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INTRODUCTION

This report is the ninth in an annual series reporting the drug use and
related attitudes of America's high school seniors. The findings, which
cover the high school classes of 1975 through 1985, come from an
ongoing national research and reporting program entitled Monitoring the
Future: A Continuing Study of the Lifestyles and Values of Youth. The
program is conducted by the University of Michigan's Institute for
Social Research, and is funded primarily by the National Institute on
Drug Abuse. The study is sometimes referred to as the High School
Senior Survey, since each year a representative sample of all seniors in
public and private high schools in the coterminous United States is
surveyed. However, the study also includes representative samples of
young adults from previous graduating classes who are administered
follow-up surveys by mail.

Published on a less frequent interval is a series of larger volumes, from
which this series presents only a summary of findings. The most recent
was published by the National lnstitute on Drug Abuse in 1984 under the
title Drugs and American High School Students: 1975-1933. In addition
10 presenting a full chapter of detailed findings for each of the various
classes of drugs, each larger volume contains chapters on attitudes and
beliefs about drugs and various relevant aspects of the social miliey, as
well as several appendices dealing with validity, sampling error
estimation, and survey instrumentation.*

Two of the majar topics which continue to be included in this present
series are the current prevalence of drug use among American high
school seniors, and trends in use by seniors since the study began in
1975. Also reported are data on grade of first use, trends in use at
earlier grade levels, intensity of drug use, attitudes and beliefs among
seniors concerning various types of drug use, and their perceptions of
certain relevant aspects of the social environment.

The Inclusion of Coliege Students and Young Adults Generally

For the first time this year, data on the prevalence and trends in drug
use among young adults who have completed high school are being
incorporated into this report. The period of young adulthood (late teens
and early- to mid-twenties) is particularly important because this tends
to be a time of peak levels of use for many drugs. The current epidemic
of cocaine use among young adults also makes this an age group of
particular policy importance.



The Monitoring the Future study design includes ten-year follow-up
panel studies of a subsample of the participants in each participating
senilor class, beginning with the class of [976. Thus, data were gathered
in 1985 on representative samples of the graduating classes of 1976
through 1984, corresponding to modal ages of 19 to 27,

Separate data are provided on college students specifically. This
segment of the young adult population has not been weil represented in
national surveys to date, because many college students live on campus,
in dormitories, fraternities, and sororities, and these group dwellings
are not included in the national household survey population.

Other publications from the study already have reported on various
aspects of these panel data; now, beginning with the current report, this
series will routinely provide data on the prevalence and trends in drug
use among young adults.

Content Areas Covered in this Report

Eleven separate classes of drugs are distinguished in this report:
marijuana {including hashish), inhalants, hallucinogens, cocaine, heroin,
natural and synthetic opiates other than heroin, stimulants {more
specifically, amphetamines), sedatives, tranquilizers, alcohol, and
cigarettes. {This particular organization of drug use classes was chosen
to heighten comparability with a parallel series of publications based on
national household surveys on drug abuse.) Separate statistics are also
presented here for several sub-classes of drugs: PCP and LSD (both
hallucinogens), barbiturates and methagualone (both sedatives), and the
amyl and butyl nitrites {both inhalants}). PCP and the nitrites were
added to our measurements for the first time in 1979 because of
increasing concern over their rising popularity and possibly deleterious
effects; trend data are thus only available for them since 1979. (For
similar reasons, smokeless tobacco is being added to the 1936 survey
and will be included in the next report in this series.) Barbiturates and
methaqualone, which constitute the two components of the "sedatives”
¢lass as used here, have been separately measured from the outset.
They have been presented separately because their trend lines are
substantially different.

Except for the findings on alcohol, cigarettes, and non-prescription
stimulants, practically all of the information reported here deals with
illicit drug use. Respondents are asked to exclude any occasions on
which they used any of the psychotherapeutic drugs under medical
supervision. (Some data on the medically supervised use of such drugs
are contained in the full 1977, 1978, 1981, and 1983 volumes.)

Throughout this report we have chosen to focus considerable attention
on drug use at the higher frequency levels rather than simply reporting
proportions who have ever used various drugs. This is done to help
differentiate levels of seriousness, or extent, of drug involvement.
While there still is no public consensus of what levels or patterns of use
constitute "abuse," there is surely a consensus that higher levels of use



Throughout this report we have chosen to focus considerable attention
on drug use at the higher frequency levels rather than simply reporting
proportions who have ever used various drugs. This is done te help
differentiate levels of seriousness, or extent, of drug invelvement.
While there still Is no public consensus of what levels or patterns of use
constitute "abuse," there is surely a consensus that higher levels of use
are more likely to have detrimental effects for the user and society
than are lower levels. We have also introduced indirect measures of
dosage per occasion, by asking respondents the duration and intensity
of the highs they usually experience with each type of drug. One
section of this report deals with those results.

For bath licit and illicit drugs, separate sections of this report are
devoted to age of first use; the seniars' own attitudes and beliefs; and
the attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors of others in the senjors' social
environment (including perceived drug availabjlity). \

In 1982 we added a special section, under "QOther Findings from the
Study,” dealing with the use of non-prescription stimulants, including
diet pills, stay-awake pills, and the "look-alike" pseudo-amphetamines.
Questions on these substances were placed in the survey beginning in
1982 because the use of such substances appeared to be on the rise, and
also because their inappropriate inclusion by some respondents in their
answers about amphetamine use were affecting the observed trends.
The "Other Findings from the Study" section continues to present trend
results on those non-prescription substances.

That section also presents trend results from a set of questions on the
use of marijuana at a daily or near-daily level. These questions were
added to enable us to develop a more complete individual history of
- dally use over a period of years, and they reveal some very interesting
facts about the frequent users of this drug.

