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‘ The nature and extent of the linkages

‘beiween drugs and crime are far from
being fully understood. Yet, the belief
that they are linked is fundamental (2
our efforts to. control crime through
the prevention Aand control of drug
abuse. ~

Consrderable evndence has. been ac-

e “cumulated over the years that dnigs

and crime are often found together,
and many theories have been advanced

_attempting to explain how many fac-
tors-mcludmg drugs-—may contribute .

to the onset or continuance of crimi-
nal behavior (BJS, March 1983; ,
Gandossy et al., 1980). A recent na-
tional survey, for example, reported

that almost one-third of all inmates of

Bemam A Gropper, Ph.ﬁ)

State pnsons were under the mﬂuenoe

of an illegal drug or had drunk very .

heavﬂy just beforé they comnutted the -

grimes for which they were incarcer-

-ated (BJS, Jan: 1‘1‘83 BIS, March

1983).-..

Such aggregate data strongly suggest,
but cannot directly assess; the degree
to which the presence of these sub-
stances contributed to the occurrence
of these crimes or to their severity

~ because they fail to link individual -

drug consumpnon to mdmdual cnme
cemmission. . .

To be a useful gulde for puﬂhc pohcy,
research on the links between drugs

~ and crime muist be tailored to specific

Probmg the Lmks B tween
Dmgs and Cmne T

policy areas. Aggregate statistics, for
exammple, can tell us something about
overall numbers of drug abusers, total
costs of dlrugs to society, or other
large-scale qu ;étlons, but they offer 1it-
tlz inisight int/> many other issues im-
portant to pohcymakers. Informed
publ}c policy alsb requires knowledge
of u:;dnvxduul and small-group ques- -
uom;-the “hows” and “whys” by .

, whmh drug abuse and crime are hnked
at the user level. B

. m -
Tins article bneﬂy summarizes some

findings from; recent research that ex-
amiried the nature and extent of drug-

*crime links at the individual offender

level. The studies Teviewed assess some
of the fundamental assumptions un- -

From the Dlrector :

The National Institute of Justlce has
made research on the relationship of
drugs to crime a priority. In this
Brief, Institute staff member Bernard
A. Gropper reviews key findings from
current research in tlus unportant g
area.

S 1am pleased that Dr Gropper has:
pulled together highlights not only

for thie Institute but from research”
sponsored by other agencies that make
Jup our Nation’s combmed efforts
agamst drug abuse o ,

The evxdenoe emergmg from the re--

from the studies he has been managmg

search is helping io advance our under-

standing of the ““hows’” and.*‘whys”’
of drug-crime linkages. it indicates .
that infensive narcotics abusers are
heavily involved in crime, much of it -
violent. Contrary to what has. been be-
, lieved, heroin-using criminals appear to
be just as likely as non-drug-usmg ;
.offenders to commit violent crimes - °

- such as homicide and rape and even L '

more likelyto oommn robbenes and
weapons offenses \ # ,;:or BRI

Such re*sea:ch has unpzrtant pohcy im-
v ;phcatlons 1t dispels‘th

myth that the-~

.only victims-of drug abuse are the' con-
sumers, Tt revealvtha‘ ‘meny addicts
are more vxolent than WSsgrevzously

 believed. And it tells us that 1 tirsetmg B
. enforcement and treatment efforts . L
~ ‘agamst the senous, heavy narcoﬁcs o

- cerned about drug abuse—not just -
“criminal justice officials but parent

iy,
D Ty eass

- cies; thus reducing the possxbihty that

: Aunmformed pohcm. o

abuser is likely to ‘gwé us the greatest
payoff in terms of cmne reducnon

The new knowledge emergmg from
research is important to all those con-

groups and school officials. Inoteasmg- o
ly\Q they can turp to objective dam :
form the debate over drugs. Sdch in-

rmation can form’ the basis for more -
fecnve prevention and cont;ol poli-

inpocent victims may pay" the prioe of e

el ,'-:‘Nanonal)ﬁsumze of Justioe 1
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‘ | derlymg drug control and treatment
pohcnes Among theﬁe are lg

P e
e .

