days for Queensland detainees reporting  
consumption in the preceding 12 months by drug type, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Note: Data not available from 1999 to 2005 for morphine and inhalants.
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Figure 4.17 shows comparisons between states on the mean number of times each drug was 
used in the 30 days before interview. Significant state differences were observed for detainees’ 
mean use of cocaine, cannabis, heroin and amphetamines:

New South Wales detainees recorded a higher mean rate of cocaine use in the preceding 
30 days (3.9 times) than those in Queensland (1.4 times) and South Australia  
(F test = p < .001).
Queensland (10.8 times) and New South Wales (13.8 times) detainees recorded higher mean 
rates of heroin use in the preceding 30 days than those in Western Australia (6.8 times) 
and South Australia (7.1 times; F test = p < .001).
New South Wales detainees recorded a lower mean rate of amphetamine use in the 
preceding 30 days (3.9 times) than those in Queensland (7.4 times), Western Australia 
(8.5 times) and South Australia (8.2 times; F test = p < .001).
New South Wales detainees recorded a lower mean rate of cannabis use in the preceding 
30 days (11.8 times) than those in Queensland (14.2 times), Western Australia (16.0 times) 
and South Australia (17.4 times). South Australia’s mean frequency of cannabis use was 
higher than Queensland’s (F test = p < .001).

Figure 4.17: Mean use of drugs in the preceding 30 days by state, 2004–05

M
ea

n 
no

. 
of

 t
im

es
 d

ru
g 

us
ed

in
 p

re
ce

di
ng

 3
0

 d
ay

s

Drug category

0

6

2

10

20

14

4

8

16

18

12

Ca
nn

ab
is

Hero
in

St
ree

t m
eth

ad
on

e

Morp
hin

e

Am
ph

eta
mine

s

Ben
zo

dia
ze

pin
es

Co
ca

ine

Inh
ala

nts

Hall
uc

ino
ge

ns

Ec
sta

sy

Qld
(n = 1191)
NSW
(n = 750)
WA
(n = 630)
SA
(n = 1194)

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: Data only pertain to detainees reporting consumption in the preceding 30 days.

Table 4.5 (facing page) shows the correlations between the number of days on which 
detainees consumed different drugs in the 30 days preceding interview and the different drug 
types (cannabis, cocaine, heroin, morphine, street methadone, amphetamines, 
benzodiazepines, ecstasy, hallucinogens and inhalants). The following significant relationships 
were found:

�There was a strong positive relationship between heroin and cocaine use (r = .62). The 
more times a detainee had consumed cocaine in the preceding 30 days, the more times 
they had also consumed heroin (and vice versa).
�There was a strong positive relationship between cocaine and hallucinogen use (r = .63). 
The more times a detainee had consumed cocaine in the preceding 30 days, the more times 
they had also consumed hallucinogens (and vice versa).
�There was a strong positive relationship between amphetamine and benzodiazepine use  
(r = .64) and between amphetamine and ecstasy use (r = .62). The more times a detainee 
had consumed amphetamines in the preceding 30 days, the more times they had also 
consumed benzodiazepines or ecstasy (and vice versa).
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These findings describe multiple drug use. It may be that multiple drug use more powerfully 
explains the nexus between drug use and crime than specific types of drugs and specific types 
of offences. Multiple drug use may have a direct interactive or additive effect on judgment or 
behaviour, and an amplifying effect of involvement in drug use on offending or vice versa 
(Bennett & Holloway 2005).

Table 4.5: Correlations between the numbers of days Queensland detainees used different types of drugs  
in the preceding 30 days, 2004–05

Cocaine Heroin Amphetamines Benzodiazepines Ecstasy Hallucinogens

Cocaine 1

Heroin .62* 1

Amphetamines .59 .37 1

Benzodiazepines .22 .23 .64* 1

Ecstasy .04 –.16 .62* .58 1

Hallucinogens .63* .26 .57 .29 .26 1

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

	 *p < .05

Injecting drug use

Injecting drug use in the 12 months preceding interview
Figure 4.18 shows, among the entire sample of detainees, the proportions of users of each 
drug who had injected those drugs in the 12 months preceding their arrest. 

It is important to note that injecting drug users form only a relatively small proportion, 
overall, of the detainees participating in the study. Nevertheless, the injecting behaviour of 
some detainees, especially among amphetamine (36.9% of all detainees) and heroin (20.7% of 
all detainees) users, may create substantial problems for watch-house staff.

Figure 4.18: Profile of Queensland detainees’ illicit drug use in the 12 months preceding  
interview, 2004–05
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Looking more closely at the prevalence of injection among users of each drug type, it is clear 
that most heroin (93.2%) users had injected in the preceding 12 months. Similarly, high 
proportions of morphine (78.9%) and amphetamine (73.6%) users had injected in the 
preceding 12 months. On the other hand, only about one-third (34.3%) of cocaine users and 
very few users of benzodiazepines, ecstasy or hallucinogens had injected in the preceding 
12 months (see Figure 4.19).

Figure 4.19: Proportion of Queensland detainees who had used illicit substances, who had injected in the 
12 months preceding their arrest, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: n = 959

Figure 4.20 (facing page) shows the percentage of Queensland detainees who had used illicit 
substances who had injected in the preceding 12 months by drug type and gender.

More males than females who had used benzodiazepines (males 9.8%; females 5.3%) and 
hallucinogens (males 9.5%; females 0.0%) reported injecting in the preceding 12 months. 
Substantially more females than males who had used cocaine reported injecting (females 
40%; males 32.7%) in the preceding 12 months, as did users of heroin (females 100%; 
males 91%), amphetamine (females 84.1%; males 70.8%) and ecstasy (females 23.9%; 
males 13.8%). These findings are inconsistent with the NDSHS findings (AIHW 2005) 
where males were found to be more likely than females to have injected these drugs in the 
preceding 12 months. The possible links between injecting drug behaviour and criminal 
behaviour in females, in particular, may therefore be worthy of further investigation.
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Figure 4.20: Proportion of Queensland detainees who had used illicit substances, who had injected in the 
12 months preceding their arrest, by drug type and gender, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes:
a	 Caution needs to be taken in interpreting methadone, hallucinogens and benzodiazepines, due to the small sample sizes 

for female detainees.
b	 Males: cocaine, n = 35; heroin, n = 182; morphine, n = 95; street methadone, n = 22; amphetamines, n = 334, 

benzodiazepine, n = 13
	F emales: cocaine, n = 12; heroin, n = 64; morphine, n = 36; street methadone, n = 7; amphetamines, n = 106; 

benzodiazepines, n = 2

Figure 4.21 (next page) shows, among Queensland drug using detainees, the proportions who 
had injected illicit substances in the 12 months preceding interview between 1999–2000 and 
2004–05:

Approximately three-quarters of the detainees who had used methadone had injected in 
the preceding 12 months in 1999–2000 (79.2%) and in 2001–02 (77.8%). Significantly 
fewer had done so by 2004–05 (53.7%).
The proportion of detainees who had used benzodiazepines who had injected in the 
preceding 12 months steadily increased from 1999–2000 (12.8%) to 2001–02 (33.3%) and 
subsequently declined to less than 10 per cent (8.8%) in 2004–05.
From 1999–2000 (14.6%) to 2000–01 (31.6%), the proportion of detainees who had used 
ecstasy who had injected in the preceding 12 months more than doubled. After 2001–02 
(when the proportion was 26.5%), there was a steady decline in the proportion of detainees 
who had used ecstasy who had injected in the preceding 12 months.
A particularly low proportion of detainees who had used hallucinogens had injected in the 
preceding 12 months in 2002–03 (3.3%).
A particularly high proportion of detainees who had used cocaine had injected in the 
preceding 12 months (52.5%) in 2000–01.
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Figure 4.21: Proportion of Queensland detainees who had used illicit substances, who had injected in the 
12 months preceding their arrest, by drug type, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Figure 4.22 makes state comparisons in the injecting behaviour of detainees who had used 
illicit substances:

Among the users of each substance, New South Wales recorded considerably lower rates of 
detainees injecting ecstasy (5.6%), amphetamine (47.2%), morphine (58.6%) and heroin 
(76.5%) in the preceding 12 months than the other states, but a particularly high rate of 
detainees injecting methadone (67.9%).
Queensland and New South Wales recorded much higher rates of cocaine users who had 
injected (34.3% and 36.4% respectively) in the previous 12 months than South Australia 
(29.3%) and Western Australia (24.6%).
New South Wales (14.3%) and South Australia (12.7%) recorded much higher rates of 
injecting behaviour in the previous 12 months among hallucinogen users than Queensland 
(8.3%) and Western Australia (6.9%).

Figure 4.22: Proportion of detainees who had used illicit substances who had injected in the 12 months 
preceding their arrest, by drug type and state, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].
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Injecting drug use in the 30 days preceding interview
Detainees who had (a) reported using various illicit substances and (b) had injected them in 
the preceding 12 months were asked whether or not they had injected them in the 30 days 
preceding interview. Figure 4.23 shows the proportions who had done so in 2004–05, again in 
the context of all of the detainees participating in the study. Overall, amphetamine (29%) and 
heroin (16%) were again the substances most likely to have been injected during that period.

Figure 4.23: Proportion of all Queensland detainees who had injected illicit substances in the 30 days 
preceding arrest, 2004–05
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Looking more closely at the recent injecting behaviour of detainees who had injected in the 
past 12 months by specific drug types, Figure 4.24 (next page) shows:

Compared to other injecting drug users, amphetamine (77%) and heroin (76.8%) users were 
the most likely to have injected in the 30 days preceding their arrest. These results possibly 
reflect the findings of other studies. For example, according to the 2004 NDSHS, 
amphetamine was the most common drug first injected by injecting drug users (AIHW 
2005). And, according to the IDRS, heroin was the drug most often injected in the 
preceding month by injecting drug users in Queensland (43%), closely followed by 
methamphetamine (38%) (Stafford et al. 2005).
About two-thirds (65.6%) of injecting morphine users had injected in the preceding 
30 days.
There were relatively high proportions of injecting cocaine (41.3%) and street methadone 
(48.3%) who had injected in the preceding 30 days.

•

•

•



88 DRUGS AND CRIME: TRENDS AMONG WATCH-HOUSE DETAINEES

Figure 4.24: Proportion of Queensland detainees who had injected illicit substances in the 12 months 
preceding their arrest who had also injected in the preceding 30 days, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Frequency of injecting drug use
Figure 4.25 shows how often, on average, Queensland detainees who reported injecting drugs 
in the preceding 12 months had injected those drugs in the preceding 30 days:

Compared with other drugs, heroin (34 times, on average) and amphetamine (25 times, on 
average) had been injected most often in the preceding 30 days.
No gender or age differences were found among the frequencies with which various drugs 
had been injected in the preceding 30 days.

Figure 4.25: Frequency of injection in the 30 days preceding interview among Queensland detainees who 
had injected in the preceding 12 months by drug type, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].
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Figure 4.26 shows the mean number of times Queensland detainees who reported injecting 
drugs in the preceding 12 months had injected those drugs in the preceding 30 days by drug 
type over time (1999–2000 to 2004–05). The following significant differences were found:

In 2001–02, there was a significant peak in the mean number of times (35.8) detainees had 
injected amphetamine in the preceding 30 days compared to 1999–2000 (20.4 times), 
2000–01 (20.2 times) and 2004–05 (24.7 times; F test = p < .006].
There was a significant peak in the mean number of times detainees had injected  
ecstasy in the preceding 30 days in 1999–2000 (7.5 times) compared to all other years  
(F test = p < .02).

Figure 4.26: Frequency of injecting in the 30 days preceding interview among Queensland detainees who 
had injected in the preceding 12 months by year, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: It was not possible to perform a similar comparison for hallucinogens because of the small sample size (n = 31); 
neither could changes be assessed for morphine, because data were not available for all years.