In addition, the "Other Findings" section incdudes syncopses of two
. monograph chapters published over the past year: one reports
extensively on cocaine use among young Americans, and the second
discusses the implications for prevention efforts of various findings
from the study, including further evidence for the causal linkage
between recent declines in marijuana use and growing concerns about
the health consequences of such use. The "Other Findings" section also
presents a synopsis of results from the study reported in a recent
journal article on the reasons young people give for their use of the
various drugs.

Purposes and Rationale for this Research

Perhaps no area is more clearly appropriate for the application of
systernatic research and reporting than the drug field, given lts rapid
rate of change, its importance for the well-being of the nation, and the
amount of legislative and administrative intervention addressed to it.
Young people are often at the leading edge of social change; and this
has been particularly true in the case of drug use. The massive upsurge
in illicit drug use during the last twenty-five years has proven to be
primarily a youth phenomenon, with onset of use most likely to occur



One of the major purposes of the Monitoring the Future series is to
develop an accurate picture of the current drug use situation and
trends. Having a reasonably accurate assessment of the basic size and
contours of the praoblem of illicit drug use among young Americans is a
prerequisite for rational public debate and policy making. In the
absence of reliable prevalence data, substantial miscenceptions can
develop and resources can be misallocated. In the absence of reliable
data on trends, early detection and localization of emerging problems
are more difficult, and assessments of the impact of major historical
and policy-induced events are much more conjectural.

The Monitoring the Future study has a number of purpases in addition to
prevalence and trend estimation—purposes which are not addressed in
any detail in this velume. Among them are: paining a better
understanding of the lifestyles and value orientations associated with
various patterns of drug use, and monitoring how those orientations are
shifting over time; determining the immediate and more general aspects
of the social environment which are associated with drug use and abuse;
determining how drug use is affected by major transitions in social
environment {(such as entry into military service, civilian employment,
college, unemployment) or in social roles (marriage, parenthood);
distinguishing age effects from cohort and period effects in determining
drug use; determining the effects of social legislation on all types of
substance use; and determining the changing connotations of drug use
and changing patterns of multiple drug use among youth. Readers
interested in publications dealing with any of these other areas should
write the authors at the Institute for Social Research, Room 2030, The
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, 48106-1248.

Research Design and Procedures for the Surveys of Seniars

The data from high school seniors are collected during the spring of
each year, beginning with the class of 1975. Each data collection takes
place in approximately 125 to 140 public and private high schools
selected to provide an accurate cross-section of high school seniors
throughout the coterminous United States. (See Figure 1.}

There are several reasons for choosing the senior year of high school as
an optimal point for monitoring the drug use and related attitudes of
youth. First, the completion of high school represents the end of an
important developmental stage in this society, since it demarcates both
the end of universal public education and, for many, the end of living in
the parental home. Therefore, it is a logical point at which to take
stock of the cumulated influences of these two environments on
American youth. Further, the completion of high school represents the
jumping-off point from which young people diverge into widely differing
social environments and experiences. Finally, there are some important
practical advantages to building a system of data cellections around
samples of high school seniors. The need for systematically repeated,
large-scale samples from which to make reliable estimates of change
requires that considefable stress be laid on efficiency as well as
feasibility. The last year of high school constitutes the final point at
which a reasonably good national sarnple of an age-specific cohort can
be drawn and studied economically.






One limitation in the design is that it does not include in the target
population those young men and women who drop out of high school
before graduation—between 15 and 20 percent of each age cohort. The
omission of high schoo! dropouts does introduce biases in the estimation
of certain characteristics of the entire age group; however, for most
purposes, the small proportion of dropouts sets outer limits on the bias.
Further, since the bias from missing dropouts should remain just about
constant from year to year, their omission should introduce little or no
bias into the various types of change being estimated for the majority
of the population.* Indeed, we believe the changes observed over time
for those who finish high school are likely to parallel the changes for
dropouts in most instances.

Sampling Procedures. A multi-stage procedure is used for securing the
nationwide sample of high schoo! seniors each year. Stage | is the
selection of particular geographic areas, Stage 2 the selection cof one or
more high schools in each area, and Stage 3 the selection of seniors
within each high school.

This three-stage sampling procedure yielded the following numbers of
participating schools and students:

Claes  Class Class Class  Class Clss Class Cius Class Clus Clase

of of of of of of of of ol of of
1973 1976 1977 1973 197% 1930 1931 1932 1983 1984 1983

Number public schools i 108 103 Ik 1L 107 L0% i1é tz ur 1]
Number private schoals 14 [} & mn 20 20 19 21 22 ir 17
Totat Aumber schoals 123 123 4] m 13 127 L2z 137 134 134 132

Total number students 15,791 16,675 18,036 18,924 16,662 16,520 18,267 15,248 16,947 16,999 16,302
Student response rate % 7% 79% 1% 2% b.re ) 3% 3% v 1% %

Questionnaire  Administration. About ten days before the
administration students are given flyers explaining the study. The
actual questionnaire administrations are conducted by the local
institute for Social Research representatives and their assistants,
following standardized procedures detailed in a project instruction
manual. The questionnaires are administered in classrooms during a
normal class period whenever possible; however, circumstances in some
schools require the use of larger group administrations.