. corresponding. S
seventy in cnmma] be dvior. -

. . Even among lugh-nsk individuals

‘reduction in level of drug abusé will be -
assoclated with a correspondxng in-"
crease or reductlon in cnnunahty. ‘

+ @ Stregt- level herom abusers tend to
engage in a varisty of criminal acts

and other behavior to support their
drug habits and personal survnval,‘
needs, with : correspondmg costs "
*he@rwcumsl their farmhes, and soc.e— :
ty in general -

States had hrstones of heroin use, fre-

zof the best ¢ predxctors” of . senous ;

'have shown that herpin-using offenders
" are-just as Itk_ly as their non-dryg- -

' Ei“fects of dmgs on cnmmahty

= N 4

quently in combination with alcohol

“and other drugs. Such a history of
- with estabiished patterns of both drug -’ ’

- -abuse and cnmmahty, an incréaseor °

drug abuse, in fact, proved to be one

Vcareer cnmmahty L

'”OthereNatronal Institute of Justlce- ;o
: j_funded research- (Wrsh 1982; Johnson, o
~'Wish, Strug, and Chaiken, 1982 in

dicates-that narcotrcs abusers engage m
vmlence miore often than earlier studxee
would lead us to believe. Recent studies

using or non-herom-usmg counterparts

B ONE

SRR )

&3

1c1de, sexual assault, and arson), and |

i even mioretkely to commit. robbery
o and\weapons offenses Tl

sc)

ug ; Ie.
‘risk for vrolence. Reports from ‘several,

cities indicafe that one-quarter or more

of homicides are related to drug-traf-
ficking (Goldstem, 1982; McBnde,

E I‘ .
Perhaps even more dlsturbmg is the
finding that 75 percent of all robbenes

‘reported by a national sample of

youth and 50 percent of the felony ,,
_assaults were due to a small, but; tlngfl-
_ly criminal, group This was the, sub-*

: sample, comprising less than 3’ percent

of all youth, who bad comrmtted three
-.Or more mdex ofiénses and were’ prll‘

*_or c¢ocaine/heroin users (Johnson,

P SR (WAL S Nacew e

'volved-in illicit drug use. While such -

“cause of these behaviurs, they do show
1 “that it is very much a characteristic of
¢ growin »body of evxdence s_ug- :

. Changes in crime with changés in drug
"uge. Among the most compelling. evi-.

. 'on ¢rime-are the findmgs reported by-

- studies clearl’y confirm one of the ma-

.that reéducing the level of drug usage .
- - can reduce the level of criminal activi-

oot comrmt vxolent crimes (such as: hom- ‘

‘Wish, and Huizinga, 1983), -

s 4
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Theroleofresearchm L
s*eparalmgmyth from reahty

: Drugs are surrounded by myth and. to
scme extent, probably alvays \ylllbe
But closer examination and systematic
.research have shown that many widely -

" held beliefs about drugs and drug users -

~-are untrue, and that others are relatrvely
... simplistic: The reality of drug abuse is

so interconnected with other factors af- .

- fecting human behavior as to make -
*such beliefs a poor basis for guiding

- 'public policy unless those other factors -

arealsotakenmrvf-.\.w“ﬁit\\\

D LR

I . Direct and indirect relations between
: drugs and crime. National pohcy“con-

" cerns and National Institute of Justtce’s i .
* .. overall research objectives encompass. <~

i . “both the direct and indirect relations of

‘substanze, abuse to criminal behavior--% '

the ways i m which drug- abuse and traf-

1. ficking affect the behaviors and crime ¢ !
| - patterns of those dtmctly involved . .0 ¢

(whether they use the drugs | themselves |

{ . or simply deal in them), and thé in-:

direct unpacis of drug abuse: and gmg-
related crime on our cnmmal _mstlee :

1> system and all Tevels of our. aocxety

o “The dmect :mpacls of ydrugs or alcohol

- on a user’s behavior reflect both physi-

' . eal and physxolqgwal facto 1ll‘he near--

;e macologreal relatives), route of adminis-

“ decreased psychonotor control capabll-

ggbehavxora‘xmang\uch as aggression,

Itmger term effects, addlctlon, and ‘,
. causal mechanisms, Beyond constdenng
- the types of immediate impacts of .-

- with:their continued use and abuse; Rex .

