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The Relationship Between Substance Use
Disorder and the Theft Behaviors of Individuals
Convicted of Theft, and Impulsivity

Madde Kullanim Bozuklugu ile Hirsizlik Sugundan Hikim
Giymis Bireylerde Hirsizlik Davranislari Arasindaki iliski ve

Durtusellik

ABSTRACT

This study was conducted to examine the relationship between theft and crimes committed
against property to satisfy substance needs, and to investigate the impulsivity factor in the
relationship between substance needs and theft. The sample consisted of 400 male volunteers
aged 18 and over who had been convicted of theft at the T-Type Closed Prison in Istanbul. Data
were collected using a demographic information form and the Barratt Impulsivity Scale Short
Form. Relationships between variables were analyzed using the Chi-square test. The results
showed that 63.3% (n = 253) of the participants committed their first theft offense to obtain
drugs, and 85.4% (n = 216) continued to commit theft for the same reason. The primary reason
for all theft offenses was substance acquisition need, accounting for 55.5% (n = 222) of cases.
Furthermore, evaluations conducted using the Mann-Whitney U test revealed that individuals
who committed theft due to the need to obtain substances had significantly higher impulsivity
scores on all subscales compared to those who committed theft for other reasons (p <.05). The
study emphasizes that preventing substance use should be a priority in order to prevent theft
crimes and that impulsivity should be taken into account in policies developed to combat
substance use, thereby contributing to the limited scientific literature on the relationship
between substance use, theft, and impulsivity.

Keywords: Substance use disorder, drug addiction, substance abuse, crimes against
property, theft, impulsivity

0z

Bu arastirma, madde gereksinimini karsilamak amaciyla islenen hirsizlik ve diger mal varligina
karsi suclar arasindaki iliskiyi incelemek ve madde gereksinimi ile hirsizlik arasindaki iliskide
dirtusellik etkenini arastirmak amaciyla yiritilmistir. Arastirmanin érneklemini, istanbul

T Tipi Kapali Ceza infaz Kurumu’nda hirsizlik sucundan hiikiim giymis, 18 yas ve tzeri 400
erkek goniilli olusturmaktadir. Veriler, demografik bilgi formu ve Barratt Dirtiisellik Olcegi
Kisa Formu kullanilarak toplanmistir. Degiskenler arasindaki iliskiler Ki-kare testi ile analiz
edilmistir. Bulgular, katiimcilarin %63,3’Unln (n = 253) ilk hirsizlik sugunu madde temin
etmek amaciyla isledigini, %85,4’Unln (n = 216) ise ayni nedenle hirsizlik yapmayi
strdUrdugini gostermektedir. TUm hirsizlik suglari icinde en temel gerekg¢enin %55.5 (n =
222) oraniyla madde temin etme gereksinimi oldugu saptanmistir. Ayrica Mann-Whitney U
testi ile yapilan degerlendirmelerde, madde temini amaciyla hirsizlik yapan bireylerin, diger
nedenlerle hirsizlik yapanlara kiyasla tim alt boyutlarda anlamli dizeyde daha yiksek
dirtusellik puanlarina sahip olduklari belirlenmistir (p < ,05). Arastirma, hirsizlik suclarinin
onlenmesinde madde kullaniminin engellenmesinin dncelikli bir alan olmasi gerektigini ve
madde kullanimiyla mucadeleye yonelik gelistirilecek politikalarda durtsellik 6zelliginin
dikkate alinmasinin 6nemini vurgulamakta; bu yoniyle madde kullanimi, hirsizlik ve
dirtusellik arasindaki iliskiye dair sinirli sayidaki bilimsel calismaya katki sunmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Madde kullanim bozuklugu, uyusturucu bagimliig, madde kétlye
kullanimi, malvarligina karsi suclar, hirsizlik, dirtisellik
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Introduction

Substance use disorder (SUD), or commonly referred to as
substance addiction, is a health problem characterized by
harmful substance use and dependence that negatively
impacts many areas of an individual's life (World Health
Organization [WHQ], 2023). According to DSM-5 (2022), the
core feature of SUD is a cluster of cognitive, behavioral, and
physiological symptoms that indicate the individual
continues to use substances despite significant problems
related to substance use. According to the WHO's ICD
classification, there are seven criteria for diagnosing
addiction: strong craving, difficulty controlling use,
withdrawal when substance use stops, seeking substances
to relieve withdrawal, tolerance, detachment from daily
activities, and continued use despite obvious harm. Six of
these reflect the addict's urge to obtain the substance and
emphasize its intensity. As a result, the behaviors and social
relationships of individuals with SUD are shaped by the
substance and the urge to obtain it.

Although societies develop policies to combat substance
use, the problem remains a global one, as evidenced by the
dramatic increase in the variety of substances, with the
number of known substances rising from 13 in 2006 to 620
in 2016 (EMCDDA, 2017). In Europe, more than 17 million
young adults (aged 15-34) reported using drugs last year
(16.9%). Moreover, these figures do not reflect actual usage
due to reporting bias (EMCDDA, 2021).

SUD individually impair physical, psychological, and social
functioning, affecting individuals and societies in numerous
ways. SUD and other mental health issues affected more
than 1 billion people worldwide in 2016 and accounted for
approximately 7% of the global economic burden (Rehm &
Shield, 2019). This situation deepens economic inequalities
by affecting both government health expenditures and
individual incomes. Individuals with SUD face greater
difficulties in maintaining their jobs, which increases the
pressure on social security systems (Kendler et al., 2017).
SUD also causes a decline in productivity and efficiency in
the labor market. Labor force loss and rising unemployment
rates slow economic growth in the long term and pose a
threat to social welfare (Oztiirk Emiral & Goékler, 2024).

In addition to health and economic problems, SUD
contributes to increased crime rates, disrupts family
structures, weakens social cohesion, and creates a sense of
insecurity in society, particularly through criminal behavior
among young people (Delisi et al., 2015).