Questionnaire Format. Because many questions are needed to cover all
of the topic areas in the study, much of the gquestionnaire content is
divided into five different questionnaire forms (which are distributed to

*See the Appendix for a detailed discussion of the likely effects of
the exclusion of dropouts on estimates of prevalence of drug use and
trends in drug use among the entire age cohort.



participants in an ordered sequence that ensures five virtually identical
subsamples). About one-third of each questionnaire form consists of
key or 'core" variables which are common to all forms. All
demographic variables, and nearly all of the drug use variables included
in this report, are included in this "core” set of measures. Many of the
questions dealing with attitudes, beliefs, and perceptions of relevant
features of the social milieu are contained in only a single form,
however, and are thus based on one-fifth as many cases (i.e.,
approximately 3,500 respondents).

Research Design for the Follow-Up Surveys After 'High School

Beginning with the graduating class of 1976, each class is being followed
up annually for a period of ten years after high school. From the
approximately 17,000 seniors originally participating in a given class, a
representative sample of 2,400 individuals is chosen for follow-up. In
order to ensure sufficient numbers of drug users in the follow-up
surveys, those fitting certain criteria of current drug use {(that is, those
reporting current daily marijuana use in senior year or use of any of the
other illicit drugs in the previous 30 days) are selected with higher
probability {(by a factor of 3.0) than the remaining seniors. Differential
weighting is used in all follow-up analyses to compensate for the
differential sampling probabilities.

The 2,400 selected respondents from each class are randomly assigned
to one of two matching groups of 1,200 each; one group is surveyed on
even-numbered calendar years, while the other group is surveyed on
odd-numbered years. This biannual procedure is intended to reduce
respondent burden.

Follow-Up Procedures

Using information provided by respondents at the time of the senior
survey (name, address, phone number, and the name and address of
someone who would always know how to reach them), we contact the
students selected for the panels by mail. Newsletters are sent each
year and name and address corrections are requested. Questionnaires
are sent by certified mail in the spring of each year. A check for $5.00,
made out to the respondent, is attached to the front. Reminder letters
and post cards go out at fixed intervals thereafter and finally, those not
responding receive a prompting phone call from the Survey Research
Center's phone interviewing facility in Ann Arbor. If requested, a
second copy of the questionnaire is sent.

Pane| Retention Rates

To date the panel retention rates have remained quite high. In the first
follow-up after high school, about 85% of the original pane! returned
questionnaires. Naturally, the retention rate reduces ordinally with
time; however, the 1985 panel retention from the Class of 1976—the
oldest of the panels, now aged 27—remains at 71%.



Since attrition is to a modest degree associated with drug use, we have
introduced corrections into the prevalence estimates presented here for
the follow-up panels. These raise the prevalence estimates from what
they would be uncorrected, but only slightly. We believe the resulting
estimates to be the most accurate obtainable, but still low for the age
group as a whole due to the omission of dropouts and absentees from the
population covered by the original panels.

Representativeness and Validity

Scheol Participation. Schools are invited to participate in the study for
a two-year period, and with only very few exceptions, each school in the
original sample, after participating for one year of the study, has
agreed to participate for a second year. Thus far, from 66 percent to
80 percent of the schools invited to participate initially have agreed to
do so each year; for each school refusal, a similar school (in terms of
size, geographic area, urbanicity, etc.) is recruited as a replacement.
The selection of replacement schools almost entirely removes problems
of bias in region, urbanicity, and the like, that might result from certain
schools refusing to participate. Other potential biases are more subtle,
however. If, for example, it turned out that most schools with "drug
problems” refused to participate, that would seriously bias the sample.
And if any other single factor were dominant in most refusals, that also
might suggest a source of serious bias. In fact, however, the reasons for
a school refusing to participate are varied and are often a function of
happenstance events; only a small proportion specifically object to the
drug content of the survey. Thus we feel quite contident that school
refusals have not seriously bjased the surveys.

Schools are selected in such a way that half of each year's sample is
comprised of schools which participated the previous year, and half is
comprised of schools which will participate the following year. This
staggered half-sample design is used to check on possible biases in the
year-to-year trend estimates derived from the full samples. Spe-
cifically, separate sets of one-year trends are computed using first that
half-sample of schools which participated in both 1375 and 1976, then
the half-sample which participated in both 1976 and 1977, and so on.
Thus, each one-year trend estimate derived in this way is based on a set
of about 65 schools.  When the resulting trend data (examined
separately for each class of drugs) are compared with trends based on
the total sample of schools, the results are highly similar, indicating
that the trend estimates are little affected by turnover or shifting
refusal rates in the school samples. “(The absolute prevalence estimates
for a given year are not as accurate using just the half-sample, of
course.

Student Participation. Completed questionnaires are obtained from
77% to 84% of all sampled students in participating schools each year.
The single most important reason that students are missed is absence
from class at the time of data collection; in most cases it is not’
workable to schedule a special follow-up data collection for absent
students. Students with fairly high rates of absenteeism also report



above-average rates of drug use; therefore, there is some degree of bjas
introduced into the prevalence estimates by our missing the absentees.
Much of that bias could be corrected through the use of special
weighting; however, we decided not to do so because the bias in overall
drug use estimates was determined to be quite small, and because the
necessary weighting procedures would have introduced undesirable
complications. (Appendix A of the full reports provides a discussion of
this point and the Appendix to this report shows trend and prevalence
estimates which would result with corrections for absentees included.)

Of course, some students are not absent from class, but simply refuse
when asked to complete a questionnaire. However, the proportion of
explicit refusals amounts to less than | percent of the target sample.

Sampling Accuracy of the Estimates. For purposes of this introduction,
it is sufficient to note that drug use estimates based on the total sample
of seniors each year have confidence intervals that average about +1%
(as shown in Table I, confidence intervals vary from +2.2% to smaller
than +0.3%, depending on the drug). This means that had we been able
to invite all schools and all seniors in the 48 coterminous states to
participate, the results from such a massive survey should be within
about one percentage point of our present findings for most drugs at
least 95 times out of 100. We consider this to be a high level of
accuracy, and one that permits the detection of fairly small changes
from one year to the next.