' ' B . 2l '
16 a degree of psychological or physical
dependence (addiction) that is destruc-

~tive and costly to the user and to
society, .

term effects aré. mfluenced not. only by al
the types.and quantity of drugs con- '
" sumed; but also by such other mdtvid-
yal .and sztuanonal vartables as the
user’s prior. exposure (level of toleranee
for the specific drug or ts- close phar-

4

* The psychopharmacologrcal and behav-
“joral sciences-have not established any
drugs (or combmanon ‘of drugs) as in-
henently or ‘direcily. cnmmogemc" in
the: sunpleoe/nse that they compel users *
"to commit crime.’ But, the overall cimu-

- _lative evidence is clear and pérsuasive
 that the consistently demonstrated pate
~teriis of corrfation bet‘ween drug abuse:
_and-crime rL/flect real, albelt mduecl ‘

“causal lmks, ) v

'!eskThese, in'tiirn, cahlead to further - """ T "1*{

. Kna vledge as the base of informed X
public policies, Unfortunately recurrent
“and. persnstent myths appesr to play a -
large part in sustaining the appeal of
drug abuse for the uninformed. Over -
. the years, similar claims have been ©h
_ihade for many drugs as belng nonad- - .-
~dictive (e.g., heroin and cocaine), “mind ‘
expanders *" “sex enhanceis,” “benign” } . ¢

“tration (swallowed, inhaled, injected),
and psychologxcal state (personalxty :
trarts, expéitations, socral settmg, etc.)

: Th" mxmed:ate outcames may’ vary
from,the user’s, passing ‘Sut, experienc-
ing pleasant to. violent mood changes,

- or suffering perceptual distortions and

: ‘abrlmes to-judge time and‘

g-—with conseqdences that o
can vary from minor embarrassmi ents 10
reJoss of the lives and property-of the
%g ‘abusers’ themselves or those
aroundthem._q RN 5

reality has proven {o be less,attractive, - - . ;
.. An important role of policy-oriented °, el
moodnaltermg drugs and. the short-term '
-mechanisms by ‘which they act on.user =" reality and to continually developand |
' behaviors, we must also recognize the .. . update knowledge on which mformed R B

. longer term effects that tend to.come =, policies aifiied-at the preventionand . {7

' .control of drug,abuse and dryg lated ]
nse typxcally lead © lcrime can be based

peated d mtensxﬁ

. E I et

 the cnmmai behavior—especially prop-

: : '\"\
forms of recreation, and so on, The | S }\

researchlstoseparqt.suchmythfrom '»*_'7 S

" these addicts’ criminal involvements in %
- the year pnor t0 then' first addrct;on ,

s

O Titeig I EL R L
I'%3 (“ o

Robbenes and assaults, in fact are o
proving to be rare anioiig. crumnall)’ Vo ‘ 2
active youths who are not alsoin- 4~ .. T i

B. California
data cannot show whether drug abuse - B
is ‘necessarily the prmtary or only

&=

serious and violent offenders.

250 }

dence of .the impacts of hard drug use

4

teams of researchers in Baltimore
(Ball, Shaffer, and Nurco, 1983) and at-
UCLA (McGlothlin et al,, 1978;
Anglin and Speckart, 1984) These

N &
200
K

150

Mean crime-days pery_éaﬁat-risk ‘

jor ‘assumptions of‘drug treatment— ' 100 . ;. o

ty, even among relatively hard-core
drug users ‘

The Balnmore team analyzed back- -, [ B

" Addfcted  Not-addicted

‘ ground factors afid long-term patteriis . Statusz. /ftddlcted o 'Not-addlcted A »
of crime for 354 black and white male~ . ° o PO s
heroin addicts. The sample was drawn =~ = ° Sau:cefat A) Ball, Shaffer & Nureo, 1983 B.) Anglin & Speckert, 1984
from more than 7,500 -known opiate _ AR v o
users.arrested (or identified) by Balti- - s B ST o :

- more police between 1952 and 1976 so- EERT BRI o )

Table 1. Relatlons ol’ nareotic usage level to criminal hehaviurs and arrest rates

‘.Ethnlcsubgmup o ,9 Whlte Hispanic
St.bsample srze (N = 68) (N=92)

Usagé ievel-”