Research confirms a close link between substance abuse

and crime. In a study conducted by Ogel et al. (1999) with
369 substance users, 65% of substance users were found to
have had problems with the law. Another study supporting
this finding involved 1,679 substance users undergoing
inpatient treatment, and it was found that 59.7% of them
had been incarcerated at least once (Aytaclar & Tirkcan,
1996, as cited in Ogel et al., 1999).

Over time, individuals with SUD experience a decline in
work performance and fall into economic hardship. This
situation may cause the individual to turn to crimes such as
theft, drug dealing, or courier services in order to obtain the
substance they need. In addition, substance effects may
cause thought and behavioral disorders, which may lead to
crime. All these factors demonstrate how strong the direct
and indirect links between substance use and crime are
(Alpay et al., 1995).

When examining the relationship between substance use
disorder and theft, it appears that theft and substance use
disorder follow a parallel trend, suggesting a cause-and-
effect relationship. Using New York Police Department
records (1970-1996), Corman and Mocan (2000) found that
substance use was positively and significantly associated
with increasing rates of theft; this relationship remained
stable and persistent over time.

Studies by Sibusiso et al. (2022) found that substance users'
criminal  behaviors, particularly theft crimes, were
associated with substance use disorder. Danisman et al.
(2024) showed that individuals with methamphetamine use
disorder have a high likelihood of reoffending; furthermore,
these individuals were found to be prone to committing
crimes, particularly for the purpose of obtaining drugs.

While there are studies examining the relationship
between theft and substance use disorders in many
countries, although there are studies on the relationship
between substance use disorders and crime in Turkiye,
there is a need for studies specifically showing its effect on
theft.

In Turkiye, 24.4% (73,444) of prisoners convicted of
multiple crimes in 2022 were convicted of theft, which
constitutes the highest rate of these crimes (Republic of
Turkiye Ministry of Justice, General Directorate of Judicial
Records and Statistics, 2023). According to the Penitentiary
and Correctional Institution, theft crimes have the largest
share among crimes against property, which are the most
frequently committed crime category (Republic of Turkiye
Ministry of Justice, General Directorate of Criminal Records
and Statistics, 2022). Again, according to the same
institution's data, parallel to theft crimes, although there



have been declines in some vyears, crimes related to
substance abuse have also increased in recent years. In
Turkiye, the percentage of those imprisoned for substance-
related crimes rose from 28% in 2019 to 32% in 2020 and
33.6% in 2021. In light of these data, the importance of
research examining the relationship between SUD and theft
crime is clear.

Another concept related to substance addiction and theft
crime is impulsivity. Impulsivity is defined as the tendency
to respond suddenly and unplanned to internal or external
stimuli, despite negative consequences (Moeller et al.,
2001). Impulsivity is related to acting on impulse without
planning and limited cognitive evaluation (Artuk & Alsahin,
2017; Dolu, 2015).

According to the DSM-5, impulsivity involves responding
quickly to stimuli without considering the consequences,
difficulty adhering to plans, and engaging in self-harming
behavior during emotional distress (Konuk, 2015). It is
considered a core symptom of psychiatric disorders with
limited behavioral inhibition, such as borderline and
antisocial personality disorders (Ozdemir, 2012).

The aim of this study is to examine the effect of substance
acquisition needs on theft crimes, which have negative
effects on social security, public order, and individual well-
being, and to investigate the impulsivity factor in the
context of the relationship between these needs and theft.
The research aims to shed light on the relationship between
theft crimes, which negatively affect social security, the
need for safety, and people's gains, and the need to obtain
drugs, thereby demonstrating the beneficial effects of the
fight against drug use on social security and peace, in
addition to protecting the younger generations. In other
words, it aims to reveal how important it is to combat
substance use in order to prevent theft crimes and the
material and moral problems they cause. Furthermore, it
aims to demonstrate the relationship between impulsivity
and substance use and the subsequent crime of theft,
thereby highlighting the need to consider the impulsivity
factor in the prevention and rehabilitation of substance
addiction, with the goal of increasing the effectiveness of
future measures and treatment plans.

The hypotheses of the study are: “The need to obtain drugs
is related to the crime of theft,” and “Individuals who
commit theft to obtain drugs exhibit a higher level of
impulsivity compared to individuals who commit theft for
other reasons.”

Additionally, it seeks to answer the questions: “Are there
differences between the group committing theft to obtain

substances and the group committing theft for other
reasons in terms of age, marital status, education, age at
first theft, frequency of substance use before entering
prison, age at first substance use, single or multiple
substance use, and crimes committed other than theft?”

Methods

Participants

This descriptive study, conducted with the permission of
the Ministry of Justice, consisted of 412 adult men (aged 18
and over) who had been convicted of theft as part of
property crimes at the Umraniye T Type Closed Prison in
Istanbul, where individuals convicted of theft are
concentrated. Participants were selected using purposive
sampling (Yildirm & Simsek, 2008) because they were
directly related to the research topic, were rich sources of
information, and were expected to provide detailed and
productive work.

The age distribution of the participants was as follows:
13.0% (n=52) aged 18-24,21.8% (n = 87) aged 25-29, 20.5%
(n = 82) aged 30-34, 19.7% (n = 79) aged 35-39, 11.2% (n =
45) aged 40-44, 5.8% (n = 23) aged 45-49, and 8.0% (n = 32)
aged 50 and above. In terms of marital status, 28% are
married, 68.8% are unmarried (single or divorced), and
71.3% are individuals who do not live in a marital union.

In terms of education level, 3.5% (n = 14) are illiterate.
13.2% (n = 53) dropped out of elementary school, 8.5% (n =
34) are elementary school graduates, 19.5% (n = 78)
dropped out of middle school, 17.3% (n = 69) are middle
school graduates, 14.2% (n = 57) dropped out of high
school, and 18.8% (n = 75) are high school graduates. Only
5% (n = 20) had a higher level of education.

51.2% (n = 205) of participants committed their first theft
between the ages of 13 and 17, and 30% (n = 120) between
the ages of 18 and 24. Thus, 81.2% committed their first
theft before the age of 24.