Figure 4.27 (next page) compares the frequency of injecting behaviour across states. For each 
drug, it shows the mean number of times that detainees who reported injecting the drug in 
the preceding 12 months had injected in the preceding 30 days. The following significant 
differences were found:

For cocaine, New South Wales detainees recorded much higher use (32.4 times, on 
average) in the past 30 days than detainees from Queensland (2.4 times, on average), 
Western Australia (1.5 times, on average) and South Australia (1.2 times on average;  
F test = p < .001).
For heroin, there were no differences between the means for Queensland (33.9 times) and 
New South Wales (38.8 times) detainees. Western Australian (20.7 times) and South 
Australian (13.7 times) detainees recorded much lower means of heroin injection. This may 
partly be explained by the fact that the median price of heroin per gram in South 
Australia ($320) and Western Australia ($500) at that time was higher than the median 
price in New South Wales ($300) (Stafford et al. 2005). Furthermore, the median purity of 
heroin was lower in South Australia (25%) and Western Australia (25%) than in New 
South Wales (30.5%) and Queensland (28%) (Stafford et al. 2005).
The mean use of amphetamine in the preceding 30 days was lower for New South Wales 
detainees (10.7 times) than for Queensland (24.7 times) and South Australian detainees 
(24.1 times; F test = p < .03).
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Figure 4.27: Frequency of injection in the 30 days preceding interview among detainees who had injected in 
the previous 12 months: state comparisons, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes: 
a Sample size too small for analyses of hallucinogens (Qld, n = 4; NSW, n = 1, WA, n = 2; SA, n = 10) 
b One-way ANOVA not performed for benzodiazepines due to very small sample sizes for NSW (n = 7) and WA (n = 4).

Use of prescription medications
In addition to being asked about their use of illicit substances, detainees were asked about 
their use of prescription medications in the fortnight before their interview. Figure 4.28 
(facing page) shows Queensland detainees’ use of prescription medications in 2004–05.

More than half of the female detainees (58.2%) reported using prescription medications 
during the preceding fortnight, compared with less than half of male detainees (44.3%). 
This gender difference was statistically significant (c² = p < .001), and was most 
pronounced for detainees 24–29 years old (45.3% of males; 67.3% of females). 
There were significant age differences in medication use (c² = p < .001], with medication 
use increasing as age increased. 

Both findings are consistent with numerous research studies that have identified that females 
and older people use more prescribed medicines than males or younger people (Bernstein, 
Folkman & Lazarus 1989; Callaghan & Cunningham 2002; Simoni-Wastila, Ritter & Strickler 
2004; Wilcox, Himmelstein & Woolhandler 1994).

Figure 4.29 (facing page) shows reported medication use by Queensland detainees over time 
(2000–01 to 2004–05) and Figure 4.30 (facing page) shows prescription medication use by 
state (2004–05):

Medication use in Queensland did not differ significantly over time (c² = n.s.).
Medication use did not differ by state (c² = n.s.).
Over time, Queensland female detainees were consistently more likely than males to report 
having taken medication(s) in the preceding fortnight.
Over time, Queensland male detainees’ use of medication in the fortnight preceding 
interview has remained relatively stable since 2000–01 (less than 4.0 % difference across 
the years). Female detainees’ use of prescription medication(s), on the other hand, 
increased by 23.5 percentage points between 2000–01 (45.0%) and 2001–02 (68.5%), then 
remained relatively steady up to and including 2004–05 (64.4%); nevertheless, the change 
was not significant overall. 
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Figure 4.28: Proportion of Queensland detainees who had taken prescription medications during the 
preceding fortnight by age and gender, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes:  
a n = 1156 
b The sample size for females aged 17 years and under was too small for analysis (n = 4).

Figure 4.29: Proportion of Queensland detainees who had taken prescription medications during the 
preceding fortnight by gender and year, 2000–01 to 2004–05
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Note: No data available for 1999.

Figure 4.30: Proportions of detainees who had taken prescription medications during the preceding fortnight 
by state, 2004–05
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Motivations for using, and dependence on,  
illicit substances 

Detainees who admitted using drugs in the preceding 12 months were asked to indicate 
whether they used illegal drugs to relieve feelings of unhappiness, anger and/or boredom 
(Figure 4.31). Across all of the four states participating, approximately 70 per cent of 
detainees admitted to consuming illegal drugs for the purpose of ameliorating feelings of 
unhappiness, anger and/or boredom. This finding supports Wills and Shiffman’s (1985) stress 
coping model and Khantzian’s (1997) self-medication model of substance abuse, where drugs 
are considered to serve a coping function through mood control. This is also consistent with 
the fact that nicotine smokers constantly report that they smoke more when they are stressed, 
angry, anxious or sad, and they anticipate that smoking will improve these negative moods 
(Kassel, Stroud & Paronis 2003).

Detainees were also asked to indicate whether they felt that they had spent more time than 
they intended using illegal drugs (Figure 4.32). Over half (55.0%) of the Queensland detainees 
felt that they were spending more time using illegal drugs than they had initially intended. 
This finding was fairly consistent across the states.

Figure 4.31: Proportion of detainees using illegal drugs to alleviate negative feelings, by state, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Figure 4.32: Proportion of detainees spending more time than intended using illegal drugs, by state,  
2004–05
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Detainees were asked whether they considered themselves dependent on various drugs.  
As can be seen in Figure 4.33:

about half of the detainees (50.4%) classified themselves as dependent on heroin, and 
about a third (30.5%) classified themselves as dependent on cannabis
about a quarter of the detainees classified themselves as dependent on morphine (27.9%), 
amphetamines (23.4%) and/or benzodiazepines (25.7%)
very few detainees classified themselves as dependent on cocaine (2.9%) or ecstasy (2.6%)
females reported higher levels of dependence on cocaine (10.0%), heroin (54.7%), 
amphetamines (34.1%) and benzodiazepines (36.8%) than males (0.9%, 49.0%, 20.6% and 
22.6% respectively).

Figure 4.33: Proportion of Queensland detainees self-identifying as dependent by drug, 2004–05 
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: Due to small total sample sizes for females for street methadone (n = 13), hallucinogens (n = 6) and inhalants  
(n = 6), gender comparisons were not performed for these drugs.

When state comparisons were made on the number of detainees dependent on the various 
drug types (Figure 4.34, next page), the following conclusions were drawn:

Self-classified dependence on cannabis was highest in Western Australia (41.9%) and 
lowest in New South Wales (30.5%).
Self-classified dependence on heroin was highest in New South Wales (65.4%). This is 
consistent with the finding that New South Wales has the largest heroin market in 
Australia — it is estimated that about half of all dependent opioid users in Australia reside 
in New South Wales (Degenhardt et al. 2005). South Australia recorded the lowest 
proportion of heroin-dependent detainees (40.4%); this is consistent with the fact that the 
South Australian heroin market is smaller than that of New South Wales and depends for 
its supplies on the Sydney and Melbourne markets (Degenhardt et al. 2005).
Self-classified amphetamine dependency was highest in South Australia (33.9%) — which 
is not surprising, given that South Australia is known to have a well-established 
amphetamine market (Degenhardt et al. 2005). Self-classified amphetamine dependence 
was lowest in New South Wales (14.7%).
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Figure 4.34: Proportion of dependent detainees by drug and state, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Table 4.6 shows the proportions of detainees who self-classified as dependent on particular 
drugs by the nature of the offence for which they were detained. Nearly one-fifth of detainees 
who self-classified as dependent on cannabis (17.5%) or morphine (17.6%) were charged with 
a violent offence. Just over one-fifth (22.1%) of detainees who self-classified as dependent on 
amphetamines were charged with a drug offence. It was also found that: 

detainees who self-classified as dependent on cannabis (17.5%) or morphine (17.6%) were 
approximately twice as likely to be charged with a violent offence as detainees dependent 
on amphetamines (8.0%) or benzodiazepines (8.8%)
detainees who self-classified as dependent on morphine (8.8%) or benzodiazepines (8.8%) 
were twice as likely to be charged with a property offence as detainees dependent on 
amphetamines (4.4%)
detainees who self-classified as dependent on amphetamines (22.1%) were twice as likely 
to be charged with a drug offence as detainees dependent on cannabis (11.6%) or 
morphine (11.8%), and 2.5 times more likely than detainees dependent on heroin (8.8%).

Table 4.6: Proportion of detainees self-identifying as dependent on drugs by type of offence, 2004–05

Drug type Type of offence (%)

Violent Property Drug Other Total

Cannabis 17.5 4.8 11.6 66.1 100

Heroin 12.1 6.6 8.8 72.5 100

Amphetamine 8.0 4.4 22.1 65.5 100

Morphine 17.6 8.8 11.8 61.8 100

Benzodiazepine 8.8 8.8 17.6 64.7 100

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes: 
a Cannabis, n = 189; heroin, n = 91; amphetamines, n = 74; morphine, n = 34; benzodiazepines, n = 34.  
b Sample sizes were too small for cocaine (n = 3), street methadone (n = 6), ecstasy (n = 8), hallucinogens (n = 1)  
   or inhalants (n = 11) to be included in the analysis.
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In 2003–04 and 2004–05, detainees were asked whether they wanted to reduce their 
consumption of illegal drugs. Figure 4.35 shows that detainees’ desire to reduce their use of 
illicit drugs was consistent across the states, with over 65 per cent wanting to do so. 

Between 2003–04 and 2004–05 there was an increase of about 5 percentage points (from 
65.2% in 2003–04, on average, to 69.8% in 2004–05, on average) in the proportion of 
detainees stating that they would like to reduce their consumption of illegal drugs. A desire to 
reduce consumption may be a useful first step for seeking treatment. Detainees’ participation 
in various treatment programs is described in Chapter 6. 

Figure 4.35: Proportion of drug-using detainees who wanted to reduce consumption of illegal drugs, 
by state, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Chapter summary
This chapter has revealed a number of interesting findings about the past and current 
drug use of a sample of watch-house detainees. This information may be useful for 
watch-house managers, law enforcement agencies and health service providers, as well 
as for policy development and potential treatment opportunities. For example:

The prevalence of illicit drug use among watch-house detainees appears to be much 
higher than in other samples studied — and this is the case for both recent use and 
having ever tried illicit substances. Indeed, the prevalence of drug use in this sample 
was consistently shown to be higher (between 5-fold and 8-fold) than in general 
population samples. The prevalence was higher, even, than in study samples where 
high prevalence rates would be expected, such as hospital emergency departments  
(e.g. the PADIE study), where it is well known that drug use can lead to accidents 
and injuries, thereby enhancing eligibility for inclusion in hospital research studies 
that assess levels of drug use.

Some of the gender findings are particularly interesting, especially regarding female 
detainees. For example, females were more likely than the males in this sample to 
report that they had used heroin, morphine and cocaine at some stage in their lives, 
as well as to report more recent use of amphetamines and inhalants and the injection 
of cocaine and amphetamines. These findings are generally inconsistent with general 
population findings (e.g. AIHW 2005). The possible links between illicit drug use and 
criminal behaviour in females, in particular, may therefore warrant further 
investigation. 
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While the overall prevalence of illicit drug use in this sample reinforced the typical age 
profile of drug users (i.e. generally, greater prevalence among younger people), some 
interesting interactions between gender and age were shown, which again 
demonstrated the predominance of drug use among females of certain ages in this 
sample.  

While the youngest average age for initiation for any drug was demonstrated for 
cannabis (which is consistent with prior research), early initiation to inhalants 
appears to be a growing problem.

Some interesting changes in drug use over time were shown, as well as clear 
differences between states in the availability of various drugs. Some of these can be 
related to anecdotal or law enforcement information about changing drug markets  
(e.g. the heroin drought in 2001) and differing drug markets in different places  
(e.g. the relative availability of cocaine in NSW compared to other states). The 
predominance of the use of morphine, street methadone, benzodiazepines, inhalants, 
cannabis, heroin and/or amphetamines (rather than ecstasy, cocaine and/or 
hallucinogens) in the 30 days preceding interview illustrates some of the possible 
current links between specific illicit drugs and criminal activity. However, the reader 
needs to be mindful of the various state differences (such as the high level of cocaine 
use in NSW). 

Some interesting relationships were observed between detainees’ age of first use of 
drugs such as cannabis, inhalants and amphetamines and age of first arrest. These 
findings point the way to potential early intervention opportunities.  