Crimin Behavlors. SR v — U

as to be representative of the addlct
mme populatron at large, s

The tesults show how the mt..nsrty of

érty crime—of such addicts tends to

be directly related to their current drug S tpernolubcamerated BTN ET \:\;»}; )
use ‘status. Dunng a 9-year period at™ person-year) » Sy y
risk, their crime rates dropped to rela- D) Percentoftimeat S 8 .
tively low levels dunng periods when  ‘thisusagélevel: . 539 ¢ 4*‘;% o sse 45%
they had little or no narcotrc 1se. b) Cri . T S -
‘ me-days SR ‘ v
While they were actlve’y addicted, . 4's Overllotals 138 29 120 2
‘however, their criminality was typically - -~ - Theft = . oy Coag 8 12
about 4 times to 6 times higher (Figure - . Burglary ~ 9 . 3 47 e
- 1). Overall, they averaged 2,000 crime- “‘Robbery « v 3 = g * 2 0
. days (defined asﬂany day on which : Forgery e g 1 T 0
- -they committed one ‘or more crimes) : O*her\ RIS AR I 3 R 4
per addict. Fot those who had several c) Amsl ,Ptes PRI - -
penods of addiction and reduction or ; Qverall w;a] S 237 108 235 1.12
cescation of narcotics use, the levels of | Drug possessnon_ R A < R 87 28
: crrmmahty clearly tended to nse and 3 ‘Bu;rgl‘ai?dleﬁ PR SRR LS 35 12
fall thh drug usage. . o . ,‘;: 'il;ettytsh;ﬁ B : o o
~The UCLA fean’s analyses yxeld par- i R;?;ﬁ,,y“ e (l)g gz gg
- allel patterns. Their Southern Califor- : 'Forgery 086 0o 00
. nia sample consisted of 753 whxt\ and ! Violence R B o ‘.0()
‘Hispanic _heroin addicts admitted to . Minor&other ;»‘% .39{ L3050 W3
methadone maintenance programs - ) d)\qﬂme dollars L S T B Ao .

from. 1971 to 1978 (sez Table 1 for a

Dnlly Lessthandally Daﬂy Lmsthandaily

‘subsample of this group). Contrasting \\'

et
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(deﬁned as the first penod of dmly
keroin use for 1 month or more) Pﬂth

‘ therr cnmma.hty in_the year after
revealed notable’ increases.,

B

Arrest rates increased from 40 to 100
percent overall, with the largest in-
creases occurring for burglary and
theft. There were 21 to 30 percerit in-
creases in the numbers of mdrvrduals
engaging in crime from the pre- to *
post-addlctron ywrs, and three- to
five-fold increases in the numbers of
“days on which théy corimitted crimes.
For ‘example, white males’ reported 20
crime-days per nomncarce:ated year in
the 12 months prior to first addiction
and 92 in the year after; Hmpamt ,
males reported 36-and lOl cnme-days,
réspecnvely s "

“Costs of street level addnctron
and cnme

Another recent study, under Nauonal
Institute of Justice and National In- =
- stitute.on Drug Abuse cosponsorslnp,
exploredithe behaviors.and economic -
impacts.of street-level opiate abusers
(Johnson et al., 1985). Its. findings in-
. dicate that, although these abusers are -
able to obfain drugs and survive .
. through many methods, cnmmahty is
_very common among them and clearly

related to their levels and pattems of .

drug usage. ’ o
The research team, from the IRC at
.the New York State. Division ‘of Sub-
stance Abuse Services, gathered data
“from 201 heroin users who were re- .
cruited directly from their Central and
East Harlem neighborhcods. The sub- -
jects provided 11,417 ;person-days of - .

. self-reported data during.1980 to 1982 S,

.on their day-to-ddv drug usage and_
how they supported themselves

F

* The study classrfied users accoramg to
" their frequency of drug use: daily (6
" to 7 days per-week), negular Bto5.
days per week), or irregular {2 days or -
. less per week). The findings provide a

-~ far more detailed plcture of the street— .

" leve]l economics of drug usage and -

able.