Of the 310 participants with a history of substance use, 61%
(n=189) first tried the substance at the age of 13—-14. 23.5%
(n =73) were aged 15-17, 12.2% (n = 38) were aged 18-24,
and 3.3% (n = 10) were aged 25 and above. Accordingly,
84.5% of substance users started using substances before
the age of 18.

The study consisted of two phases. The first phase
examined the effect of substance procurement needs on
theft crime; the second phase assessed impulsivity in the
relationship between theft crime and substance use. The
sample for both phases was determined using purposive



sampling due to reasons such as the limited conditions of
the prison, participation based on voluntariness, and
security measures.

Female participants were not included in the study due to
the female crime rate of 4.1% and the theft crime rate of
6.2% reported by the Turkish Statistical Institute
(TURKSTAT, 2024), the substance use rate among women
being lower than that among men (4%) reported by the
General Directorate of Security (Republic of Turkiye
Ministry of Interior, General Directorate of Security, 2018),
and the unsuitability of female prison conditions.

Data Collection Tools

Within the scope of the study, the assessment of prisoners
was carried out using a demographic information form
prepared through field research and the Turkish adaptation
of the Barratt Impulsivity Scale Short Form (BIS-11-KF).

Demographic Information Form

A 15-question Demographic Information Form was
prepared (by the researcher in line with the purpose of the
study, based on field research and the opinions of
psychologists working in the field) to obtain information
about the demographic characteristics of the prisoners. It
consists of questions designed to obtain demographic
information such as the primary reason for committing the
theft offense (which led to their sentencing), the
fundamental reason for all theft offenses committed,
marital status, age range, educational status, age at first
theft, substance use, and age at first substance use. For the
guestion on the reason for theft, which is one of the stages
of the research, the first reason for theft that led to their
conviction was used for the evaluations due to the clear
separation of substance use and other options.

Barratt Impulsiveness Scale Short Form (BIS-11-KF)

The scale, developed by Barratt in 1959, was converted to
BIS-11-KF by Spinella in 2007 (Tamam et al., 2013). It is a
self-report measure consisting of 15 questions, adapted
into Turkish by Tamam et al. in 2013. The scale is a four-
point Likert-type scale with the following scoring format: 1
= Rarely/Never, 2 = Sometimes, 3 = Often, 4 = Almost
always/Always. While other items are scored from 1 to 4,
items 1, 5, 6, 11, and 15 are reverse-scored. The scale
consists of three subscales: attention impulsivity (2, 3, 7, 8,
9), motor impulsivity (4, 10, 12, 13, 14), and non-planning
impulsivity (1, 5, 6, 11, 15).

In the reliability study, the internal consistency of the 15-

item new form's subscales was determined as Cronbach's
alpha of 0.82 for the total scale, 0.80 for the non-planning
(NP) subscale, 0.70 for motor impulsivity (MlI), and 0.64 for
attentional impulsivity (Al). The total scale and all subscales
showed moderate to good (0.31-0.67) positive correlations.

Procedure

The research population consisted of male prisoners
convicted of theft at the Type T Closed Prison in Istanbul.
The sample size was determined to be 384 according to the
Cochran formula and increased to 412 to enhance the
power of the analysis (Alp & Sen, 2021). As a result of
checking the data forms, 12 forms were excluded from the
analysis because they were incompletely filled out, and the
final sample consisted of 400 individuals.

Before proceeding to data analysis, the distribution
characteristics of the Barratt Impulsiveness Scale Short
Form (BIS-11-KF) scores were examined, and it was
determined that the variables did not follow a normal
distribution. In this context, the Mann-Whitney U test was
preferred to compare impulsivity levels between two
independent groups. The study aimed to achieve 80%
statistical power; however, due to limited resources in
prison conditions and reduced voluntary participation, this
target could not be met. The power value obtained for the
Mann-Whitney U test conducted with the sample sizes (n =
51 and n = 56) is approximately 0.71, indicating a 71%
probability of detecting a significant difference, which is
considered sufficient for many studies (Zhu, 2021).

The study was conducted in two phases. In the first phase,
demographic forms were administered to 400 participants.
In the second phase, a total of 106 participants who had
also participated in the first phase were included: 51
volunteers (Group A) who stated they committed theft to
obtain drugs and 55 volunteers (Group B) who committed
theft for non-drug-related reasons. Participants were asked
to write the letter “A” or “B” in the upper right corner of
their forms to indicate which group they belonged to. In this
part of the study, as in the study as a whole, not all
participants could be included due to the limiting factors
mentioned above and the participants' lack of sufficient
interest in participating in the second phase.

The study was conducted between August 18 and
September 2, 2023. The sessions were held in the prison's
education hall in groups of 15-20 people, arranged so that
participants could not see each other's responses. Both
phases lasted approximately 20-25 minutes. Prison
education staff assisted 14 inmates who were illiterate.



Participants were informed about the purpose of the study,
that it was voluntary, and that they could leave at any time,
and they signed an “Informed Consent Form. Ethical
approval for this study was obtained from the Ethics
Committee of the istanbul Ticaret University (number
305262; December 1, 2023) and the necessary permission
was obtained from the General Directorate of Prisons and
Detention Houses of the Ministry of Justice (approval no:
57292265-204.04-721/70910).

Inclusion criteria for the study included being an inmate and
participating voluntarily, while exclusion criteria included
not having a serious psychological/psychiatric diagnosis
(schizophrenia, bipolar disorder, etc.).

Data Analysis

Frequencies and percentages for categorical variables in
the Demographic Information Form are provided. In the
marital status variable, the options “separated” and
‘divorced’ were combined with the “other” option due to
the low participant rate.

In the education level variable, the options “dropped out of
associate's degree, associate's degree graduate, dropped
out of university, university graduate, dropped out of
graduate school, and graduate school graduate” were
combined and the option “dropped out of associate's
degree or above” was created because the participant rate
was very low.

In the age of theft variable, the 40-44, 45-49, and 50+ age
groups were combined due to low participant rates,
creating the 40 years and older variable.

Since the number of data points for the age of substance
use was very small, the “30-39 years old” and “25-29 years
old” options were combined and changed to the “25 years
old and above” option.