Strong positive relationships with the simultaneous use of various drugs such as 
heroin and cocaine, cocaine and hallucinogens, amphetamines and benzodiazepines, 
and amphetamines and ecstasy suggest that multiple drug use may contribute 
considerably to the nexus between drug use and crime, amplifying the effects of drug 
use on offending, or vice versa.

Heroin was shown to be the most prevalent drug, by far, to have been injected in the 
preceding 12 months, although morphine and amphetamines were also prevalent. 
Heroin (followed by amphetamines) had also been injected more frequently in the 
preceding 30 days among this sample than had many of the other illicit substances. 

Most of the detainees (70.0%) admitted to consuming illegal drugs to ameliorate 
feelings of unhappiness, anger and/or boredom, almost half felt they had used drugs 
too frequently, and many thought they were dependent on various drugs. Some links 
between specific drug dependencies and different offences were also noted. Again, 
this information may be useful for early intervention purposes.
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5
Self-reported drug use: methods used  
to obtain illicit substances

Detainees who reported that they had used illegal drugs in either the 30 days or the 
12 months preceding their interview were asked several questions about how they had 
paid for the drugs, how they had made contact with the dealers, where the drugs had 
been obtained and whether they had purchased the drugs in their own suburb. Various 
methods of payment for illicit drugs were identified. These included: cash; producing or 
transporting drugs; buying drugs on credit; trading drugs for other drugs; property; 
merchandise or sex; stealing drugs; receiving drugs as a gift; or by some ‘other’ means. 

They were also asked about the risks they perceived to be associated with purchasing 
and selling illicit substances in their own suburb. This chapter documents the detainees’ 
responses to these questions.

Purchasing drugs with cash
On average, just over one-third of detainees paid cash for their drugs: in 2004–05, for 
example, 36.5 per cent of detainees who bought drugs in the 30 days preceding their 
interview, paid cash. However, there were some differences between the types of drugs 
purchased and over time (1999–2000 to 2004–05) in the way payments were made. For 
example, Figure 5.1 shows the proportions of detainees who reported buying drugs in  
2004–05 with or without cash in the preceding 30 days, by drug type. Heroin users were  
more likely to pay cash for their drugs than the users of any of the other drug types.

Figure 5.1: Proportion of Queensland detainees who obtained drugs in the preceding 30 days by method of 
payment (cash vs. other) and drug type, 2004–05
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When comparisons were made of drug-purchasing behaviour in the 30 days preceding 
interview over the period 1999–2000 to 2004–05 (Figure 5.2), the profiles identified above for 
each drug type remained the same, but across time fewer users in 2004—05 of all drug types 
paid cash than in 1999–2000. Payment methods, other than by cash, are discussed in detail 
later in this chapter.

Figure 5.2: Proportion of Queensland detainees buying drugs with cash in the preceding 30 days by year, 
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes:  
1999–2000: cannabis, n = 376; cocaine, n = 30; heroin, n = 102; amphetamines, n = 194 
2000–01: cannabis, n = 269; cocaine, n = 25; heroin, n = 91; amphetamines, n = 130 
2001–02: cannabis, n = 395; cocaine, n = 43; heroin, n = 113; amphetamines, n = 257 
2002–03: cannabis, n = 729; cocaine, n = 46; heroin, n = 81; amphetamines, n = 481 
2003–04: cannabis, n = 657; cocaine, n = 30; heroin, n = 208; amphetamines, n = 427 
2004–05: cannabis, n = 676; cocaine, n = 50; heroin, n = 198; amphetamines, n = 416.

When state comparisons were made on the proportion of detainees who reported buying 
drugs with or without cash in the preceding 30 days (Figure 5.3, facing page), the profile for 
purchasing cannabis, heroin and amphetamines was largely the same around the country. 
However, some differences were noted for cocaine, with users in Western Australia and South 
Australia less likely to pay cash than those in Queensland and New South Wales.
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Figure 5.3: Proportion of detainees buying drugs with cash in the preceding 30 days by state, 2004–05

Drug type
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes: 
Qld: cannabis, n = 676; cocaine, n = 50; heroin, n = 198; amphetamines, n = 416 
NSW: cannabis, n = 309; cocaine, n = 57; heroin, n = 112; amphetamines, n = 111 
WA: cannabis, n = 412; cocaine, n = 18; heroin, n = 56; amphetamines, n = 296 
SA: cannabis, n = 801; cocaine, n = 40; heroin, n = 109; amphetamines, n = 482.

Methods of contacting dealers
Figures 5.4–5.7, following, show the method of contact with dealers the last time that 
Queensland detainees purchased cannabis, cocaine, heroin and amphetamines with cash in the 
preceding 30 days by year. Telephone appears to have been the primary mode of contact for 
obtaining all drugs, but the extent to which this occurred varied by drug type. For example, 
telephone contact accounted for about 75 per cent of the cash purchases for heroin but much 
less (about 40.0%) for cash purchases of cannabis and cocaine. The relevant data for each 
drug are discussed below.

According to May and Hough (2001), until the mid-1990s, open street-based markets tended 
to operate in specific well-defined places. Increasingly, contact is now made by the buyer 
ringing the seller’s mobile telephone and making an appointment to meet at an arranged 
place. Mobile telephones have facilitated the shift from open markets to closed markets.

Cannabis
Figure 5.4 (next page) shows:

In 2004–05, the highest proportion of detainees (42.9%) reported having contacted the 
seller by telephone and the lowest proportion (7.3%) reported having been with the seller 
already. The latter is quite different to previous years, however, where 20–30 per cent of 
detainees, on average, reported being with the seller already. 
Detainees reporting that they had approached the seller in public to buy drugs for cash 
were more likely to do so in 1999–2000 (15.7%) and 2000–01 (16.0%); in 2001–02 the 
proportion dropped to less than half this amount (6.9%), but then increased again steadily 
to 2004–05 (13.7%). Overall, however, approaching sellers in public was not popular with 
detainees as a way of purchasing cannabis.

•

•



100 DRUGS AND CRIME: TRENDS AMONG WATCH-HOUSE DETAINEES

Figure 5.4: Method of contact the last time Queensland detainees had purchased cannabis with cash, 
1999–2000 to 2004–05

Method of contact

Telephone Visit house/flat Third partyApproach them in 
public

With them already

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f 
de

ta
in

ee
s

0

40

20

50

30

10

1999–2000
(n = 242)
2000–01
(n = 175)

2001–02
(n = 247)
2002–03
(n = 478)
2003–04
(n = 428)
2004–05
(n = 219)

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Cocaine
Figure 5.5 shows:

Cocaine was mostly sourced through contacting a supplier by telephone.
�The proportion of detainees who reported having already been with the seller peaked in 
2003–04 (38.9%).
�The proportion who reported visiting the seller’s house or flat peaked in 2004–05 (28.6%).

Figure 5.5: Method of contact the last time Queensland detainees purchased cocaine with cash,  
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Heroin
Figure 5.6 shows:

�Heroin was mostly sourced through contacting a supplier by telephone. This is consistent 
with the findings from the IDRS sample (Stafford et al. 2005), that most intravenous drug 
users reported scoring from a mobile dealer by calling the dealer and arranging to meet.
�There was a slight increase in 2001–02 in the number of detainees who reported sourcing 
heroin by visiting a house or flat (to 18.3%).
�There was a slight increase in 2002–03 in the number of detainees who reported sourcing 
heroin by already being with the seller.

Figure 5.6: Method of contact the last time Queensland detainees purchased heroin with cash,  
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Amphetamines
Figure 5.7 shows:

�As for cannabis, cocaine and heroin, amphetamines were mostly sourced through 
contacting a supplier by telephone.
�As for cannabis, in 2004–05 the highest proportion of detainees (60.8%) reported having 
contacted the seller by telephone and the lowest proportion reported having already been 
with the drug supplier (4.8%).
In 2002–03, there was a peak in the proportion of detainees purchasing amphetamines 
who had already been with the seller (38.2%).

Figure 5.7: Method of contact the last time Queensland detainees purchased amphetamines with cash, 
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

State comparisons
Table 5.1 (facing page) compares methods of contact by state for 2004–05:

�For cannabis, considerably more detainees in Queensland (42.9%) and New South Wales 
(45.8%) than in Western Australia (29.5%) and South Australia (29.8%) had contacted the 
seller by telephone. Conversely, more detainees in Western Australia (48.5%) and South 
Australia (41.8%) than in Queensland (30.6%) and New South Wales (27.1%) had contacted 
the seller by visiting a house or flat.
�For amphetamines, Queensland recorded the highest percentage of detainees who had 
contacted the seller by telephone (61.1%), and the lowest percentage who had contacted 
the seller through a third party (2.6%) or had already been with them (4.8%).
�For cocaine, considerably fewer detainees in South Australia than in the other states had 
contacted the seller by telephone (9.1%); and considerably more in South Australia had 
contacted the seller through a third party (27.3%) or were already with them (27.3%). 
Queensland recorded the highest percentage of detainees visiting a house/flat to purchase 
cocaine (28.6%) and the only state to report no detainees who were already with the seller.
�For heroin, Queensland recorded the highest percentage of detainees who had contacted 
the seller by telephone (74.7%). Substantially more detainees in Western Australia had 
visited a house or flat as the method of contact (42.1%).

•
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Table 5.1: Method of contact the last time detainees purchased drugs with cash in the preceding 30 days by 
state, 2004–05

Method of contact Type of drug

Cannabis Amphetamine

Qld NSW WA SA Qld NSW WA SA

n = 219 n = 177 n = 268 n = 443 n = 272 n = 65 n = 226 n = 296

Telephone 42.9 45.8 29.5 29.8 61.0 50.8 50.9 43.9

Visited house or flat 30.6 27.1 48.5 41.8 17.6 16.9 33.2 30.7

Approach in public 13.7 11.9 6.0 12.0 14.0 10.8 4.4 11.5

With them already 7.3 5.1 9.0 6.8 4.8 9.2 6.2 7.4

Through a third party 5.5 10.2 7.1 9.7 2.6 12.3 5.3 6.4

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Cocaine Heroin

Qld NSW WA SA Qld NSW WA SA

n = 21 n = 30 n = 10 n = 11 n = 154 n = 90 n = 38 n = 77

Telephone 42.8 66.7 60.0 9.1 74.7 72.2 55.3 62.3

Visited house or flat 28.6 16.7 10.0 18.2 11.7 10.0 42.1 26.0

Approach in public 14.3 10.0 0.0 18.2 7.8 14.4 0.0 6.5

With them already 14.3 3.3 20.0 27.3 2.6 0.0 0.0 1.3

Through a third party 0.0 3.3 10.0 27.3 3.2 3.3 2.6 3.9

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes: 
a Caution needs to be taken in interpreting results pertaining to method of contact for cocaine, due to small sample size. 
b Qld: cannabis n = 219; amphetamines n = 272; cocaine n = 154; heroin n = 154.

NSW: cannabis n =177; amphetamines n = 65; cocaine n =30; heroin n = 90.
WA: cannabis n =268; amphetamines n = 226; cocaine n =10; heroin n = 38.
SA: cannabis n = 443; amphetamines n = 296; cocaine n = 11; heroin n = 77.

Places where drugs were bought with cash
Figures 5.8–5.11, following, show the types of places where Queensland detainees reported 
last buying drugs (with cash) between 1999–2000 and 2004–05. There was considerable 
consistency in the places where most drugs (cannabis, cocaine and amphetamines) were 
bought — in a house or apartment — except for heroin, which was consistently more likely to 
be bought on the streets.  
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Cannabis
Figure 5.8 shows:

Across the years, detainees were most likely to report that they had last purchased 
cannabis at a house or apartment.
Purchasing cannabis as a home delivery was first recorded in 2003–04 (3.7%). By the 
following year this proportion had more than tripled (to 12.9%).