Yalidity of the Measures of Seli-Reported Drug Use

A question which always arises in the study of sensitive behaviors like
drug use Is whether honest reporting can be secured. Like most studies
dealing with sensitive behaviors, we have no direct, objective validation
of the present measures; however, the considerable amount of inferen-
tial evidence that exists strongly suggests that the self-report questions
produce largely valid data. A more complete discussion of the
contributing evidence which leads to this conclusion may be found in
other publications; here we will only briefly summarize the evidence.*

First, using a three wave panel design, we established that the various
measures of self-reported drug use have a high degree of reliability—a

*Johnstaon, L.D. & O'Malley, P.M. "Issues of validity and population
coverage in student surveys of drug use." In B.A. Rouse, N.J. Kozel, &
L.G. Richards (Eds.), Self-report methods of estimating drug use:
Meeting current challenges to validity. {National Institute on Drug
Abuse Research Monograph 57). Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government
Printing Office (ADM) 85-1402, 1985; Johnston, L.D., O'Malley, P.M., &
Bachman, J.G. Drugs and American high school students: 1975-1983.
{Mational Institute on Drug Abuse). Washington, D.C.: U.3., Govern-
ment Printing Otfice (ADM) 80-976, 1984.




necessary condition for validity.* In essence, this means that
respondents were highly consistent in their self-reported behaviors over
a three- to four-year time interval. Second, we found a high degree of
consistency among logically related measures of use within the same
questionnaire administration. Third, the proportion of seniors reporting
some illicit drug use by senior year has reached two-thirds of all
respondents in peak years and nearly as high as 80% in some follow-up
years, which constitutes prima facie evidence that the degree of
underreporting must be very limited. Fourth, the seniors’ reports of use
by their friends has been highly consistent with self-reported use in
terms of boath prevalence and trends in prevalence, as will be discussed
later in this report. Fifth, we have found self-reported drug use to
relate in consistent and expected ways to a number of other attitudes,
behaviors, beliefs, and social situations—in other words, there is strong
evidence of "construct validity.” Sixth, the missing data rates for the
self-reported use questions are only very slightly higher than for the
preceding non-sensitive questions, in spite of the instruction to
respondents to leave blank those drug use questions they felt they could
not answer honestly. And seventh, the great majority of respondents,
when asked, say they would answer such questions honestly if they were
users.

This is not to argue that self-reported measures of drug use are valid in
all cases. In the present study we have gone to great lengths to create
a situation and set of procedures in which students feel that their
confidentiality will be protected. We have also tried to present a
convincing case as to why such research is needed. We think the
evidence suggests that a high level of validity has been obtained.
Nevertheless, insofar as there exists any remaining reporting bias, we
believe it to be in the direction of underreporting. Thus, we believe our
estimates to be lower than their true values, even for the obtained
samples, but not substantially so.

Consistency and the Measurement of Trends. One further point is worth
noting in a discussion of the validity of the findings. The Monitoring the
Future project is designed to be sensitive to changes from one time to
another. Accordingly, the measures and procedures have been stan-
dardized and applied consistently across each data coliection. To the
extent that any biases remain because of limits in schoo! and/or student
participation, and to the extent that there are distortions (lack of
validity) in the responses of some students, it seems very likely that
such problems will exist in much the same way from one year to the
next. [n other words, biases in the survey estimates will tend to be
consistent from one year to another, which means that our measure-
ment of trends should be affected very little by any such biases. The
smooth and consistent nature of most trend curves reported for the
various drugs provides rather compelling empirical support for this
assertion.

*QO'Malley, P.M., Bachman, 1.G., & Johnston, L.D, "Reliability and
consistency in self-reports of drug use." International Journal of the
Addictions, 1933, 18, 805-824.
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A Caution about the Stimulant Results for 1979-1982

In reporting their psychotherapeutic drug use, respondents are
instructed to exclude not only medically-supervised use, but also any
use of over-thecounter (i.e., non-prescription) drugs.- However,
beginning in about 1979 we believe that some of those reporting
stimulant (amphetamine) use were etroneously including the use of
over-the-counter stay-awake and diet pills, as well as other pills
intentionally manufactured to lock like amphetamines, and sold under
names which sound like them, but which contain no controlled
substances. The advertising and sale of over-the—counter diet pills
(most of which contain the mild stimulant phenylpropanclamine}
burgeoned at about that time, as was also true for the "sound-alike,
look-alike” pills {most of which contain caffeine). We believe that the
inappropriate inclusion of these non-controlled stimulants in the
responses to our surveys accounted for much of the observed sharp rise
in reported "amphetamine” use in 1980 and 1981. Therefore, the reader
is advised to view the unadjusted amphetamine-use statistics for those
years with some caution.

In the 1982 survey, some new questions were introduced on the use of
both controlled and non-controlled stimulants. (We also kept the old
version of the question in two guestionnaire forms in the high school
surveys so that it would be possible to "splice” the trend lines resulting
from the old and new questions.} Since 1932 we have inciuded statistics
on "amphetamines, adjusted"—which are based on these new questions
contained in three questionnaires in 1982 and 1983 and then in all five
questionnaires in 1984 and thereafter. We believe these questions have
been successful at getting respondents to exclude over-the-counter
stimulants and those "look-alike™ stimulants which the user knows are
look-alikes. However, as is true with several other drug classes, the
user may at times be ingesting a substance other than the one he or she
thinks it to be. Thus, some erroneous self-reports of "amphetamine" use
may remain.