CrossTab was used in the comparison of categorical
variables, and the relevant values that meet the
assumptions for comparative table analysis are provided.

The reliability analysis of BIS-11-KF was performed.
Descriptive statistics for the impulsivity scale total score
and subscale scores, including minimum, maximum, mean,
standard deviation, median, and interquartile range values,
were provided. The normality test for the distribution of the
impulsivity scale total score and subscale scores was
determined using the Kolmogorov Smirnov test. The tests
concluded that the distribution was not normal, and the
Mann Whitney U test, a non-parametric test, was applied

to compare impulsivity between groups.

The statistical significance level for the study was set at p <
.05. Statistical analyses were conducted using Microsoft
Excel and the IBM SPSS Statistics software (Version 22.0).

Results

When the data obtained in terms of substance use in the
study were evaluated, it was seen that 77.5% (n = 310) of
the 400 convicted participants arrested for theft offense
had substance use. As seen in Table 1, among these 310
participants, there were 63.3% (n = 253) (people who stated
that they committed the crime of theft due to the need to
obtain substances, while 18.4% (n = 57) people stated that
they did not steal due to substance use, even though they
had substance use.

Table 1

Distribution of Participants According to Their Initial Reason for

Theft
What was the cause of the first theft? n %
Eating/drinking 62 15.5
For substance supply 253 63.3
Gaming 17 4.3
Other 68 17.0
Total 400 100

As seenin Table 1 and Table 2 respectively, for both the first
theft, which constitutes a criminal offense and causes legal
punishment, 63.3% (n =253) and for the main reason that
causes all theft behaviors in general, 55.5% (n = 222), the
need to obtain substances clearly constituted the biggest
reason for theft behavior. In Table 2, it is seen in the
comparison of the first theft and the main reason for theft
that those who commit theft for the two situations are
statistically significantly similar (x2 = 255.471, p = .001), in
other words, those who commit their first theft for the
purpose of obtaining substances continue to steal for the
same reason in the following period (85.4%, n = 216).
Namely, the initial reason for theft acted as a trigger and
contributed to the continuation of criminal behavior
through the addictive cycle associated with SUD.



Table 2

Comparison of the Reasons for Theft of the Participants

Basic need that causes theft behavior

Group 1 n (%)

Group 2 n (%

Group 3 n (%)

Group comparison

)
To buy substances 216 (85.4) 6(4.1) 222 (55.6) x2(1) =255.47, p <.001
Eating, drinking, and traveling 11 (4.3) 67 (45.9) 78 (19.6)
Desire for nightlife/luxury lifestyle 19 (7.5) 33 (22.6) 52 (13.0)
Other 7(2.8) 40 (27.4) 47 (11.8)
Total 253 (100) 146 (100) 399 (100)
Age Group 1 n (%) Group 2 n (%) Group 3 n (%) Group comparison
18-24 40 (15.8) 12 (8.2) 2 (13.0) x2(1) =50.72, p < .001
25-29 65 (25.7) 22 (15.1) 87 (21.8)
30-34 61 (24.1) 20 (13.7) 1(20.3)
35-39 50 (19.8) 29 (19.9) 9(19.8)
40-44 20 (7.9) 25(17.1) 45 (11.3)
45-49 11 (4.3) 12 (8.2) 23 (5.8)
50+ 6(2.4) 26 (17.8) 32 (8.0)
Total 253 (100) 146 (100) 399 (100)
Marital Status Group 1 n (%) Group 2 n (%) Group 3 n (%) Group comparison
Married 57 (22.5) 58 (39.5) 115 (28.7) x2(1) =13.80, p =.001
Single 153 (60.5) 65 (44.2) 218 (54.5)
Other 43 (17.0) 24 (16.3) 67 (16.8)
Total 253 (100) 147 (100) 400 (100)
Level of education Group 1 n (%) Group 2 n (%) Group 3 n (%) Group comparison
Illiterate 5(2.0) 9(6.1) 14 (3.5) x2(1) =20.84, p =.004
Elementary school dropout 32 (12.6) 21 (14.3) 53 (13.2)
Elementary school graduate 21 (8.3) 13 (8.8) 34 (8.5)
Middle school dropout 50 (19.8) 28 (19.1) 78 (19.5)
Middle school graduate 42 (16.6) 27 (18.4) 69 (17.3)
High school dropout 49 (19.4) 8(5.4) 57 (14.2)
High school graduate 45 (17.8) 30 (20.4) 75 (18.8)
Associate degree dropout and above 9 (3.5%) 11 (7.5) 20 (5.0)
Total 253 (100%) 147 (100) 400 (100)
Age of first theft Group 1 n (%) Group 2 n (%) Group 3 n (%) Group comparison
13-17 146 (57.7) 59 (40.7) 205 (51.5) x2(1) =23.58, p =.004
18-24 74 (29.2) 46 (31.7) 120 (30.2)
25-29 20(7.9) 15 (10.3) 35(8.8)
30-34 7(2.8) 9(6.2) 16 (4.0)
35-39 5(2.0) 7(4.8) 12 (3.0)
40+ 1(0.4) 9(6.2) 10 (2.5)
13-17 253 (100) 145 (100) 398 (100)
Substance use status Group 1 n (%) Group 2 n (%) Group 3 n (%) Group comparison
Yes 246 (97.2) 64 (43.5) 310 (77.5) x2(1) =153.73, p <.001
No 7 (2.8) 83 (56.5) 90 (22.5)
Total 253 (100) 147 (100) 400 (100)
Age of first substance use Group 1 n (%) Group 2 n (%) Group 3 n (%) Group comparison
13-14 156 (63.4) 32 (50.8) 188 (60.8) x2(1) =19.58, p <.001
15-17 63 (25.6) 10 (15.9) 73 (23.6)
18-24 21 (8.6) 17 (27.0) 38 (12.3)
25+ 6(2.4) 4(6.3) 10 (3.3)
Total 246 (100) 63 (100) 309 (100)

(continued)



Table 2 (continue)
Comparison of the Reasons for Theft of the Participants

Use one or more types of substances Group 1 n (%) Group 2 n (%) Group 3 n (%) Group comparison
Single type 64 (73.6) 23 (26.4) 87 (100) x2(1) =3.12, p=.078
Multiple types 179 (83.3) 36 (16.7) 215 (100)
Total 243 (80.5) 59 (19.5) 302 (100)

Note. Group 1 = Participants who committed theft to obtain substances. Group 2 = Participants who committed theft for other reasons,

N =400

Table 2 presents the demographic characteristics of all
participants, while at the same time, the differences
between the two groups who committed theft due to the
need for substance supply and other reasons were
compared and statistically evaluated.