Figure 5.8: Type of place where Queensland detainees last purchased cannabis,  
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Cocaine
Figure 5.9 shows:

Over the entire period, most detainees last purchased cocaine in a house or apartment; but 
in 2000–01 there was an equal likelihood (40%) that they had purchased it in the street or 
in another outdoor area.
The proportion of detainees who had purchased cocaine in the street or another outdoor 
area steadily decreased from 1999–2000 (41.2%) to 2003–04 (22.2%), but then rose again 
in 2004–05 (33.3%).

Figure 5.9: Type of place where Queensland detainees last purchased cocaine,  
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].
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Heroin
Figure 5.10 shows:

Over the whole period, detainees were most likely to have last purchased heroin in the 
street or another outdoor area; the next most likely location was in a house or apartment.
Purchasing heroin as a home delivery was first recorded in 2003–04 (4.8%), and this 
occurred at a somewhat higher rate the following year (7.1%).

Figure 5.10: Type of place where Queensland detainees last purchased heroin,  
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Amphetamines
Figure 5.11 shows:

�Over the whole period, detainees were most likely to have last purchased amphetamines in a 
house or apartment, followed by the street or another outdoor area.
�Purchasing amphetamines as a home delivery was first recorded in 2003–04 (3.5%), and 
had tripled by the following year (10.5%).

Figure 5.11: Type of place where Queensland detainees last purchased amphetamines,  
1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].
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State comparisons
State comparisons were made on the type of place most detainees last purchased each drug 
(Figures 5.12–5.15, following).

Cannabis
Figure 5.12 shows:

�Considerably more detainees in Western Australia (73.8%) and South Australia (65.6%) 
than in Queensland (53.1%) and New South Wales (42.1%) last purchased cannabis from a 
house or apartment.
�More detainees in Queensland (25.9%) and New South Wales (33.9%) than Western 
Australia (16.6%) and South Australia (15.8%) last purchased cannabis on the street or 
from another outdoor area.

Figure 5.12: Type of place where detainees last purchased cannabis by state, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection 2004–05 [computer file].

Cocaine
Figure 5.13 (facing page) shows:

Over half of the Queensland (52.4%) and South Australian (54.5%) detainees reported 
purchasing cocaine from a house or apartment, compared with only a quarter of those in 
New South Wales (25.0%) and a fifth of those in Western Australia (20.0%).
No detainees in Queensland had purchased cocaine through home delivery, whereas 
approximately a fifth of detainees in New South Wales (18.8%) and Western Australia 
(20%), and about a tenth of detainees in South Australia (9.1%) had done so.
Half of the New South Wales detainees had purchased cocaine on the street or in another 
outdoor area, compared with 40 per cent of detainees in Western Australia, a third of 
Queensland detainees (33.3%) and less than a fifth (18.2%) of detainees in South Australia.
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Figure 5.13: Type of place where detainees last purchased cocaine by state, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: Caution needs to be taken in interpreting these findings, given the small sample size.

Heroin
Figure 5.14 shows:

�Substantially more detainees in Western Australia (61.5%) and South Australia (50%) than 
in Queensland (35.9%) and New South Wales (20.2%) purchased heroin in a house or 
apartment.
�More detainees in Queensland (51.7%) and New South Wales (51.7%) than in South 
Australia (34.6%) and Western Australia (20.5%) purchased heroin on the street or in 
another outdoor area. 

Figure 5.14: Type of place where detainees last purchased heroin by state, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].
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Amphetamines
Figure 5.15 shows:

�Western Australia (59.4%) and South Australia (57.8%) recorded more detainees 
purchasing amphetamines in a house or apartment than Queensland (44.9%) and New 
South Wales (41.4%).
�Queensland (31.5%) and New South Wales (38.6%) recorded more detainees purchasing 
amphetamines on the street or in another outdoor area than Western Australia (20.1%) and 
South Australia (19.3%).
�Queensland recorded the highest percentage of detainees purchasing amphetamines in a 
public place (13.0%), but this was still a relatively small proportion of purchases overall.

Figure 5.15: Type of place where detainees last purchased amphetamines by state, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Purchasing drugs in detainees’ own suburb
Figure 5.16 shows the percentages of detainees who purchased drugs with cash in their own 
suburb in the preceding 30 days:

�Since 1999–2000, there has been a decline in the proportion of detainees purchasing 
cannabis, heroin and/or amphetamines in their own suburb.
�Since 1999–2000 there has been an increase in the number of detainees purchasing 
cocaine in their own suburb (with the exception of 2003–04).

Figure 5.16: Proportion of Queensland detainees who purchased drugs with cash in their own suburb  
in the past 30 days, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].
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Figure 5.17 shows the state comparisons for the percentage of detainees who purchased drugs 
with cash in their own suburb:

Queensland recorded more detainees purchasing cocaine (33.3%) and heroin (37%) in their 
own suburb than the other states.
South Australia recorded more detainees than in the other states purchasing cannabis 
(53.1%) in their own suburb.

Figure 5.17: Proportion of detainees who purchased drugs in the past 30 days in their own suburb  
by state, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes: 
Caution should be taken in interpreting these findings, due to small sample sizes. 
Qld: cannabis, n = 204, cocaine, n = 7, heroin, n = 59, amphetamines, n = 117 
NSW: cannabis, n =89, cocaine, n = 9, heroin, n = 28, amphetamines, n = 29 
WA: cannabis, n = 135, cocaine, n = 2, heroin, n = 11, amphetamines, n = 97 
SA: cannabis, n =237, cocaine, n = 3, heroin, n = 28, amphetamines, n = 131.

Purchasing or obtaining drugs without cash
As discussed at the beginning of this chapter, few detainees used cash to buy drugs; other 
means were far more prevalent. Table 5.2 (next page) shows the ways in which Queensland 
detainees who had used drugs in the preceding 30 days acquired cannabis, cocaine, heroin 
and amphetamines without cash between 1999–2000 and 2004–05.

Averaging the percentages across the years, the most commonly reported method of obtaining 
cannabis, cocaine, heroin and amphetamines without paying cash was receiving it as a gift 
(cannabis 42.1%; cocaine 58.5%; heroin 44.6%; amphetamines 51.3%). The second most 
common means of obtaining these drugs without cash was through sharing them with 
someone (cannabis 37.9%; cocaine 27.4%; heroin 22.8%; amphetamines 26.9%). This finding 
is consistent with the notion of the gift economy, in which there is a norm of reciprocity for 
sharing drugs (Day, Woolcock & Weatherall 2003).

•

•
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Table 5.2: Means by which Queensland detainees reported obtaining drugs without cash, by drug type,  
1999–2000 to 2004–05 (percentages of those who had used drugs during the preceding 30 days)

Method of payment Cannabis (%)

1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 2003–04 2004–05

n = 206 n = 175 n = 292 n = 560 n = 472 n = 498

Produced drug 7.8 8.6 6.5 3.0 3.4 2.4

On credit 6.8 8.0 3.1 5.5 6.4 9.8

Traded other drugs 3.9 1.1 1.4 2.7 2.3 1.0

Traded property/merchandise 4.4 3.4 2.4 2.7 2.5 1.6

Transported drugs 0.5 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.0

Stole drug 2.4 1.7 0.7 1.1 1.1 1.0

Was shared 34.0 38.9 39.4 35.9 36.4 42.8
Traded sex 0.5 1.1 0.0 0.7 0.6 0.2

Received as a gift 38.8 36.6 44.2 47.1 46.0 39.6

Other 1.0 0.6 2.1 1.1 1.3 1.6

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

Method of payment Cocaine (%)

1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 2003–04 2004–05

n = 17 n = 13 n = 29 n = 28 n = 18 n = 30

Produced drug 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

On credit 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 5.6 3.3

Traded other drugs 5.9 0.0 0.0 7.1 11.1 6.7

Traded property/merchandise 0.0 0.0 3.4 3.6 0.0 3.3

Transported drugs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Stole drug 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Was shared 11.8 53.8 24.1 21.4 33.3 30.0

Traded sex 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Received as a gift 58.8 46.2 69.0 60.7 50.0 56.7

Other 17.6 0.0 3.4 3.6 0.0 0.0

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

Method of payment Heroin (%)

1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 2003–04 2004–05

n = 39 n = 39 n = 45 n = 146 n = 106 n = 85

Produced drug 5.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

On credit 5.1 12.8 4.4 13.7 15.1 10.6

Traded other drugs 5.1 0.0 6.7 4.8 6.6 5.9

Traded property/merchandise 17.9 20.5 2.2 3.4 8.5 8.2

Transported drugs 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.9 0.0

Stole drug 0.0 2.6 2.2 0.7 3.8 1.2

Was shared 35.9 25.6 35.6 17.8 17.0 24.7

Traded sex 2.6 0.0 0.0 1.4 3.8 1.2

Received as a gift 25.6 35.9 42.2 52.7 42.5 47.1

Other 2.6 2.6 6.7 3.4 1.9 1.2

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
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Method of payment Amphetamines (%)

1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 2003–04 2004–05

n = 98 n = 77 n = 154 n = 312 n = 253 n = 248

Produced drug 1.0 0.0 1.9 1.6 2.8 2.8

On credit 8.2 9.1 6.5 6.4 4.7 7.3

Traded other drugs 2.0 1.3 2.6 6.1 2.8 2.4

Traded property/merchandise 10.2 7.8 3.2 5.1 9.1 6.5

Transported drugs 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0

Stole drug 2.0 1.3 1.3 1.6 1.6 0.8

Was shared 28.6 31.2 29.9 26.9 20.9 25.8

Traded sex 0.0 1.3 0.0 1.6 0.4 1.2

Received as a gift 45.9 45.5 53.2 49.0 54.2 48

Other 1.0 2.6 1.3 1.6 2.8 5.2

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes: 
1	 Caution should be taken in interpreting findings, due to small sample sizes.
2	 All figures in this table exclude cash purchases. (These are discussed at the beginning of the chapter.) Overall, cash 

purchases accounted for about one-third of all payments for illicit drugs by detainees in the 30 days preceding their 
interview (although this method varied by drug type). Without reference to cash purchases, this table does not include 
all ways in which drugs were purchased or obtained in that time, therefore the percentages quoted above will 
significantly inflate their overall importance.

Gender comparisons
Table 5.3 makes gender comparisons on how detainees acquired cannabis, heroin and 
amphetamines in the preceding 30 days without cash.

Table 5.3: Means by which Queensland detainees obtained drugs without cash, by gender, 2004–05

Method of payment Cannabis (%) Heroin (%) Amphetamines (%)

Female Male Female Male Female Male

(n = 78) (n = 420) (n = 23) (n = 62) (n = 59) (n = 189)

Produced drug 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 1.7 3.2

On credit 6.4 10.5 13.0 9.7 0.0 9.5

Traded other drugs 0.0 1.2 8.7 4.8 3.4 2.1

Traded property/merchandise 0.0 1.9 4.3 9.7 6.8 6.3

Stole drug 0.0 1.2 0.0 1.6 1.7 0.5

Was shared 50.0 41.4 26.1 24.2 30.5 24.3

Traded sex 0.0 0.2 4.3 0.0 3.4 0.5

Received as gift 43.6 38.8 43.5 48.4 45.8 48.7

Other 0.0 1.9 0.0 1.6 6.8 4.8

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes:
1	 Caution should be taken in interpreting findings, due to small sample sizes.
2	S ample size for cocaine was too small for females to allow gender comparisons (n = 4).
3	 All figures in this table exclude cash purchases. (These are discussed at the beginning of the chapter.)
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Cannabis
�Somewhat more males (10.5%) than females (6.4%) obtained cannabis on credit.
�More females than males obtained cannabis through sharing with someone else (females 
50%; males 41.4%) or receiving cannabis as a gift (females 43.6%; males 38.8%).

Heroin
�More females obtained heroin on credit (13.0%), through trading other drugs (8.7%), 
sharing it with someone else (26.1%) or trading it for sex (4.3%), than did males.
�More males obtained heroin by trading property or merchandise (9.7%) and receiving it as 
a gift (48.8%) than did females.

Amphetamines
�More males obtained amphetamines by producing it (3.2%), receiving it on credit (9.5%) 
and receiving it as a gift (48.7%) than did females.
�More females obtained amphetamines by sharing it with someone else (30.5%) or trading 
it for sex (3.4%) than did males.