An upward bias from the inclusion of over-the—counter and look-alike
stimulants would have affected not only the stimulant (amphetamine)}
trend statistics in the years in question, but also trend statistics for the
composite indexes entitled "use of any illicit drug" and "use of any
illicit drug other than marijuana." Since these indexes had been used
consistently in this monograph series to compare important subgroups
(such as those defined by sex, region, college plans, etc.) we decided to
keep them, but to include an adjusted value based on caiculations in
which amphetamines have been excluded. In other words, this adjusted
statistic reflects "use of any illicit drugs other than marijuana or
amphetamines,” and is included to show what happens when amphet-
amine use—and any upward biases in trends it might contain—is
excluded entirely from the trend statistics since 1975.

A second adjusted statistic has also been included since 1982, when the
revised amphetamine questions were introduced. It gives our best
estimate of overall illicit drug use, including the use of real amphet-
amines as measured by the revised amphetamine questions. A
symbol is used to denote this estimate in any figures presenting data on
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these two illicit drug use indexes, whereas a 4 symbol is used to
denote estimates in which amphetamines are excluded entirely. (See
Figure 6 for an example.)

It is worth noting that the two classes of drug use which are not
actually amphetamine use, but which are sometimes inadvertently
reported as amphetamine use, reflect two quite different types of
behavior. Presumably most users of over-the-counter diet and stay-
awake pills are using them for functional reasons and not for
recreational purposes. On the other hand, it seems likely that most
users of the look-alike pseudo-amphetamines are using them for
recreational purposes. (In fact, in many cases the user who purchased
them on the street may think he or she has the real thing.) Thus, the
inclusion of the look-alikes may have introduced a bias in the estimates
of true amphetamine use, but not in the estimates of a class of
behavior—namely, trying to use controlled stimulants for recreational
purposes. Some would argue that the latter is the more important
factor to be menitoring in any case.

12



OVERVIEW OF KEY FINDINGS

This monograph reports findings from the ongoing research and
reporting project entitled Monitoring the Future: A Continuing Study of
the Lifestyles and Values of Youth. Each year since 1975, in-school
surveys of nationally representative samples of high schoo!l seniors have
been conducted. In addition, in each year since 1976, representative
subsamples of the participants from each previously graduating class
have been surveyed by mail.

Findings on the prevalence and trends in drug use and related factors
are reported for high school seniors and also for young adult high school
graduates 19-27 years old. Trend data are presented for varying time
intervals, ranging from ten years {1975-1985} for the youngest age band
(18 year olds) to one year far the oldest age band {25-26 year olds).
Results are given separately for college students, a particularly
impertant subset of this young adult population for which there
currently exist no other nationally representative data.

A number of important findings emerge from these three national
subpopulations—high school seniors, young adults through age 27, and
college students. Some of them are cause for concern.

e Probably the most important finding in 1985 is that the
rather steady decline of the past four years in overall
illicit drug use among high school seniors appears to
have halted. The proportions of seniors using any
illicit drug in their lifetime, the past year, and the
past month remained virtually unchanged in 1983,
compared to 1984, as did the proportions of seniors
using any illicit drug other than marijuana. This halt
in a longer term decline was also replicated in trend
data derived from the nation's college students and
young adults generally.

e Concurrent with this halt in the decline in overall
involvement with illicit drugs came the equally
disturbing finding that cocaine use increased among
seniors in 1985, (An increase in 1984 in the 30-day
prevalence figure gave an early indication of this
shift) Current use Fi.e., use in the prior 30 days) rose
from 4.9% in 1983 to 5.8% in 1984 to 6.7% in }985.
Some 17% of all seniors in 1985 have tried it. Given
the growing publicity about the very real hazards of
this drug, a natural downward correction in use would
have been reasonable to expect. It appears, however,
that beliefs about the harmfulness of experimenting
with the drug have moved very little, and even in 1985
only 34% of all seniors believe there is great risk
Involved in trying cocaine once or twice (reflecting
practically no change since 1978).
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Not only do a fair proportion of seniors try cocaine,
but both lifetime prevalence and active use rise
dramatically with age as people pass into their mid-
twenties. Among 27 year olds in the follow-up study,
roughly #0%—1four in every ten of these young
adults—have iried cocaine. (Only [0% of them had
used cocaine when they were seniors in 1976.)

During the post-high school years, cocaine is the only
one of the illicit drugs at present to show a substantial
increase In active use with age, Active cocaine use
has risen with age among recent cohorts until about
age 22 when annual prevalence plateaus at around 22%
and 30-day prevalence plateaus at around 10% 1o 12%.
As we have reported elsewhere, relative to other
illicitly used drugs, a fairly high proportion of those
who try cocaine go on to use it frequently, putting
themselves at substantial risk for addiction.

Two other classes of drugs which showed relatively
small increases in use among seniors in 1985 are PCP
and opiates other than heroin. The annual prevalence
of PCP use rose from 2.3% to 2.9% (nonsignificant)
between 1984 and 1985, though it should be noted that
these levels are far below the peak level of 7.0% in
1979. (The use of PCP is not reported for follow-up
respondents because it is asked on a single
questionnaire form and, therefore, yields too few cases
for sufficiently reliable trend estimation.)

Among seniors the use of opiates other than heroin has
been relatively stable, though annual prevalence rose
from 5.2% in 1984 to 5.9% in 1985 (a statistically
significant increase). Among young adults in general
there was also a slight (nonsignificant) increase in use
in 1985.

The steady decline since 1979 in marijuana use among
seniors halted in 1985, Lifetime, annual, monthly, and
daily use prevalences now stand at 549, #19%, 26%, and
4.9% respectively. This halt is also observed among
college students and the full young adult sample.