According to the comparison based on the ages of the
participants, there was a statistically significant difference
(p < .001) between the first group, which stated the need to
obtain substances as the reason for theft, and the second
group, which stated that they committed theft for other
reasons, and the first group consisted of younger
individuals (Table 2).

When the two groups were compared in terms of marital
status, it was found that there was a statistically significant
difference between the reasons for theft and the marital
status of the participant (p = .001). The marriage rate of the
first group was significantly lower than the second group;
22.5% (n = 57) of this group were married, while 39.5% (n =
58) of those who stole for other reasons were married
(Table 2).

A statistically significant difference was found between the
reason for theft and the participants’ level of education (p
= .004). According to the results, the educational level of
the first group-those who committed theft to obtain
substances-was higher (Table 2).

A significant difference also emerged between the age of
first theft and the reasons for stealing (p < .001). Notably,
57.7% (n = 146) of participants who committed theft to
obtain substances reported engaging in theft before the
age of 18 (between 13 and 17 years) (Table 2). Overall,
participants who committed theft under the age of 18 for
either reason constituted 51.5% (n = 205) of the total
sample.

The analysis revealed a significant association between
substance use prior to incarceration and the reason for
theft (p < .001). Among participants who committed theft
to obtain substances, 97.2% (n = 246) reported ongoing
substance use before imprisonment (Table 2). Similarly, a
statistically significant difference was observed in the

duration of substance use before entering prison for theft-
related reasons (y2 = 48.565 and p < .001). Among those
who stated they committed theft due to substance
acquisition, 61.8% (n = 149) reported using substances
daily, while this rate was found to be 16.1% (n = 5) among
those who committed theft for other reasons. This rate is
10.4% (n = 25) among those who use it once a week, and
27.8% (n = 67) and 71% (n = 22) among those who use it
once a month or less.

When the reason for theft and the age of the participant's
first substance use were compared, it was found that there
was a statistically significant difference between the
reasons for stealing and the age of first substance use (p =
.001). The first group who stole to obtain substances
exhibited theft behavior at an earlier age than the second
group who stole for other reasons (Table 2).

There was no statistically significant difference between
the reasons for theft and whether the substance used was
single or multiple (p = .078) (Table 2). However, a
statistically significant difference was found when the age
of first substance use was compared with single or multiple
substance use (2 = 15.699 and p < .001) and it was
observed that the group that started substance use at an
earlier age had more than one substance use.

Additionally, the study compared the reasons for
participants committing theft, specifically between those
who stole to obtain substances and those who stole for
other reasons. It was found that those who stole for
substance acquisition had a higher rate of committing both
another type of crime beside theft and multiple crimes
compared to those who stole for other reasons (2 = 9.874
and p =.007).

In the second stage of the study, as seen in Table 3, the
group who stole for substance supply showed significantly
more impulsivity both in the overall impulsivity (p < .001)
and in the sub-dimensions of impulsivity; nonplanning
impulsivity (p = 0.16), motor impulsivity (p < .001) and
attention impulsivity (p = .016).

Following the Mann—Whitney U tests, Bonferroni and Holm



corrections were applied for multiple comparisons (k = 4).
According to the Bonferroni adjustment, only motor
impulsivity and total impulsivity remained statistically

Table 3

significant (p < .0125). However, the Holm correction
indicated that all four dimensions of impulsivity remained
significant (p.dj < .05).

Comparison of Impulsivity Total and Subscale Scores According to Reasons for the Theft

Scale Dimension Group n Median (IQR)

Nonplanning impulsivity Group 1 54 13.5(4.5) Z=2.403, p=.016
Group 2 51 15.0 (5.0)

Motor impulsivity Group 1 54 8.0 (4.0) Z=4.514,p < .001
Group 2 51 10.0 (3.0)

Attention impulsivity Group 1 54 8.0(3.0) Z=2.409, p =.016
Group 2 51 9.0 (3.0)

Impulsivity (Total) Group 1 54 30.0 (8.25) Z=4.161, p<.001
Group 2 51 35.0(9.0)

Note. Group 1= Those who commit theft due to the need to supply substances. Group 2= Those who commit theft for other reasons, IQR

= Interquartile Range
Discussion

This study aimed to reveal the relationship between the
need to obtain substances arising from substance use
disorder and the theft crimes committed, as well as the
difference in impulsivity between those who steal to obtain
substances and those who steal for other reasons. The
research results support the hypotheses that “there is a
relationship between theft crimes and the need to obtain
substances” and “there is a difference in impulsivity
between those who commit theft to obtain substances and
those who commit theft for other reasons.” The study
found that substance acquisition needs accounted for
63.3% of the participants' first theft offenses leading to
imprisonment and 55.5% of their subsequent theft
offenses, with 85.4% of these individuals being similar.

Similar findings to the research results were also found in
studies conducted by Ibrahim et al. (2021). In these studies,
substance users' criminal behaviors, particularly theft
offenses, were found to be associated with SUD. Ibrahim et
al. (2021) determined that 55.8% of individuals committed
theft to obtain substances and indicated that substance use
was the most significant factor leading to drug dealing
offenses. Another study with crystal methamphetamine
users found that substance use disorder increased the
likelihood of reoffending in theft crimes, with 82.6% of
participants committing theft crimes alone (Espinosa, 2018.