Perceived risks of buying and selling illicit drugs
Research indicates that perceived risk associated with law enforcement can be a key factor 
affecting which market drug users go to and how they use it (Edmunds, Hough & Urquia 
1996). Detainees were asked to indicate how risky they perceived drug dealing to be in the 
area in which they usually resided, regardless of whether they had actually used or sold drugs 
in this area in the past. Risk was defined as risk associated with being detected for these acts 
through police activities.

Figure 5.18 (facing page) shows the percentages of detainees who had used various drugs in 
the 12 months preceding their interview in 2004–05 and who reported that it was ‘very’ or 
‘somewhat’ risky to buy and/or sell various drugs in the area where they lived.

�Detainees felt that heroin was the most risky drug to sell (82.0%) or buy (69.3%) in the 
area in which they lived. This was closely followed by cocaine, which 80.9 per cent of the 
detainees felt was risky to sell and 67.4 per cent felt was risky to buy in the area in which 
they lived.
�Amphetamines came next, with just over three-quarters (78.5%) of the detainees feeling 
that it was risky to sell it in the area where they lived, and just under two-thirds (64.6%) 
feeling that it was risky to buy in the area where they lived.
�While about two-thirds (63.3%) of the detainees perceived it to be risky to sell cannabis in 
the area where they lived, under half (48.8%) thought it was risky to buy.

Figure 5.19 (facing page) shows the proportions of detainees, between 1999–2000 and 2004–
05, who had used drugs in the preceding 12 months and perceived it as risky to buy drugs in 
the area where they lived.

�Substantially higher proportions of detainees perceived it to be risky to buy heroin in 
2003–04 (85.4%) and 2004–05 (86.6%) than in other years, and the perceived risk in those 
years was far higher for heroin than for any other drug.
�The lowest proportions of detainees perceived it to be risky to buy cocaine in 1999–2000 
(57%) and in 2001–02 (62.1%).
�In all years, only about half of the detainees perceived cannabis as risky to buy, with 
fluctuations between a minimum of 41.8 per cent (2003–04) and a maximum of  
52.8 per cent (1999–2000).

•
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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Figure 5.18: Proportions of Queensland detainees who had used drugs in the 12 months preceding interview 
reporting it to be risky to buy and/or sell drugs in the area where they lived, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes: 
Risk of selling: cannabis, n = 617; cocaine, n = 708; heroin, n = 738; amphetamines, n = 736. 
Risk of buying: cannabis, n = 485; cocaine, n = 584; heroin, n = 615; amphetamines, n = 605.

Figure 5.19: Proportions of Queensland detainees who had used drugs in the 12 months preceding interview 
reporting it to be risky to buy drugs in the area where they lived, by drug type, 1999–2000 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes:  
1999–2000: cannabis, n = 162; cocaine, n= 166; heroin, n = 170; amphetamines, n = 168 
2000–01: cannabis, n = 142; cocaine, n = 124; heroin, n = 145; amphetamines, n = 155 
2001–02: cannabis, n = 154; cocaine, n = 162; heroin, n = 192; amphetamines, n = 256 
2002–03: cannabis, n = 471; cocaine, n = 592; heroin, n = 634; amphetamines, n = 594 
2003–04: cannabis, n = 392; cocaine, n = 557; heroin, n = 599; amphetamines, n = 547 
2004–05: cannabis, n = 485; cocaine, n = 584; heroin, n = 615; amphetamines, n = 605.
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Figure 5.20 shows the proportions of detainees who had consumed drugs during the  
preceding 12 months and perceived it as risky to sell drugs in the area where they lived, 
between 1999–2000 and 2004–05.

�In 2004–05 it was perceived by a slightly higher proportion of detainees than in other 
years (63.3%) to be risky to sell cannabis in the area where they lived.
�From 1999–2000 (67.6%) to 2004–05 (80.9%), there was an upward trend in the 
proportion of detainees who perceived it to be risky to sell cocaine in the area where 
they lived.
�In 2002–03 there was an increase in the proportion of detainees who perceived it to be 
risky to sell heroin (78.3%) or cocaine (78.6%) in the area where they lived, and these 
increases remained relatively stable to 2004–05 (heroin, 82%; cocaine, 80.9%). The 
patterns in perceived risk of selling heroin and cocaine were very similar throughout 
the period.
�A higher proportion of detainees perceived it to be risky to sell amphetamines in the area 
in which they lived in 2004–05 (78.5%) than in the other years.

Figure 5.20: Proportions of Queensland detainees who had used drugs in the 12 months preceding the 
interview reporting it to be risky to sell drugs in the area where they lived, by drug type, 1999–2000 to 
2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 1999–2000 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes: 
1999–2000: cannabis, n = 289; cocaine, n = 296; heroin, n = 316; amphetamines, n = 312 
2000–01: cannabis, n = 176; cocaine, n = 131; heroin, n = 162; amphetamines, n = 165 
2001–02: cannabis, n = 188; cocaine, n = 190; heroin, n = 219; amphetamines, n = 179 
2002–03: cannabis, n = 546; cocaine, n = 654; heroin, n = 716; amphetamines, n = 692 
2003–04: cannabis, n = 494; cocaine, n = 634; heroin, n = 668; amphetamines, n = 638 
2004–05: cannabis, n = 617; cocaine, n = 708; heroin, n = 738; amphetamines, n = 736.

Figure 5.21 (facing page) shows the state comparisons for the perceived risks of selling drugs 
in detainees own suburb. Overall, the risks were perceived to be high. However:

�More detainees in Queensland (63.3%) and New South Wales (64.2%) than in South 
Australia (55%) and Western Australia (54.9%) perceived selling cannabis in the area 
where they lived to be risky.
�More detainees in Queensland (80.9%) and South Australia (82.1%) than in New South 
Wales (76.4%) and Western Australia (77.5%) perceived selling cocaine in the area where 
they lived to be risky.
Slightly fewer detainees in New South Wales (77.9%) than in the other states felt it was 
risky to sell heroin in the area where they lived.
A higher proportion of Queensland detainees (78.5%) perceived it to be risky to sell 
amphetamines in the area where they lived.
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Figure 5.21: Proportions of detainees who had used drugs in the preceding 12 months reporting it to be 
risky to sell drugs in the area where they lived, by state, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes: 
Qld: cannabis, n = 617; cocaine, n = 708; heroin, n = 738; amphetamines, n = 736  
NSW: cannabis, n = 364; cocaine, n = 391; heroin, n = 401; amphetamines, n = 382 
WA: cannabis, n = 290; cocaine, n = 306; heroin, n = 341; amphetamines, n = 358 
SA: cannabis, n = 556; cocaine, n = 595; heroin, n = 629; amphetamines, n = 678.

Figure 5.22 shows the state comparisons for the perceived risks of buying drugs in detainees’ 
own suburb. Overall, the risks were not perceived to be as high as selling. Nevertheless:

�More detainees in Queensland (48.8%) and New South Wales (45.5%) than in Western 
Australia (38.3%) and South Australia (32.9%) perceived buying cannabis in the area 
where they lived as risky.
�South Australia recorded the highest (71.7%) and New South Wales (63.4%) the lowest 
proportion of detainees who perceived it as risky to buy cocaine in the area where they 
lived.
�Slightly more detainees in Queensland (64.6%) than elsewhere perceived it to be risky to 
buy amphetamines in the area where they lived.

Figure 5.22: Proportion of detainees who had used drugs in the preceding 12 months reporting it to be risky 
to buy drugs in the area where they lived, by state, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes:  
Qld: cannabis, n = 485; cocaine, n = 584; heroin, n = 615; amphetamines, n = 605 
NSW: cannabis, n = 251; cocaine, n = 312; heroin, n = 330; amphetamines, n = 297 
WA: cannabis, n = 204; cocaine, n = 259; heroin, n = 280; amphetamines, n = 290 
SA: cannabis, n = 326; cocaine, n = 485; heroin, n = 511; amphetamines, n = 535.
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Chapter summary
This chapter has provided some insights into how detainees using drugs in either the 
30 days or the 12 months preceding their detention went about obtaining their various 
drugs of choice. A range of payment methods, modes of contact with dealers, places 
where drugs were received and perceptions of risk were noted. Importantly, many of 
these processes and perceptions differed by drug type, and some changed over time; 
interstate comparisons also revealed some interesting differences.

Cash was used, on average, for only about one-third of the drug purchases. Other means 
of payment included producing or transporting drugs, buying drugs on credit, trading 
drugs for other drugs or property or merchandise or sex, stealing drugs, receiving drugs 
as a gift, or by some ‘other’ means. The most commonly reported method of obtaining 
cannabis, cocaine, heroin and amphetamines without paying cash was receiving it as a 
gift. The second most common means of obtaining these drugs without cash was through 
sharing them with someone else. However, purchasing methods varied significantly by 
the type of drug, the timeframe of purchase (1999–2000 to 2004–05) and between 
states. For example, in Queensland in 2004–05 about half of the detainees (49.5%) paid 
cash for heroin; considerably fewer purchased cannabis (24.4%), cocaine (36.0%) or 
amphetamines (36.1%) with cash.

Telephone contact appears to be the primary mode of contact between detainees and 
dealers; but, again, the extent to which this occurs varies by drug type. For example, 
telephone contact accounted for about 75 per cent of the cash purchases for heroin but 
much less (about 40%) for cash purchases of cannabis and cocaine. Similarly, 
considerable consistency was shown in the places that most drugs (e.g. cannabis, 
cocaine and amphetamines) were bought — predominantly in houses or apartments — 
but heroin stood out as an exception because it was far more likely than any other drugs 
to be bought on the streets.

Regarding drug dealing in their own suburbs, detainees’ responses over time suggest that 
since 1999–2000 there has been a general decline in the proportion of detainees 
purchasing cannabis, heroin and/or amphetamines in their own suburb, but an increase 
in the proportion purchasing cocaine in this way. However, state differences emerged, 
with Queensland detainees more likely to purchase cocaine (33.3%) and heroin (37%) in 
their own suburb and South Australian detainees more likely to purchase cannabis 
(53.1%) in their own suburb than those from the other states.

Regarding their perceptions of risk associated with selling and buying drugs in their own 
suburb, detainees overwhelmingly reported heroin to be the riskiest drug to both buy and 
sell. While it was thought that cannabis was risky to sell, it was not considered 
particularly risky to buy. Again, though, some state differences emerged. More detainees 
in Queensland and New South Wales than in South Australia and Western Australia, for 
example, perceived selling cannabis in the area where they lived to be risky. More 
detainees in Queensland and South Australia than in New South Wales and Western 
Australia, on the other hand, perceived selling cocaine in the area where they lived to be 
risky, while a higher proportion of Queensland detainees perceived it to be risky to sell 
amphetamines in the area where they lived.

These findings indicate some of the complexities and unique differences associated with 
different drug types, as well as the different markets acting across states and over time. 
It is likely that many law enforcement officials and health service providers will, in 
retrospect, recognise some positive links between these results and various activities at 
the time. More importantly, however, some of this information may be useful for future 
interventions.
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6
Detainees’ participation in drug treatment 
programs

The previous chapters of this report have demonstrated extensive drug use by the watch-
house detainees participating in the DUMA project, measured by both self-report and 
objective urinalysis. Indeed, the prevalence of drug use in this sample far exceeds that of 
any other population groups or targeted samples (such as hospital attendees) identified 
by comparable research, except for prisoner samples.

Research has shown that social support, such as advice, resources and emotional 
encouragement, provided by treatment programs may reduce drug use. Subsequently, 
treatment may remove the need to commit crimes that support drug habits (Newcomb, 
Galaif & Vargsa Carmona 2001).

This chapter examines the extent to which the detainees interviewed for DUMA reported 
that they had participated in various drug treatment programs over time and across 
states. It also shows the number of detainees who reported that they had been denied 
access to treatment.

Self-reported treatment participation is examined in the first instance by the detainees’ 
urinalysis results and then by their self-reported drug use.