Over the prior six years, daily marijuana use had shown
a dramatic decline among seniors, falling from 10.7%
in 1978 to 5.0% in 1984, (It is 4.9% in 1985.) While we
do not have trend data on college samples prior to
1980, there was an equally dramatic drop among
college students between 1980 and 1984, from 7.2% to
3.6%; and in this case the drop did continue in 1985 (to
3.1%). Looking across all the age groups encompassed,
we have seen quite parallel cross-time trends in daily
use and very little difference in daily usage rates as a
function of age.
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¢ Tranquilizers had been showing a decline among high
school seniors over a longer time period, from 1977
{when annual use was at 11%) to 1984 (annual use at
6.1%), but this decline also halted in 1985 (annual use
remained at 6.1%). The long term steady decline in
the use of this drug among college students also halted
in 1985, while the full young adult sample showed a
very slight further decline.

s Like tranquilizer use, the use of barbiturates is at
appreciably lower levels among all groups in 1983 than
when this class of drugs began to decline at least a
decade ago. Annual prevalence for nonmedically
supervised barbiturate use today is only 4.6% among
seniors, 1.3% among college students, and 2.7% in the
young adult sample 19 to 27 years old. There was a
continuing slight (nonsignificant) decline in 1985 in all
three populations studied.

¢ Two classes of drugs did show a contiriving (and
statistically significant) decline in 1985—stimulants
and methaqualone. Of the illicitly used drugs, stim-
ulants (more specifically, amphetamines) constitute
the second most widely used class after marijuana.
Since 1982, when the use of this class of drugs began
to drop among seniors, annual prevalence has fallen
from 20.3% to 15.8% in 1985 (2% of that drop occurred
in 1985). Annual prevalence among college students,
and young adults generally, has dropped even more
steeply over the same interval (from 21.1% to 1!.9%
among college students, for example).

e Methaqualone—like barbiturates, the other class of
sedatives in the study—has shown a very large decline
in use (in this case since 1981) among high school
senjors, college students, and the larger group of young
adults surveyed, In the most recent years, shrinking
avatlability very likely played a role in this drop, as
legal manufacture and distribution within the United
States ceased. In 1985 the annual prevalence rates are
only 2.8% among seniors (vs. 2 peak of 7.6% in 1981),
1.8% among all the young adults one to nine years post
high school, and L.4% among college students
specitically (from a peak of 7.2% in 1980).

e While LSD use did not appear to decline further this
year among seniors {annual prevalence has fallen from
6.6% in 1979 to 4.4% in 1985), it did continue to
decline significantly among the young adults and
college students. Among college students annual
prevalence is down from 6.3% in 1982 to 2.2% in
1985—nearly a two-thirds decline. Among all young
adults one to nine years post high school, annual
prevalence now stands at 3.1%, following an
appreciable decline since 1982,
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e Inhalant use among high schoo! seniors remained fairly
steady in 1985 and, in fact, has changed rather little
since 1980. Adjusted annual prevalence in the senior
year of high school is 7.2%. The amyl and butyl nitrite
component of that general class of drugs also remained
stable with annual prevalence of 4.0% (which is below
peak levels in earlier years).

® As aresult of these various changes, the three classes
of illicit drugs which now impact on appreciable
proportions of young Americans in their late teens and
twenties are marijuana, cocaine, and stimulants.
Among high school seniors they show annual
prevalence rates in 1985 of #41%, 13%, and 16%
respectively. Among college students the comparable
annual prevalence rates in 1985 for marijuana,
cocaine, and stimulants are 42%, [79%, and |2%; and
for all high school graduates one to nine years post
high school (the "young adult" sample) the respective
annual prevalence rates are 41%, 20%, and 14%.

& A number of additional interesting findings emerge
from the new sections in this report dealing with age-
related changes in use. One is that the already high
proportion of young people who by senior year have at
least tried any illicit drug (61% in 1985} grows
substantially larger up through the mid-twenties
{where it reaches 75% to 80% in {9835). There is a
similar rise in the propotrtion using any illicit drug
other than marijuana (0% among seniors in 1985 vs.
50% to 55% among those in their mid-twenties).
Lifetime prevalence for marijuana reaches about 70%
to 75% by the mid-twenties (vs. 54% among 1985
seniors) and for cocaine nearly 40% (vs. 17% among
1985 seniors).

On the other hand, active illicit drug use among the
older age groups has tended to approximate the levels
observed among seniors. . This has been true for the
annual prevalence of any illicit drug, marijuana,
methaqualone, and tranquilizers. It has also been true
for daily marijuana use. In fact, the young adult
sample actually shows lower rates of annual preva-
lence than high school seniors on three drugs—LSD,
barbiturates and gpiates other than heroin. Cocaine,
of course, is the exception in that active use rises until
about age 22, where it reaches a plateau.

e American college students (one to four years past high
school), when compared to all high school graduates
their age, show annual usage rates for a number of
drugs which are about average, including any illicit
drug, any illicit drug other than marijuana, marijuana
specifically ialthough their rate of daily marijuana use
is below average for their age group), cocaine, and
methaqualone. For several drugs, however, they have
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rates of use which are below average for their age
group, including L3D and all of the psychotherapeutic
drugs (stimulants, barbiturates, tranquilizers, and
opiates other than herain).

Since college-bound senlors in high school had tended
to have lower rates of use on all of these illicit drugs,
their eventually attaining parity on some of them
reflects a "catching up" to some degree. As some
results from the study published elsewhere have shown,
the "catching up” may be explainable more in terms of
differential rates of leaving the parental home and of
getting married than In terms of any direct effects of
college per se. {College students are more likely to
leave the parental home and less likely to get married
than their age peers.)