Berger (2019), in his study on criminal gangs, showed how
the relationship between substance use disorder and theft
interacts with crime groups and lifestyle choices. It was
found that 83.1% of gang members used substances, and
the most common crime committed by gang members was

theft. Substance use is considered an effective factor not
only in committing a crime but also in its recurrence. A
study by Karlsson and Hakansson (2022) emphasized that
criminals who use substances are more likely to commit
crimes against property, and therefore theft crimes, which
constitute the majority of these crimes. In this study
conducted among convicted substance abusers, 78% were
involved in property crimes within 2.7 years, and 68% were
involved in violent crimes; individuals with higher
substance use were found to reoffend more frequently.
Factors directly or indirectly related to substance use, such
as injection drug use, amphetamine use, history of violent
and theft crimes, homelessness, and psychiatric problems,
were also effective in the recidivism of crime. In general,
substance use increases the likelihood of recidivism in all
crime groups, including theft.

When other data obtained in the study were evaluated, it
was first determined that there was a significant
relationship between the ages of the participants and their
reasons for committing theft. Among participants under
the age of thirty-five, the proportion of those who
committed theft to obtain drugs was found to be higher
than those who committed theft for other reasons.
Similarly, in a study conducted by Azevedo et al. (2022),
theft was determined to be the most common type of crime
among university students; it was emphasized that the
main reason for this crime was drug use.

Ibrahim et al. (2021) conducted demographic studies
showing that the age group with the highest number of
users is 21-39, that these individuals commit at least two
crimes per week, and that these crimes are substance-
related crimes and theft. This is consistent with the high



rates of theft for substance acquisition among the younger
age groups in this study.

The study found that 81.3% of participants committed their
first theft between the ages of 13 and 24. Similarly,
Camilleri and Saliba (2018) noted that early involvement in
crime during adolescence is associated with substance use
disorders. Involvement in crime during adolescence,
especially when combined with substance use, leads to
serious substance use disorders and increases the risk of
criminal tendencies. It was found that individuals aged 18-
29 were more likely to be involved in theft and other violent
crimes, while older age groups were more likely to be
involved in substance-related crimes; this shows that theft
crimes typically begin at a young age and often co-occur
with substance use disorders (Mundia, 2020).

When assessed in terms of marital status, a statistically
significant difference was found between the reasons for
theft and marital status. The percentage of married
individuals who commit theft to obtain drugs (22.5%) is
lower than those who commit theft for other reasons
(39.5%). A study by lbrahim et al. (2021) found that the
majority of individuals detained for substance-related
crimes were single. In another study, Mundia (2020)
investigated the relationship between marital status and
crime tendencies but found no direct link between being
married or single and theft or substance acquisition.
However, it was emphasized that marital status may affect
individuals' motivations for committing crimes, but this is
dependent on complex socioeconomic factors. The findings
indicate that married individuals are less likely to be
involved in theft crimes committed for substance
acquisition, but when this situation is evaluated in
conjunction with factors such as the fact that those who
commit theft for substance acquisition are generally young,
started using substances at an early age, have the primary
goal of obtaining the substance, and face legal sanctions
due to their use, it appears to be the result of a reciprocal
causality cycle.

This study found a significant relationship between
participants' educational level and their reasons for
committing theft, and that those who commit theft to
obtain drugs have a higher educational level than those
who commit theft for other reasons, despite their high
school dropout rates. This may be because the group
stealing for other reasons comes from a lower
socioeconomic background and steals for the economic
reasons that this entails. Young people who use substances
can mostly complete their primary education and have the
opportunity to pursue higher education, while this rate is

low among those who steal solely for economic reasons. It
is noteworthy that the dropout rate from middle school and
high school among the group that steals to obtain drugs is
24.7% of the participants, while this rate is 9% among those
who steal for other reasons, demonstrating the negative
impact of drug use on school attendance and academic
achievement. Similar results were found in a study by
Dervishi and Ibrahimi (2018), where 37.3% of adolescents
believed that substance use had a harmful effect on their
education. In their study examining the effects of substance
use on education, Lorenzetti et al. (2020) showed that
children who used marijuana during their school years had
lower academic achievement and higher dropout rates in
high school compared to children who did not use it.
Rodriguez (2021) found a weak relationship between
educational level and crime, but emphasized that dropping
out of school has an effect on the increase in crime,
especially violent crime. This shows the effect of dropping
out of school or leaving school on the concept of crime and
also explains the high dropout rates in middle and high
school revealed by the study's results. On the other hand,
Mundia (2020) argued that low educational attainment,
combined with social factors such as poverty, family
problems, and access to drugs, increases the likelihood of
young offenders committing theft. According to another
study conducted in Turkiye, no significant difference was
found between drug-using and non-drug-using prisoners in
terms of educational attainment (Seker, 2021).

In this regard, new research is needed to explain the causal
relationship between education and the concept of crime,
particularly the relationship between substance use and
theft. In general, the high dropout rates in middle school
and high school (at the end of primary education) in the
study also suggest the existence of a reciprocal cause-and-
effect cycle in terms of SUD and school dropout.

When the participants' age at first theft and their reasons
for committing theft were examined, a significant
relationship was found between the two variables.
Specifically, 57.7% of those who stole to obtain drugs
committed theft between the ages of 13 and 17. This shows
that substance use and theft are linked at an early age, and
that those who commit this crime to obtain drugs start
stealing at a younger age. There are studies in the literature
that support this finding. For example, Camilleri and Saliba
(2018) predict that early substance use during adolescence
increases the risk of SUD and, indirectly, theft, and that
every £1 spent on substance prevention yields a gain of £3-
5 when material losses such as theft and prison expenses
are taken into account.



10

This study found that individuals who commit theft to
obtain drugs had a significantly higher frequency of drug
use prior to incarceration. Of the participants who stole to
obtain drugs, 61.8% reported daily use and 86.7% reported
use more than once a month prior to incarceration.
Similarly, in a large-scale study conducted among users of
amphetamine-type substances in Australia, individuals with
a criminal record were found to use drugs more frequently
(on more than 13 of the last 28 days) than other
participants (Black et al., 2023. According to research
conducted by Bukten et al. (2020) with prisoners in
Norwegian prisons, 47% of participants reported using
drugs daily before entering prison, and 63% reported being
under the influence of drugs, alcohol, or both when
committing the crime that led to their sentencing. These
findings prove that substance use and its frequency are
among the factors that cause theft crimes.