Participation in drug or alcohol treatment 
programs

Each year from 2001–02 onwards, about one in three of all Queensland detainees reported 
that they had participated in a drug or alcohol treatment program at some stage of their lives 
before their current arrest, regardless of whether they admitted to drug use or had illicit 
substances detected in their urine. Similarly, about one in ten Queensland detainees 
consistently reported from 2001–02 onwards that they were participating in a drug or alcohol 
treatment program at the time of their arrest (again, regardless of whether they admitted to 
drug use or had illicit substances detected in their urine). There seems to have been a slight 
peak in both current and prior treatment participation in 2002–03. 

A similar profile was shown for all states, although a slightly higher proportion of the WA 
detainees than those from the other states reported prior participation (see Figure 6.1, next 
page), and a slightly higher proportion of detainees from NSW than other states reported 
current participation, in drug or alcohol treatment programs (see Figure 6.2, next page).

Prior and current drug or alcohol treatment participation by detainees is analysed in the 
following sections of this chapter by the (a) urinalysis results and (b) self-reported data. Some 
gender and age comparisons are made and levels of treatment participation are discussed 
within the context of the specific drugs used by detainees. Some detainees reported that they 
had been denied access to treatment programs. This issue is examined among detainees who 
had reported that they had used illicit drugs in the previous 12 months. 
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Figure 6.1: Proportion of all detainees who had participated in a drug or alcohol treatment program at some 
stage in their lives, 2000–01 to 2004–05, by state
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2000–01 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Figure 6.2: Proportion of all detainees who were participating in a drug or alcohol treatment program at the 
time of their arrest, 2000–01 to 2004–05, by state
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2000–01 to 2004–05 [computer file].

Treatment participation by urinalysis results
Figure 6.3 (facing page) shows the proportions of Queensland detainees testing positive for 
various types of drugs over time (2000–01 to 2004–05) who reported that they were in a 
treatment program at the time of their arrest. 

Overall, between 60 and 80 per cent of detainees testing positive for methadone reported 
that they were undertaking treatment. From 2000–01 (66.7%) to 2003–04 (79.6%) there 
was a steady increase in the proportion of detainees testing positive for methadone who 
were undertaking treatment. This was followed by a decline to 62.2 per cent in 2004–05. 
In 2004–05 about one-quarter of the detainees who tested positive for cannabis (24.9%) 
and amphetamines (28.1%) and about one-third who tested positive for benzodiazepines 
(31.7%) and opiates (39.7%) were undertaking treatment. There were no meaningful 
changes in treatment participation among the users of these drugs over time.

Figure 6.4 (facing page) shows, statewide, the proportions of detainees testing positive to 
drugs in 2004–05 who were participating in treatment programs at the time of their arrest.

•

•
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About twice as many New South Wales detainees who tested positive for cannabis were 
undertaking a treatment program (53.2%) than any other state (WA 20.6%; Qld 24.9%; 
SA 26.7%).
Among detainees who tested positive for opiates, about half of those in New South Wales 
(51.4%) and Western Australia (53.1%) were undertaking a treatment program. This was 
the case for substantially fewer detainees in Queensland (39.7%) and South Australia 
(38.4%).
Substantially fewer detainees in Queensland who tested positive for methadone were 
undertaking treatment than in Western Australia, New South Wales and South Australia 
(Qld 62.2%; WA 81.3%; NSW 82.5%; SA 84.4%).
Substantially more detainees in New South Wales who tested positive for amphetamines 
were undertaking treatment than in any other state (NSW 73.5%; Qld 28.1%; WA 35.4%; 
SA 38.8%).
Considerably more detainees in New South Wales than in any other state who tested 
positive for benzodiazepines were undertaking treatment (NSW 63.3%; Qld 31.7%; 
WA 35.4%; SA 38.8%).

Figure 6.3: Proportion of Queensland detainees testing positive to urinalysis by drug type and current 
participation in treatment by year, 2000–01 to 2004–05
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Note: the sample size for cocaine was too small for analysis

Figure 6.4: Proportion of detainees testing positive to urinalysis by drug type and current treatment 
participation and state, 2004–05
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Treatment participation by various demographic 
factors

Figures 6.5 and 6.6 demonstrate the proportions of Queensland detainees reporting that they 
had attended a drug or alcohol treatment program, either in the past or at the time of their 
arrest, by the urinalysis results which indicated whether, at the time of their arrest, they had 
no drugs, a single drug or multiple drugs in their systems.

Both graphs clearly demonstrate that the majority of detainees who had participated, or were 
participating, in treatment programs were multiple drug users. Further, only a small 
proportion of those who had undertaken treatment were without any illicit substances in their 
systems at the time of the interview.

As noted above, however, many of the detainees with drugs in their systems were using 
methadone, and about two-thirds of those were participating in methadone maintenance, at 
the time of their arrest. Methadone may, therefore, account for many of the substances 
detected. However, methadone was often detected in the presence of other drugs.

Figure 6.5: Proportion of all Queensland detainees who had ever participated in a drug or alcohol treatment 
program by single or multiple drug use (urinalysis results, 2000–01 to 2004–05)
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Figure 6.6: Proportion of all Queensland detainees who were participating in a drug or alcohol treatment 
program at the time of their arrest by single or multiple drug use (urinalysis results, 2000–01 to 2004–05)
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Figure 6.7 shows the proportion of Queensland detainees who admitted using illicit drugs in 
2004–05, who reported that they had participated in a drug or alcohol treatment program at 
some stage in their lives, by age and gender.

Females, regardless of age, were more likely than males to have been in a treatment 
program. The largest gender difference was found for detainees aged 24–29 years.
Among female detainees, those aged 24–29 years were most likely to have participated in 
a drug or alcohol treatment program (62.7%). Among males, those aged 30–35 years 
(42.6%) were most likely to have participated in a treatment program. 

Figure 6.7: Proportions of Queensland detainees who had used illicit drugs and who had participated in a 
drug or alcohol treatment program, by age and gender, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes: 
a n = 426 
b Treatment options included detoxification, rehabilitation program/therapeutic community, outpatient/counselling, support 	
   group, methadone maintenance, naltrexone, buprenorphine and general practitioner treatment. 
c Detainees aged 17 years were not included in the graph, due to the small sample size  
   (female n = 4; male n = 30).

Figure 6.8 (next page) shows the proportions of Queensland detainees who admitted ever 
using drugs from 1999–2000 to 2004–05, who had participated in a drug or alcohol treatment 
program at some stage in their lives, by gender.

An average of 50.5 per cent of all female detainees over this period reported that they had 
undertaken some form of drug or alcohol treatment. The fewest number participating in 
treatment was recorded in 2003–04 (46.3%), the greatest in 2002–03 (54.8%). 
Only a third of males, on average (36.3%), reported undertaking drug treatment: the fewest in 
2001–02 (32.6%), the greatest in 2002–03 (39.5%).
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Figure 6.8: Percentage of Queensland detainees admitting drug use who had participated in a drug or 
alcohol treatment program at some stage in their lives, by gender and year, 2000–01 to 2004–05
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Note: No data available for 1999.

Figure 6.9 compares drug treatment participation among detainees who admitted using drugs, 
by gender and state.

Queensland recorded the highest proportion of female detainees who had at some time 
participated in a treatment program (50.5%).
Both Queensland (males 33.4%; females 50.5%) and New South Wales (males 26.8%; 
females 38.5%) showed large gender differences in treatment participation. This was not 
the case for Western Australia (males 41.5%; females 41.8%) or South Australia (males 
36.7%; females 39.6%), but overall usage rates were slightly higher in Western Australia.

Figure 6.9: Percentage of detainees admitting drug use who had participated in a drug or alcohol treatment 
program at some stage in their lives, by gender and state, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].
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Figure 6.10 shows, among Queensland detainees who admitted illicit drug use at some stage 
in their lives, how many were participating in a drug or alcohol treatment program at the 
time of the DUMA interview. 

About a quarter (25.6%) of the detainees were currently enrolled in a treatment program. 
About 15 per cent more females (38.5%) than males (21.8%) were enrolled in a treatment 
program at the time of their arrest. Across all age groups, females were more likely than 
males to be participating in drug treatment at the time of their arrest. 
The highest proportion of Queensland detainees undertaking treatment were aged 24–29 
years (35.6%).
Among females, as age increased, participation in treatment programs decreased. For 
males, participation rose with age until 29 years (32.6%), then dropped (to 18.8%). 

Figure 6.10: Percentage of Queensland detainees admitting illicit drug use who were participating in a drug 
or alcohol treatment program at the time of the DUMA interview, by gender and age, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Figure 6.11 (next page) shows the proportions of Queensland detainees admitting illicit drug 
use who were participating in a treatment program at the time of the DUMA interview, 
between 2000–01 and 2004–05.

Females were consistently more likely to be participating in a treatment program at the 
time of their interview than males. 
The proportion of male detainees participating in a treatment program at the time of their 
interview steadily increased, from 23 per cent in 2000–01 to about 30 per cent in 2002–
03, then declined steadily to about 22 per cent in 2004–05. 
There were greater fluctuations in the proportions of female detainees participating in a 
treatment program at the time of their arrest than males. As for the males, the highest 
percentage was reported in 2002–03 (43%); the lowest was in 2003–04 (27%).

Across the states, many more detainees who admitted illicit drug use were participating in a 
treatment program in New South Wales (51.6%) than in Queensland (25.6%), Western 
Australia (21.9%) and South Australia (28.0%).
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Figure 6.11: Participation in a drug or alcohol treatment program at the time of the DUMA interview among 
Queensland detainees who admitted illicit drug use, by gender, 2000–01 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2000–05 [computer file].

Note: No data available for 1999.

Figure 6.12 shows the different types of treatment programs in which Queensland detainees 
were participating at the time of their arrest in 2004–05.

Nearly half (48.6%) of the female detainees and less than one-fifth of male detainees 
(18.1%) were participating in methadone maintenance programs. 
About one-third of the male detainees (34.7%) and one-fifth of the female detainees 
(21.6%) were participating in buprenorphine treatment. 
Twice as many male as female detainees were in rehabilitation (males 20.8%; females 
10.8%).
None or very few of the detainees were undergoing detoxification (males 0.0%; females 
2.7%), naltrexone (males 4.2%; females 0.0%) or general practitioner treatments (males 
1.4%; females 0.0%).

Figure 6.12: Proportion of Queensland detainees admitting illicit drug use who were participating in various 
treatment programs at the time of their interview by gender, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Note: Caution should be taken when interpreting these data due to the small sample size (n = 109).
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Figure 6.13 shows the various treatment programs in which Queensland detainees who 
admitted illicit drug use were participating at the time of their interview between 2001–02 
and 2004–05.

Methadone maintenance was by far the most prevalent treatment overall, reaching a peak 
in 2002–03 (47.1%), but declining steeply to 28.4 per cent in 2004–05.
There were considerably higher proportions of detainees in rehabilitation (25.4%) or in 
outpatient/counselling (20.6%) in 2001–02 than in other years.
The proportion of detainees participating in buprenorphine treatment in 2003–04 (30.6%) 
and 2004–05 (30.3%) was more than double the 2002–03 figure (14.2%). 

Figure 6.13: Proportion of Queensland detainees admitting illicit drug use who were participating in various 
treatment programs at the time of their interview, 2001–02 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2000–05 [computer file].

Notes: 
a No data available for 1999. 
b Caution should be taken when interpreting these data due to the small sample sizes. 
c Data for 2000–01 (n = 18) were not included in comparisons due to small sample size.

Figure 6.14 (next page) compares detainees’ participation in treatment programs at the time of 
their interview by state. It shows: 

New South Wales outstripped all other states in the proportions of detainees undergoing 
methadone maintenance (58.3%), general practitioner treatment (25.0%) and detoxification 
(8.3%).
The proportion of Queensland detainees in rehabilitation programs (17.4%) was about 
triple that of any other state.
Queensland also had the highest rates for buprenorphine treatment (30.3%) and support 
(11.0%).
The proportions of detainees participating in outpatient/counselling in Western Australia 
(32.1%) and New South Wales (32.3%) were about double those of Queensland (15.6%) and 
South Australia (16.5%).
Queensland recorded the lowest proportions of detainees undertaking methadone 
maintenance (28.4%), detoxification (0.9%), outpatient/counselling (15.6%) and general 
practitioner treatment (0.9%).
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Figure 6.14: Detainees’ participation in various treatment programs at the time of their interview by state, 
2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Reasons for seeking treatment
Detainees were asked why they had sought treatment for their illicit drug use: the options 
provided were ‘drug court requirement’, ‘other legal order’, ‘police diversion scheme’ or 
‘voluntary participation’. Table 6.1 shows the reasons provided by Queensland detainees in 
2004–05.