Pattems of drug iise and crime. kae

the Baltimore addicts, most of the .‘ i ‘

Harlem heroin abusers committed 2 -
large number of nondrug crimes and -

. reportéd the highest crime rates (thme

~ Almost all tended to use a vanety of

2. # Crimes by type) per year

_ an even larger number of drug distri- .

bution effenses Daily heroin jusers

2). They averaged 316 drug les pe

* year and paruclpated in 564 ‘more, drug

.distzibution offenses througb S|
(duectmg customers to sources
supply), “touiting” (promotmg @ par-

" ficular dealer’s.drugs} or “copping”

(conveying drugs and mioney between
buyers and sellers, who may not ac-.
tuaily meet). Daily heroin users - also
-committed more violent crimes e,

. robberies}, one»quarter or more of

which were committed against other §
.drig users or dealers, drunks, and :
other street people. Ll

other drugs in addition to hercin; 90"
percent also used cocaine and alcoho\’

. and 73 percent used marijuana.’ Some

drug use occurred on 85 percent of -

~ the days—hercin on 54 percent of the

days, alcohol on 51 ‘percent, cocaine
on 27 percent, -and ﬂhcrt methadone -
‘on 10 percent SN

e 5

5; o Figure 2 Crime rates of street heroin abusers by level of drug usage f )
: - (New York) :

B
BEEY

’.'}\ N

The daily’ heroin users each consumeﬂ
~over $17,000 worth of drugs per year,

- - compared to about $5,000 fot the ir-
* regular users, with noncash ar-.

_rangements -covering about one-thm;

* of their consumption. Daily heroin
users also committed about t\mce as .
miany robberies and bugglaries as reg-
ular users, and about five times as

_many as the nregular users. o

However, the daily herom uSErs d1d not
tend £Q. commit' moxe crimes per day

“.than the ‘other groups. Most of them

“had more griniinal cashi income durmg

a year only because tbey wére crithinal-
ly active on more days (209. nondrug

- crimes per year compared with 162
__among regular and 116 among n'reg- :

ular usérs). The daily users did’ not
~tend to have significantly higher arrest
or rncm'ceratnon rates than the less in-

. tenstve users, and may thus be con-

sidered more “successful” as ‘Criminals

“since they ccmmiitted more crimeg and-
: used more drugs than the less regular

Overall s

1500

W
¥

. crime than has prevxoasly been atrarl A

© average .

Q.

Lor
"
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-The returns péer-crime proved’

N

Rehthtly modest. mms per erime, /’ The eombmed costs nnposed on socle- !

to be yeit
atively small, though they tended #6 be
somewhat gredter for the daily xis

.($41 per crime) than the SZSpercnme

netted by the megular users. The
amageretums from

cash i mcon;/e

) The agedaﬂyheromusetgamed

1,000 per year cash income
cnme. This yose to over $18,000 °

mal when the gconomic value of the
” drugs received ‘without cash payment is

included. In comparison, an irregular
user netted only $6,000 total. :

anomle impacts on victins and

society. ‘Thege figures do not Tepresent
the full range of economic consequen-

- ¢es  that heroin users impose upon other
persons and ‘upon society. To provide a )

somewhat more extensive picture,

_Johnson' et al. (1985) developad est-

mates of 33 different types of ‘econom-
ic harm imposed by such street hercin

. abusers. Among them were:
‘e Nondrug cﬂme The average street

herom ‘abuizer committed “nondrug”

crines ('mcludmg burglary, robbery,
‘and theft) from which victims suf-

- fered an economic loss of almost

$14,000 annually, based on the retail -

-value of stolen scods The toll from -

such nondrug crimes by daily heroin

users was nearly four times (alinost

7= (almost %(X)O)

o Freeloading. The pubuc and relatives .
or fnendﬁ of da,lly hemm nsers wn_

 tributed over $7,000 annually to

them\m the form of public transfer
==« payments, evasion of taxes, cash
“Io:.\”\and shelter a..,d meals

o Drug dkmmlon erimes Street
" heroin abusers cofitribute substan-
tially to the’ “isnderground econo-

_my.” In addition to being diug con-" -

they function as Tow-level”

drug dealers and distribators. In thls

New York sainple, ¢he average daily -
- heroin user distributed” appmmmately
$26,000 pzr year in illegal drugs. .
~From thxs, they reoewed about 40°,

pement in cask or drug “,wages,"