In general, the trends since 1980 in illicit substance
use among American college students are found to
parallel those for their age group as a whole. That
means that for most drugs there has been a decline in
use over the five—year interval. Further, all young
adult high school graduates through age 27, as well as
college students taken separately, show trends which
are highly parallel for the most part to the trends
among high school seniors, although declines in the
active use of many of the drugs over the past half
decade have been proportionately larger in these two
older populations than among high school senjors
(particularly the declines in LSD and stimulant use).

Regarding sex differences, in all three populations
males are more likely to use most illicit drugs, and the
differences tend to be largest at the higher frequency
levels. Daily marijuana use among high school seniors
in 1985, for example, is reported by 6.9% of males vs.
2.8% of females; among all young adults by 7.4% of
males vs. 3.4% of females; and among college
students, specifically, by #.9% of males vs. L.6% of
females. The only exceptions to the rule that males
are more frequently users of illicit drugs than females
occur for stimulant use in high school and tranguilizer
use among young adults post high school: in both cases
females are slightly higher.

Insofar as there have been differential trends for the
two sexes among any of these populations, they have
been in the direction of a diminution oif differences
between the sexes. For coilege students, previous
differences in the usage rates for methaqualone,
barbiturates, and LSD are disappearing as the annual
revalence rates for both sexes converge toward zero
which means that use by males has fallen more). The
same is happening for methaqualone use among young
adults generally as well as high school seniors. There
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is also some convergence between the sexes in
stimulant use among college students and young adults,
though not yet among high school students. The
convergence is again due to a faster drop in use among
males.

Regarding alcohol use in these age groups, several
findings are noteworthy. First, during the period of
recent decline in the use of marijuana and other drugs
there appears not to have been any "displacement
effect" in terms of any increase in alcohol use among
seniors. In fact, the opposite seems to be true. Since
1980, the monthly prevalence of alcohol use among
senjors has gradually declined, from 72% in 1980 to
66% in 1985. Daily use declined from a peak of 6,9%
in 1979 to 4.3% in 198% (with no further decline in
1985); and the prevalence of drinking five or_more
drinks in a row during the prior two-week interval has
Tallen from 41% in 1933 to 37% in 1985 (the 4% drop
was statistically significant).

There remains a quite substantial sex difference
among high school seniors in the prevalence of
occasions of heavy drinking (28% for females vs. 45%
for males in 19385), but this difference has been
diminishing very gradually since the study began a
decade ago.

The data from college students, however, show a
somewhat different pattern in relation io alcohol use,
They show very little drop off in monthly prevalence
since 1980 (about }.5%), about the same drop in daily
use as among seniors {from 6.3% in 1980 to 5.0% in
1985) and roughly a 1% to 2% increase in the
prevalence of occasions of heavy drinking, which Is at
45% in 1985—appreciably higher than the 37% among
high school seniors.

(The #5% figure is also higher than the rate chserved
among their age group as a whole (41%), which means
that college students are above average on this
dimension. Since the college-bound seniors in high
school are consistently less likely to report occasions
of heavy drinking than the noncollege-bound, this
reflects a reversa} during the years post high school.)

A more detailed analysis shows that the divergent
trends between high school students and college
students in occasions of heavy drinking is due to an
increase (since 1982] among male college students
specifically. {The proportion of them reporting five
or more drinks in a row rose from 52% in 1382 to 57%

in 1985,) Female college students, if anything, showed
some decline in such behavior aver the same tirne
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interval (from 37% in 1982 to 34% in 1985). Thus an
already large sex difference at the college level
became even larger.

College students overall have a daily drinking rate
{5.0%) which is below average for their age group as a
whole (6.0%), suggesting that they are somewhat more
likely to confine their drinking to weekends, on which
occasions they tend to drink a lot.

In sum, heavy party drinking among males in college is
common and is becoming more common. Among high
school students, however, there is a decline taking
place in such behavior. Sex differences in occasions of
heavy drinking appear to be diminishing somewhat at
the high school level at the same time that they are
enlarging at the college level.

The expansion of the study population to include
college students has also uncovered some important
new results concerning cigarette smoking. Since the
study began in 1975, cigarettes have comprised the
class of substance most frequently used on a daily
basis among high school seniors (although daily use did
drop considerably between 1977 and 1981). Use has
remained fairly stable overall since 1981, despite the
appreciable downturn in most other forms of drug use.
(In 1985, daily use actually rose 0.8%, not statistically
significant, to 19.5% for seniors.)

Among young adult high school graduates aged 19 to
26, the daily rate in 1985 dropped 0.5% (also not
statistically significant) to 25.9%. Among college
students it also dropped 0.5% (nonsignificant} to
14.3%.

Obviously there is a very large difference in smoking
rates between college students and others their age,
just as there is a very large difference in high school
between the college-bound and those not college-
bound. A less expected finding, however, is that within
the college population, there is a substantial sex
difference in smoking rates. Daily smoking, for
example, is 17.3% among females in college vs. 10.0%
among rmales in college. This sex difference is much
larger than that observed among high school seniors
(21% for females vs. 18% for males ar among young
adults generally (27% for famales vs. 25% for males).

To summarize, over the last five vears there has been
an appreciable decline in the use of a number of the
illicit drugs among seniors, and even larger declines In
their use among American college students and young
adults more generally, However, in 1983 there
occurred a halt in these favorable trends in all three
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populations, as well as an increase in active cocaine
use. There also appears 1o be some increase in the use
of opiates other than heroin (among seniors only).