The overwhelming majority of detainees had sought treatment of their own volition, with 
females reporting a slightly higher rate of seeking treatment voluntarily (86.5%) than 
males (81.9%). Previous research has found that women who enter treatment programs 
report higher levels of psychological distress, medical problems, family or social 
difficulties, and addiction than do men (Alterman, Randall & McLellan 2000; Arfken et al. 
2001, Marsh & Miller 1985; McLellan et al. 1992).
More males (12.5%) than females (8.1%) were participating in a treatment program 
because of a drug court requirement.

Table 6.1: Queensland detainees’ reasons for seeking treatment by gender, 2004–05

Reason in treatment Detainees reporting reason for entering treatment program (n and %)

Male Female

n % n %

Drug court requirement 9 12.5 3 8.1

Other legal order 4 5.6 2 5.4

Voluntary 59 81.9 32 86.5

Police diversion scheme 0 0.0 0 0.0

Total 72 100 37 100

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Table 6.2 (facing page) shows Queensland detainees’ reasons for seeking treatment between 
2000–01 and 2004–05, and state comparisons for 2004–05. 

Except in 2000–01, the majority of Queensland detainees reported consistently that they 
participated in treatment voluntarily.
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The proportion of Queensland detainees in treatment as a drug court requirement fell 
significantly from 2000–01 (53.8%) to 2003–04 (4.6%) but increased slightly again in 
2004–05 (to 11.0%).
In 2004–05, Western Australia (1.8%) had a much lower proportion of detainees entering 
treatment as part of a drug court requirement than did New South Wales (12.5%), 
Queensland (11.0%) or South Australia (9.1%). 
In 2004–05 Queensland had fewer detainees in treatment because of an ‘other legal order’ 
(5.5%) than the other states.
New South Wales had the lowest rate of detainees who reported their treatment to be 
voluntary (78.1%) in 2004–05.

Table 6.2: Detainees’ reasons for seeking treatment by state and year, 2000–01 to 2004–05

Reason in treatment Detainees reporting reason for entering treatment (n and %)

Queensland NSW WA SA

2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 2003–04 2004–05 2004–05 2004–05 2004–05

Drug court requirement 53.8 31.7 11.0 4.6 11.0 12.5 1.8 9.1

Other legal order 0.0 9.5 4.0 9.3 5.5 8.3 12.5 9.9

Voluntary 46.2 58.7 85.7 86.1 83.5 78.1 83.9 81

Police diversion scheme 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.8 0.0

Total % 
(n)

100 
(13)

100 
(63)

100 
(154)

100 
(108)

100 
(109)

100 
(96)

100 
(56)

100 
(121)

Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Notes: 
a n = 720 
b No Queensland data available for 1999–2000.

Failed attempts to enter treatment programs
Detainees who reported using drugs in the preceding 12 months were asked to indicate 
whether they had ever tried, during this period, to enter a drug or alcohol treatment program 
but were turned away due to a lack of places. Figure 6.15 presents the findings for 
Queensland detainees interviewed between 2000–01 and 2004–05:

On average, about 15.0 per cent of the detainees who had used drugs in the previous 
12 months stated that they had been denied access to a treatment program during this 
period, but by 2004–05 only 10.5 per cent stated that this had been the case. 

Figure 6.15: Proportion of Queensland detainees who had used illicit drugs in the preceding 12 months who 
stated that they had been denied access to drug treatment programs, 2000–01 to 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2000–05 [computer file].
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Figure 6.16 compares by state the proportions of detainees who, in 2004–05, had used illicit 
substances in the preceding 12 months who stated that they had been denied access to 
treatment. The percentages for Queensland (10.5%), New South Wales (9.8%) and Western 
Australia (11.0%) were fairly similar; but considerably fewer reported denial of access to 
treatment in South Australia (3.7%). 

Figure 6.16: Proportion of detainees who had used illicit drugs in the preceding 12 months and who 
reported denial of access to treatment programs, by state, 2004–05
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Source: Australian Institute of Criminology, DUMA collection, 2004–05 [computer file].

Chapter summary
This chapter has described the drug treatment experiences of detainees who were either 
detected with illicit substances in their systems by urinalysis or self-reported their drug 
use during interview. The urinalysis and self-reported results were analogous and the key 
findings were as follows:

About a quarter of the detainees who self-reported their drug use were participating 
in a treatment program at the time of their arrest. 

The most common type of treatment that had been undertaken by detainees was 
methadone maintenance. Further, most detainees who either tested positive for 
methadone by urinalysis or self-reported their methadone use were participating in a 
methadone program at the time of their arrest. Very few either testing positive for, or 
self-reporting use of, cannabis, amphetamines, benzodiazepines or opiates were 
undertaking relevant treatment. 

Female drug users, regardless of age, were more likely than males to have 
participated in treatment programs: overall, about half of the females and a third of 
the males reported participation in treatment. Gender differences were particularly 
marked in Queensland and New South Wales. 

Consistently more detainees from New South Wales than from other states who tested 
positive by urinalysis or self-reported their drug use had undertaken treatment 
(although there were gender differences: e.g. more females from Queensland than 
from the other states reported treatment participation). New South Wales also had 
higher proportions of detainees participating in general practitioner treatment and 
detoxification programs, while Queensland detainees had higher participation rates in 
rehabilitation programs, buprenorphine treatment and support. Queensland recorded 
the lowest proportions of detainees participating in methadone maintenance, 
detoxification, outpatient/counselling and general practitioner treatment overall.

The overwhelming majority of detainees had sought treatment of their own volition, 
with females reporting a slightly higher rate of voluntary treatment than males. On 
the other hand, more males than females reported that they were participating in 
treatment programs because of drug court requirements.
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New South Wales had the lowest rate of voluntary participation in treatment and 
Queensland had fewer detainees in treatment because of an ‘other legal order’ than 
in the other states.

On average, about 15 per cent of Queensland detainees who had used drugs in the 
previous 12 months stated that they had been denied access to a treatment program 
during this period, but by 2004–05 this proportion had dropped to 10.5 per cent. 
A similar profile was shown for all states except South Australia, where significantly 
fewer reported being denied access to a treatment program.

The meaning of the results reported in this chapter can be interpreted in opposing ways: 

On the one hand, the experiences of past and current drug treatment, reported by 
detainees who had just been arrested for allegedly committing a crime, may mean 
that these treatment programs had failed to prevent further criminal activity among 
treatment participants. This may especially be the case for the subgroups who 
demonstrated the highest levels of treatment participation: females, detainees on 
methadone maintenance and detainees from New South Wales.

On the other hand, the finding that a substantial proportion of detainees had either 
undertaken treatment in the past or were enrolled in treatment at the time of their 
arrest can be taken as an indication of the relative availability of treatment programs 
for those in need (in 2004–05, only about 1 in 10 drug users reported having been 
denied access to treatment in the preceding 12 months).

The outcomes of drug treatment programs can be affected by a number of factors, such 
as the type of treatment undertaken, the extent to which participants maintain 
attendance in the program and the severity of the initial drug dependence and 
withdrawal symptoms, to name but a few. This study did not seek information about any 
of these factors and cannot, therefore, draw any conclusions about either the positive or 
negative nature of the results reported above. However, these data may be useful for 
watch-house officers and treatment providers and may lead to further in-depth 
assessments of the relationships between drug use, drug treatment and criminal activity.
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7
Conclusions and implications

This report has provided an in-depth analysis of the illicit drug-using behaviours and prior 
criminal histories of samples of Queensland watch-house detainees. It has also shown 
trends in these behaviours over time, and comparisons with other states. 

Not surprisingly, the socio-demographic profile of the participating detainees indicated a 
predominance of single males, aged about 30 years, with low levels of education and 
high levels of unemployment. 

The prevalence of illicit drug use by the sample was very high — much higher than has 
been shown for the general population.� A detailed examination of the links between the 
drugs used by the detainees and various measures of their criminal activity supports the 
theory of the existence of a drugs–crime nexus. Further, it suggests that watch-house 
detainees may be a useful group for targeted early intervention or treatment programs 
that aim to reduce both drug use and recidivism. 

Prevalence of drug use by Queensland detainees
Self-reported drug use and objective urinalysis indicated high levels of illicit drug use by the 
detainees participating in the DUMA study. Levels of agreement between measures of recent 
use (self-reported and objective urinalysis) via the kappa statistic were strong, thereby 
providing a degree of confidence in the findings. 

Some of the key results were as follows:
Over the past six years, on average, about three-quarters of Queensland detainees 
consistently tested positive to urinalysis for illicit substances.  
Cannabis was found to be the most prevalent drug used by detainees, both by urinalysis 
(about half of the detainees tested positive overall) and self-report (88.4% reported having 
ever used it). Amphetamines and benzodiazepines were also prevalent: about a third of the 
detainees tested positive for each of these drugs by urinalysis, about 70 per cent reported 
that they had used amphetamines and about 50 per cent reported that they had used 
ecstasy. Fewer detainees tested positive for opiates (about one in five) and methadone 
(about one in ten) and only a tiny proportion (about 1%) tested positive for cocaine. Self-
report measures, however, indicated much higher rates of use (e.g. 44.6% reported in 
2004–05 that they had used cocaine at some stage in their lives). 
In 2004–05, multiple drug use was detected in more than half (54.5%) of those testing 
positive to illicit substances. Cannabis was the most likely ‘single’ drug to be detected, and 
cannabis with amphetamines (8.4%) was the most commonly detected multiple drug 
combination, closely followed by a combination of cannabis and benzodiazepines (8.2%).
Heroin and amphetamines were by far the most prevalent drugs to have been injected in 
the preceding 12 months and 30 days, although by only about one in five to one in three 
detainees. 
The high prevalence of drug use in this sample of detainees suggests that a proportion of 
detainees may be drug-dependent (Yacoubian 2005). Indeed, almost half reported that they 
had used drugs too frequently, and many thought they were dependent on various drugs. 
Further, most of the detainees (70%) admitted to consuming illegal drugs to ameliorate 
feelings of unhappiness, anger and/or boredom, and some links between specific drug 
dependencies and offences were noted. Again, this information may be useful for early 
intervention purposes.  

�	 The CMC has recently released the results of a survey (CMC 2007), which estimates that 30 per cent 
of the Queensland population have used cannabis at some stage in their lives.  
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Changes in drug use by Queensland watch-house detainees 
over time

A better picture of illicit drug use by Queensland watch-house detainees comes from tracking 
changes over time: significant and persistent changes, rather than ‘one-off’ events, are more 
likely to be detected in this way. Queensland detainees were tracked from 1999–2000 to 
2004–05, and during this period the following changes were noted:

The proportion of detainees engaged in full-time work steadily increased.
Some significant increases in drug use were detected. For example: 

There was a steady, albeit subtle, increase in the proportion of detainees testing 
positive for amphetamines and/or cannabis.
There was an upward trend in the number of detainees combining amphetamines and 
benzodiazepines.
The proportion of detainees who had ever used amphetamines increased by about  
5 per cent, and the proportion of detainees who had ever used ecstasy increased by 
nearly 20 per cent.

There were also some significant decreases in drug use. For example:
There was a steady decline in the proportion of detainees testing positive for cannabis 
only.�

The number of detainees who had used hallucinogens in the preceding 12 months 
decreased by about half.
The proportion of detainees injecting benzodiazepines reduced significantly.
The number of detainees injecting ecstasy almost halved.

There were also some changes in the drug markets. For example, there was a slight 
reduction in the number of detainees paying cash for amphetamines.