Analysis of the age at which participants began using drugs
and their reasons for committing theft revealed that
individuals who began using drugs at an early age
committed theft primarily to obtain drugs, compared to
those who began at a later age. This study found that the
majority of participants (60.8%) first used drugs between
the ages of 13 and 14. This finding is consistent with the
literature indicating that early-age substance use increases
the risk of developing SUD in later years. In a study by Fosco
et al. (2024), conducted in lowa and Pennsylvania, the
PROSPER substance use prevention program, which was
implemented for 6th and 7th graders, aimed to prevent
substance use. It was found that the program also reduced
antisocial behaviors indirectly related to crime and the risk
of SUD in the 9th grade (age 15, the age at which use is most
common in adolescence) and in the subsequent young
adult period. This is another indication that substance use
begins much earlier than previously anticipated. It has also
been shown that substance use at an early age significantly
increases the risk of developing substance use disorders in
individuals, especially substance use that begins in
adolescence increases the risk of persistent substance use
disorders and substance-related problems in later years
(Camilleri & Saliba, 2018; Winters et al., 2011). According to
this study, individuals who began using substances at a later
age had a lower rate of theft.

There is a noticeable difference between EGM data and
research findings regarding the age of onset of substance
use. When examining the age of onset of substance use
among participants who reported substance use in the
study, the findings indicate that 84.5% of participants first
used substances between the ages of 13 and 14, and under

the age of 18, suggesting that substance use begins at a
much younger age than previously estimated and recorded
by EGM. The 2022 EGM Substance Users Profile Analysis
(2023) Narcologist Report states that the average age of
initiation is 21.99 vyears. Since EGM data includes
assessments based on criminal records, it is thought that
the data on the timing of use beginning in childhood or
adolescence does not fully reflect the actual age of
initiation. For example, Sirin and Uzun (2021) found that the
average age of 250 adolescents receiving inpatient
treatment at the Bursa Child Alcohol and Substance
Treatment Center (CAMATEM) between 2014 and 2019
was 16.24, while the average age of onset of use was 12.83.

In a study conducted in Ankara by Arslan and Sari (2019),
the average age of onset was 14, while Ogel (2022) found
that the average age of onset for substance abusers
undergoing treatment was 16. The same study showed that
the age at which the family became aware was 21, and the
age at which problems with the family began was 22. This
is another factor explaining the difference between the age
in the EGM data and the age obtained in the studies.

In this study, no significant difference was found between
the group that stole to obtain drugs and the group that
stole for other reasons in terms of the variety of drugs used
(multiple drug use). However, a relationship was observed
between the age of onset of substance use and single or
multiple use, with those who started using substances at an
earlier age using multiple substances more frequently.
According to the research by Bukten et al. (2020), 46% of
substance users in prison use five or more types of
substances, and 30% use more than ten types. It is thought
that multiple substance use can have many negative
consequences. Marvi et al. (2023) stated that the combined
use of more than one substance leads to more intense
psychological problems such as depression, anxiety, and
sleep disorders compared to single use.

The study found a relationship between committing theft
and being convicted of crimes other than theft. When
participants with records for crimes other than theft were
examined, it was found that those who committed theft to
obtain drugs had a higher rate of involvement in other
crimes. Specifically, among those who committed multiple
crimes, the rate of those who committed theft to obtain
drugs was found to be 71.3%. Similarly, Liu et al. (2018)
demonstrated in their study that young substance users'
criminal behavior continued in connection with their
substance use. Berger (2022) drew attention to the
relationship between substance use disorder and criminal
behavior, emphasizing that criminal tendencies that begin
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with substance use continue to increase over time. In a
review on the relationship between substance use and
crime, it was found that individuals who use substances
have crime rates 2.8 to 3.8 times higher (Bennett et al.,
2008). Furthermore, a study by Baloran et al. (2024)
indicated that most crimes committed were substance use-
related, particularly prevalent among individuals who
committed multiple crimes.

According to the results obtained in the second phase of the
study, which examined impulsivity, participants who stated
that they committed theft to obtain drugs showed higher
levels of impulsivity compared to the group that committed
theft for other reasons. Analyses using the BIS-11-KF (short
form) analysis showed that individuals who committed
theft had higher levels of impulsivity than those who stole
for other reasons, both in terms of general impulsivity and
in the subdimensions (attention impulsivity, motor
impulsivity, and planning impulsivity). This indicates that
substance users have difficulty controlling their physical
responses and focus on short-term goals without
considering the future. A study by Fantin et al. (2024) found
that the crime rate among individuals with multiple
substance use was 64.9% and that impulsivity was a
mediating factor in criminal behavior among individuals
with substance use disorders.

According to another study showing that impulsivity is a
triggering factor for first-time substance use, impulsive
behaviors increase as the severity of substance use disorder
increases (Seker & Zengin Tas, 2023). Lattimore et al. (2010)
state that all prisoners who commit repeat offenses use
substances and that, as in this study, those who commit
repeat offenses show higher impulsivity in all three
impulsivity subdimensions (as cited in Seker & Zengin Tas,
2023). According to these studies, impulsivity is high in all
prisoners compared to individuals who have not committed
crimes, while prisoners who use substances have higher
rates of repeat offenses and impulsivity. The high
impulsivity of the group committing theft for substance use
is similar to previous studies in the field, and the research
findings reveal this situation. However, there are also
studies that argue that some subdimensions of impulsivity
are not affected by substance use. According to the results
of Arrondeau et al.'s (2023) study on cocaine use in rats,
motor impulsivity and risk-taking impulsivity run parallel,
but motor impulsivity is an important factor that paves the
way for substance use, while risk-taking impulsivity has a
minimal effect on this relationship. This suggests that risk-
taking impulsivity may only be effective during initial use.