A whtlempemeznwentwhlsherlevel‘
;dmlemandothemmthexﬂegaldmg

’ dmﬁbunon sy“@em. o

bery (580) and
‘burglary ($81) were piodest compared

~ with the nsks/,"‘.;‘:,e‘“plcal drug:sale or
 distribution (}fe/nse prowded $5 or lecs

/$23,000) that of the u'regular users '

ty by the daily beroin users in this.
study totaled gbout $55,000 annually
per offender. Regulsr Teroin users cost
society about $32,000, and irregular
users about $15,000 each pér year.
‘These .costs are in addition ta those .
. due to other.economic factors.tymically
addressed by prior research on-social
costs—such as ‘foregone pmductivny of
legitimate work; criminal justice system’
expenses for police, courts, eorrectxons, L
probation and parole; treatment costs;
private crime prevention’ costs, and less

.- tangible costs due to fear of crime and
the suffenng of vxctxms. :

it

Pollcy implieations

v

What sort-of overall pxctune can we
draw from the typies of studies sum
marized her<7"And,-when combinsd
with ‘data from other: “ongoi effo
at momtonng the current *

* sgene,” what -are some of the unpll
tions for our policies to prevent- and :
control drug abuse and drug-relatedf
cnme? o

Perhaps the foxemost f‘mdmg is mal
heroin abusers, .especially daily users,
commit an extraordmary amount /Jf
crime. These studiet eveal a lifestyle™
“that js enveloped mdruguseandk
_crime. The major 1mpetus for most of
- their criminal behavior. is the need to

i gbta_n hmmcer nn:nfm A laroe ma.
jority reported that they were only, "

- sporadically employed, if employed at

all, during their active addiction per-

‘supported by 2 relaiive or:friend, and
come of then' own.

Otlmr mformat:on on’ tne changing =
street scene suggests that heroin and
-other drugs are.now typically so “cut” _
- or impure that true addiciion is less
likely than.in the past. Togéther with
- the insights into how strieet-level users
" support their- needs thmugh ‘cash and
nonmh means, these ﬁndmgs auggest

,
N

- :“‘&\;:‘f
Y

~ crimes commitied

" the findings discussed I,
- and education pmgnu;s

V i
b

helpedor
fods, that they were generally helped or :such as after the crime is completed -

_that iiey had little legally gmerated in- . *_ZA(Johnson, Wnsh. and Humnga, 1983)

the notion that addxcts typically h
uncontrollable cravings that eo:%év\:
them to commit crime immedipfely in
order to get money to buy’ gs is -

- lessvahdfortoday’susem

) Altnough namouv addxcts am./ users as
"agmupengagemagmatdmlof

crime, the amounts and types of -
vary codfsxderably .
among individuals. ¥or ih! maagmy of
users, their current ~of crimi-
nality sre strongly influeficed by their
current drug usage staty. Based on

>, treatment

] 155 targeted te-
ward reducing drug sisage by the most
frequent and infensve users could gain
more significant gf uctlons in drug-
related criminalify- than undirected ef-
“forts or. those aimed toward lesser

Information: ’fmm other’ongoing
studies is also providing greater insight
into the spemﬁc roles of 'drug anid .
alcohcl use in criminal events, both
among, heroin abusers and the eneral
youth population. Tlese confirm that

oA

street-levei “addicts” ‘can control their , *

‘ compnlsxon {for drugs to some extent

and ‘can decrease or stop their drug -
usage for significant periodsf time.

" .- In addition, both' haxﬂawm and less

intensive users tend to’ “‘modulate or

, deferthcxruseunﬁifhesocnalor ;

criminal situation is more appropriste,

typically taking few or no drugs before

critical events—such 25 before commit-

ting g theft—and deferring intensive = . °

usage for Mtuauom or settmgs.

This article xs a “pmgms.;epm!," on-

- iie continuing research efforts to de
velop current and indspth knowledge
on how drugs: affect crime.. These. find-

" ings are only part of a larger, bmader ;

~séries of-interrelated efforts by both

"National Institite of . Justice and othzr

organizations to improve our-under--

. standing of thz nature and extent of

drug-crime linkages. Together, thiey

. . help provide sound informational bases
PR k,fcrfhe guidmee of ppbhc yohciea