Socio-demographic factors associated with illicit drug use
A range of socio-demographic factors were shown to be associated with positive drug tests, 
and these differed by the type of drug and whether multiple drugs were used. For example, 
the females in this sample were more likely than the males to report that they had used 
heroin, morphine and cocaine at some stage in their lives, as well as more recent use of 
amphetamines and inhalants, and the injection of cocaine and amphetamines. These findings 
are generally inconsistent with general population findings (e.g. AIHW 2005) and the possible 
links between illicit drug use and criminal behaviour in females, in particular, may therefore 
warrant further investigation. 

Drug use and criminal activity
More than half of the detainees (53.3%) had been previously arrested (twice, on average, in 
the preceding 12 months). Further, there were demonstrable links between the various 
measures of drug use (such as individual drug types, single and multiple use) and a range of 
criminal outcomes, such as prior arrests and drug-related offences in the preceding 
12 months. For example, even though only about one-third of the detainees overall told us 
that the offences they had committed in the previous 12 months were drug-related, 
significantly more who tested positive to methadone (about two-thirds) and more than half 
who tested positive to opiates told us that this had been the case. We also demonstrated that 
multiple drug use was more likely than single drug use to be associated with drug-related 
crime, and that detainees receiving an income from illegal activities were substantially more 
likely than those who did not receive an income from such activities to test positive for all 
drug types. It is important to note, however, that very few of the detainees (about 11–15%) 
stated that they were actively seeking drugs at the time the offences were committed. 

�	 This may not be a positive sign, if associated with increased multiple drug use.
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Given the cross-sectional nature of the study, it is not possible to draw causal conclusions 
about the association between illicit drug use and crime in this sample. (Control or 
comparison groups with high drug use and minimal criminal activity were not used.) 
However, there is clear evidence of excessive drug use in this sample compared to other 
population samples. Therefore, crime prevention and health service efforts that target, within 
watch-house settings, detainees who are users of illicit drugs could be beneficial.

Drug markets
Some interesting information about drug markets has been reported, especially the differences 
in market characteristics by different drug types. Cash was used, on average, for only about 
one-third of the drug purchases. The most commonly reported methods of obtaining cannabis, 
cocaine, heroin and amphetamines without paying cash were receiving the drugs as a gift or 
sharing them with someone else. However, purchasing methods varied significantly with the 
type of drug, with the timeframe of purchase (1999–2000 to 2004–05) and between states. For 
example, in Queensland in 2004–05 more than half of the detainees (55.5%) paid cash for 
cannabis, considerably fewer purchased amphetamines (35.5%) and heroin (19.9%) with cash, 
and almost none purchased cocaine (2.7%) with cash.

To obtain drugs, most detainees contacted their suppliers by telephone; again, however, the 
extent to which this occurred varied with drug type. For example, telephone contact 
accounted for about 75 per cent of the cash purchases of heroin but much less (about 40%) 
for cash purchases of cannabis and cocaine. Similarly, there was considerable consistency in 
the types of places where most drugs (cannabis, cocaine and amphetamines) were bought — 
predominantly in houses or apartments — but heroin stood out as an exception because it was 
far more likely than any other drugs to be bought on the streets.

Regardless of whether detainees had personally sold drugs, most (more than 80%) were of the 
view that police action made it risky to sell certain drugs, such as heroin and cocaine, in the 
area where they lived. Slightly fewer — about three-quarters — felt it was risky to sell 
amphetamines and about two-thirds felt it was risky to sell cannabis in the area in which they 
lived. Although many considered it risky to buy drugs in the area where they lived, it was 
viewed as less risky than selling drugs — with slightly more than two-thirds of the detainees 
perceiving it as risky to buy heroin, cocaine, amphetamines and cannabis in the area where 
they lived.

Mobile telephones seem to have brought about a shift from open markets to closed markets, 
presenting a major challenge for law enforcement agencies. Law enforcement strategies may, 
however, benefit from the information provided about the different features of local drug 
markets presented in this report.

State comparisons
Many state differences were found. For example, compared to Queensland, South Australia 
and Western Australia recorded slightly higher proportions of detainees testing positive for 
any drug and New South Wales recorded lower proportions of detainees testing positive for 
any drug. These differences are likely to be a function of the different drug market 
characteristics of each state (including supply and demand), various health strategies and 
drug users’ access to treatment, and the various law enforcement strategies implemented in 
each state. For example, New South Wales recorded the lowest levels of drug use by urinalysis 
but the highest level of treatment uptake.  

Implications
The results of this study have important implications for the development of policy and 
treatment options for a readily accessible sample of people — watch-house detainees — who 
clearly have high levels of drug use and active criminal careers. If watch-house detainees are 
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motivated to participate, treatment or diversion options have the potential to reduce their 
illicit drug use and its associated harms, and consequently decrease their criminal activity. 

Most detainees reported engaging in drug use as a means of dealing with feelings of 
unhappiness, anger and/or boredom, and many admitted to spending more time than they 
intended consuming illegal drugs. Most expressed a desire to reduce their illicit drug use. 
Indeed, many identified drug dependence as a serious issue for them. However, only about a 
quarter of the detainees were enrolled in a treatment program at the time of their arrest. As 
this study did not seek any details about their participation in treatment, we cannot draw any 
conclusions about the impact of this participation on their current detention. Further research 
to determine the context and implications of such involvement would be beneficial.  

Knowledge about multiple drug use is also relevant to treatment services. For example, the 
treatment approach required for detainees who use opiates and amphetamines might be 
different from the approach required for those who use opiates alone. Overall, more than 
50 per cent of the detainees who used drugs (40% of all detainees) used more than one type 
of drug, with the combinations of cannabis with amphetamines and cannabis with 
benzodiazepines most frequently cited. Treatment interventions that focus on single drug use 
may not be as effective as those that focus on multiple drug use, since multiple drugs may 
have interactive or additive effects on the users’ behaviour (Bennett & Holloway 2005).

Drug treatment is not the only answer, of course. Early intervention may also be a key 
strategy for weakening the link between illicit drug use and crime. About two-thirds (60.4%) 
of the detainees were receiving welfare benefits. Research has shown that low income can be 
correlated with illicit drug involvement (Agrawal et al. 2005) and the third-variable 
hypothesis suggested by Casavant and Collin (2001) indicates that poverty may explain the 
link between drug use and crime. Gender and age-based variations in the life experiences of 
detainees were observed. More women detainees than men, for example, were unemployed, 
had dependent children, were separated or divorced, used prescription medications, had been 
in treatment, and derived income through welfare or government assistance, prostitution and/
or shoplifting. Different types of early intervention and prevention measures targeting 
different subgroups therefore seem warranted, and socio-economic status and gender, in 
particular, are important factors to consider.

Another important factor is the presence of dependent children, because just over a quarter of 
Queensland detainees had at least one dependent child in their household. As the children of 
drug users, these children are at risk of engaging in illicit drug use themselves, and displaying 
aggressive and delinquent behaviour (Brook et al. 2001). They may benefit from early 
intervention to break this pattern. Also, some of the detainees were quite young (17 years or 
less), suggesting an opportunity for specific adolescent substance abuse treatments. These 
may go some way towards disrupting the likely progression of young detainees to increased 
drug use and adult crime (Kinlock, Battjes & Gordon 2004).

We believe that the diverse material presented in this report has the potential to provide a 
valuable resource for police, corrective services, health and other relevant social services. This 
information may be useful for planning watch-house accommodation and staffing 
requirements, and for developing and implementing targeted and evidence-based drug 
policies as well as various health and law-enforcement policies and procedures.
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Appendix 
Offence categories

Violent
111	 Murder
121	 Conspiracy to murder
122	 Attempted murder
131	 Manslaughter
132	 Driving causing death
211	 Aggravated assault
212	 Non-aggravated assault
299	 Acts intended to cause injury
311	 Aggravated sexual assault
312	 Non-aggravated sexual assault
321	 Non-aggravated sexual offences against a child
329	 Non-aggravated sexual offences, nec
491	 Neglect of person under care
511	 Other dangerous or negligent acts endangering persons, nec
511	 Abduction and kidnapping
521	 Depravation of liberty/false imprisonment
611	 Aggravated robbery
612	 Non-aggravated robbery
621	 Blackmail and extortion 
1111	 Import or export prohibited weapon/explosives
1112	 Sell, possess and/or use prohibited weapons/explosives
1119	 Prohibited weapons/explosives offences, nec10

1121	 Unlawfully obtain or possess regulated weapons/explosives
1122	 Misuse of regulated weapons/explosives
1123	 Deal or traffic regulated weapons/explosives
1129	 Regulated weapons/explosives offences, nec

Property offence
711	 Unlawful entry with intent/burglary, break and enter
813	 Theft of motor vehicle parts or contents
821	 Theft from a person (excluding by force)
822	 Theft of intellectual property
823	 Theft from retail premises
829	 Theft (except motor vehicle), nec
831	 Receiving or handling proceeds of crime
841	 Illegal use of property (except motor vehicle)
911	 Cheque or credit card fraud
912	 Make, use or possess equipment to make false financial transactions
913	 Fraudulent trade practices
914	 Prescription drug fraud
915	 Fare evasion
919	 Fraud, nec
921	 Counterfeiting, currency and related offences
931	 Dishonest conversion
941	 Bribery involving government officials
949	 Bribery, nec
991	 Misrepresentation of professional status
992	 Non-fraudulent trade practices
999	 Deception offences, nec
1211	 Property damage by fire or explosion
1212	 Graffiti
1219	 Property damage, nec
1311	 Trespass

10	 nec = not elsewhere classified
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Drug
1011	 Import illicit drugs
1012	 Export illicit drugs
1021	 Deal or traffic in illicit drugs — commercial quantity
1022	 Deal or traffic in illicit drugs — non-commercial quantity
1031	 Manufacture or cultivate illicit drugs
1041	 Possess illicit drug
1041	 Use illicit drug
1099	 Illicit drug offences, nec

Car theft
811	 Theft of a motor vehicle
812	 Illegal use of a motor vehicle

Other
411	 Driving under the influence of alcohol or drugs
412	 Dangerous or negligent operation (driving) of a vehicle
1221	 Air pollution offences
1222	 Water pollution offences
1223	 Noise pollution offences
1229	 Environmental pollution offences, nec
1312	 Offensive language
1313	 Offensive behaviour
1314	 Criminal intent
1315	 Conspiracy
1319	 Disorderly conduct, nec
1321	 Betting and gambling offences
1322	 Liquor and tobacco offences
1323	 Censorship offences
1324	 Prostitution offences
1325	 Offences against public order sexual standards
1329	 Regulate public order offences, nec
1411	 Driving while licence suspended or cancelled
1412	 Driving without a licence
1419	 Driving licence offences, nec
1421	 Registration offences
1422	 Roadworthiness offences
1431	 Exceeding the prescribed content on alcohol limit
1432	 Exceeding legal amphetamines limit
1433	 Parking offences
1439	 Regulatory driving offences, nec
1441	 Pedestrian offences
1511	 Escape custody offences
1512	 Breach of bail
1513	 Breach parole
1514	 Breach of domestic violence order
1515	 Breach of other restraining order
1519	 Breach of justice order, nec
1521	 Subvert the course of justice
1522	 Resist or hinder police officer or justice official
1523	 Prison regulation offences
1529	 Offences against justice procedures, nec
1531	 Resist or hinder government officer
1539	 Offences against government security, nec
1541	 Resist or hinder government official
1549	 Offences against government operations, nec
1611	 Harassment and private nuisance
1612	 Offences against privacy
1613	 Threatening behaviour
1614	 Defamation and libel
1621	 Sanitation offences
1622	 Disease prevention offences
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1623	 Occupational health and safety offences
1624	 Transport offences
1625	 Dangerous substances offences
1626	 Licit drug offences
1629	 Public health and safety offences, nec
1631	 Commercial/industrial/financial regulation
1691	 Environmental regulation offences
1692	 Immigration regulation offences
1693	 Quarantine offences
1694	 Import/export regulations
1695	 Procure or commit illegal abortion
1699	 Miscellaneous offences, nec
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