According to De Wit (2009), individuals who use substances

are more impulsive than those who do not, and according
to both longitudinal and cross-sectional studies, impulsivity
is both a cause and a consequence of substance use.
Research conducted by Walters (2019) found that theft and
other property crimes, as well as drug use and sale crimes,
are associated with cognitive impulsivity, while behavioral
crimes such as cruelty to animals and bullying at school are
more closely associated with cognitive insensitivity.
Research generally accepts the effect of impulsivity on the
relationship between theft and the need to obtain drugs
and supports the findings of this study.

When the general demographic characteristics of
individuals convicted of theft who participated in this study
were examined, the findings revealed certain trends. In this
context, it is seen that participants who committed theft
crimes are concentrated in the 18-39 age range. The fact
that 73% of the participants are in this age range shows that
theft crimes are predominantly committed by young adults.
This is consistent with the study's finding that the age of
initiation into substance use is predominantly before this
age range (84.5%).

When the marital status of the participants was examined,
it was found that 71.3% were not married and 54.5% had
never been married. This is consistent with findings in the
literature regarding the potential impact of social ties, such
as marriage, on criminal behavior. While the proportion of
married participants was found to be 28%, according to
2023 data from the TURKSTAT, the marriage rate among
men under the age of 65 in Turkiye is 61.4%. This difference
is thought to be related to multifaceted factors such as
substance use, unemployment, early criminal history, and
societal perceptions of individuals with criminal records.
Furthermore, considering the demographic structure of the
participants, the higher proportion of individuals under the
age of 40 compared to the general population may also
have contributed to this difference. Since TURKSTAT
sources do not provide marriage rates by age group, the
marriage rates of the group with the highest number of
participants could not be directly evaluated.

The low marriage rate and high divorce rate compared to
the general population indicate that factors such as social
environment, family structure, economic conditions, and
education play a role in the formation of crime and offender
profiles. Furthermore, marriage and family life can be
considered a protective factor that prevents individuals
from turning to crime. A study conducted by Shannon et al.
(2016) in the United States found that the marriage rate
among drug use cases brought to court was 27.7%. This
proportional difference has not been observed in other
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types of crime; in fact, married individuals have been found
to be more prevalent in some crime groups. The same study
found that the marriage rate among individuals
incarcerated for theft was similar to the marriage rate
among individuals brought to court for substance use. A
study conducted by Ibrahim et al. (2021) in Malaysia found
that 23% of individuals incarcerated for substance use were
married, while 58.5% had never been married.

When the educational levels of the participants were
examined, it was found that 19.5% had dropped out of
middle school and 18.8% were high school graduates. While
the rate of those who did not graduate from high school or
higher education institutions was 76.2%, the rate of
individuals with associate's degrees and higher education
was 4.2%. The fact that the rate of high school graduates
was 18% and the rate of university graduates was 2.5%
demonstrates the impact of projects that enable
continuous education in prisons. However, this situation
suggests that school dropout rates have changed due to the
impact of these projects and that the actual high school and
middle school dropout rates may be higher. When
comparing the 2022 data from TURKSTAT on the
educational status of males over 25 years old with the
educational status of participants over 25 years old (348
individuals) in the study, the rate of high school graduation
and above in the general population is 52.5%, whereas this
rate is 6% among the participants. The rate of illiterate
individuals is 0.9% nationwide in Turkiye, while it is 2.9% in
the participant group. It is noteworthy that the rate of
illiterate individuals among those who committed theft for
the purpose of obtaining substances is at the same level as
the general population and lower compared to other
participants. Although research shows education, crime,
and substance use in different dimensions, there is a need
for more comprehensive investigation of the cause-and-
effect relationship, especially regarding school absenteeism
linked to substance use.

The study has certain limitations. First, the sample
consisted only of male individuals convicted of theft
offenses at the Umraniye T-Type Closed Prison, which
restricts the generalizability of the findings to female
offenders and other crime types. Second, the data
collection process was constrained by prison conditions,
security protocols, time limitations, and participants’
willingness to participate. The reduced voluntary
participation during the second phase decreased the
sample size and, consequently, the statistical power.
Finally, the data were obtained through self-report
measures, which may have been influenced by social

desirability bias or concerns about legal consequences
related to substance use, potentially affecting the accuracy
of responses.

Conclusion and Recommendations

In conclusion, the study's findings show that individuals
who steal to obtain drugs are younger than those who steal
for other reasons, become involved in crime at an earlier
age, have higher levels of substance use disorder, use
multiple substances more intensely and frequently, have
lower marriage rates, and have higher levels of impulsivity.
Furthermore, these individuals were found to be more
prone to committing crimes and to be involved in crimes
other than theft too. After these findings, there were four
recommendations focusing on prevention strategies and
policy development.

Strategies for preventing substance use: Substance use
disorder creates negative effects on individuals, families,
and society in many areas such as health, economy, and
security. The treatment and rehabilitation process is quite
difficult, and it is generally not possible to speak of a
complete recovery. Therefore, the most effective
treatment strategy is to develop policies aimed at
preventing the initiation of use.

Research indicates that substance use predominantly
begins between the ages of 13 and 15, a period during
which individuals' control mechanisms are not yet fully
developed. Especially before the age of 13, considering risk
factors such as impulsivity, children should be monitored
starting from primary education, and at-risk groups should
be identified. Within the framework of approaches aimed
at preventing stigmatization, a protective system should be
established by providing support from family, education,
and social environments. It is anticipated that the budget
allocated for this system will, in the long term, reduce
public health and security expenditures, thereby generating
societal benefits.

Impulsivity: The factor of impulsivity must be taken into
account in combating substance use disorders, and
intervention approaches should be developed according to
individuals' impulsivity profiles in both prevention and
treatment processes.

Relationship between substance use and crime: The
findings of this research show that substance use disorder
is one of the most significant causes of theft crimes.
According to the research results, substance users often
commit not only theft but also at least one other different
crime such as murder, assault, robbery, or deprivation of
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liberty. Consideringthis situation, the necessity of creating
a separate crime category for substance use-related
offenses emerges. Such a classification will more clearly
reveal the effects of substance use on social security and
can contribute to the development of more effective
policies in the fight against crime.
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