While the overall picture has improved considerably in
the past five years, the amount of illicit as well as
licit drug use among America's younger age groups is
still striking when one takes into account the following
facts:

By their mid-twenties, some 75% to 830% of
today's young adults have tried an illicit drug,
including about 50% to 55% who have tried
some jllicit drug other than (usually in additicn
to) marijuana. Even for high school seniors
these proportions still stand at 61% and 40%,
respectively.

By age 27, nearly 50% have tried cocaine. As
early as the senior year of high school, some
17% have done so.

One in twenty high school seniors in 1985
smokes marijuana_ daily, and roughly the same
proportion of young adults aged 19 to 27 do, as
well.

About one In twenty seniors drinks alcohol
daily, and some 37% have had five or more
drinks in a row at least once in the prior two
weeks. Even more young adults one to four
years past high school report such occasional
heavy drinking, and the prevalence among male
college students reaches 57%.

Some 30% of seniors have smoked cigarettes in
the month prior to the survey and 20% are daily
smokers. In addition, many of the light smokers
will convert to heavy smoking after high school.
For example, 26% of those ages 19 to 27 are
daily smokers, and 21% smoke a half-pack-a-
day or more.

Clearly this nation's high school students and other
young adults still show a level of involvement with
illicit drugs which is greater than can be found in any
other industrialized nation in the world. Even by
historical standards in this country, these rates still
remain extremely high.
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PREVALENCE OF DRUG USE
AMONG HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS

This section summarizes the levels of drug use reported by the high
school class of 1985, Data are included for lifetime use, use during the
past year, use during the past month, and daily use. There is also a
comparison of key subgroups in the population (based on sex, college
plans, region of the country, and population density or urbanicity).

Because we think that the revised questions on stimulant (amphetamine)
use, introduced in 1982, give a more accurate picture of the actual use
of that controlled substance, all references to stimulant prevalence
rates in this section will be based on that revised version (including
references to proportions using "any illicit drug” or "any ilicit drug
other than marijuana").

It should be noted that all of the prevalence statistics given in this
section are based on participating seniors only. Selected prevalence
rate estimates reflecting adjustments for absentees and dropouts may
be found in the Appendix to this report.

Prevalence of Drug Use in 1985: All Seniors

Lifetime, Monthly, and Annual Prevalence

¢ Nearly two-thirds of all seniors (61%) report illicit
drug use (using the revised definition of amphetamines)
at some time in their lives. However, a substantial
proportion of them have used only marijuana (21% of
the sample or 34% of all illicit users).

e Four in every ten seniors (40%) report using an pllicit
drug other than marijuana at some time.*

e Figure 2 gives a ranking of the various drug classes on
the basis of their lifetime prevalence figures. In
addition, Table 1 provides the 95% contidence interval
around the lifetime prevalence estimate for each drug.

e Marijuana is by far the most widely used illicit drug
with 54% reporting some use in their lifetime, 41%
reporting some use in the past year, and 26% reporting
some yse in the past month.

*Use of '"other illicit drugs" includes any use of hallucinogens,
cocaine, or heroAin or any use of other opiates, stimulants, sedatives, or
tranquilizers which is not under a doctor's orders.
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TABLE 1

Prevalence (Percent Ever Used) of Sixteen Types of Drugs:
Observed Estimates and 85% Confidence Limits
Class of 1985

(Approx. N = 16000)

Lower Observed Upper

limat satimate limit

Marijuana/Hashish 52,0 54.2 56.4
Inhalants® 14.3 15.4 18.5
Inhalants Adjusted? 166 178 193
Amy] & Butyl Nitrites® 6.6 .9 0.4
Hallucinogens 8.3 10.8 118
Hallucinogens Adjusted® 113 122 133
L8D 8.7 75 8.4
PCP® 3.9 48 8.1
Cocatne 16.1 17.3 188
Harain 0.8 1.2 15
Othsr opiates® 0.4 10.2 11,1
Stimulants Adjurted®d 248 26.2 27.7
Bedatives® 10.8 11.8 12.9
Barbituratos® 8.3 8.2 10.2
Mathaqualone® 5.8 8.7 7.8
Tranquilizers® 10.9 119 13.0
Alechol 80.7 82.2 93.6
Cigurattos 873 68.3 70.3

8D)ate based on four questionnaire forms. N is four-Afths of N indicated.

hAdjuntad for underreparting of amyl and butyl nitrites. See taxt for
details.

€Data basad an s single questionnaire form, N is one-fifth of N
indicated,

dAdjnﬂed for underraporting of PCP. See text for details.
80nly drug use which wae not under a doctor’s orders is 1ncluded here.

fA:Uumd for the inappropriate reporting of non-pregcription
stimulants,
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The most widely used class of other illicit drugs is
stimulants (26% lifetime prevalence, adjusted).* Next
come inhalants {adjusted) at 18% and cocaine at 17%.
These are followed closely by hallucinogens (adjusted)
at 12%, sedatives at 129%, and tranquilizers at 12%.**

The inhalant estimates have been adjusted upward
because we observed that not all users of one sub-class
of inhalants—amy! and butyl nitrites (described
below)—report themselves as inhalant users. Because
we included questions specifically about nitrite use for
the first time in one 1979 questionnaire form, we were
able to discover this problem and make estimates of
the degree to which inhalant use was being under-
reported in the overall estimates. As a result, all
prevalence estimates for |Inhalants have been
increased, with the proportional increase being
greater for the more recent time intervals (i.e., last
month, last year) because use of the other common
inhalants, such as glue and aerosols, is more likely to
have been discontinued prior to senjor year, making
nitrite use proportionally more important in later
years.

The specific classes of inhalants known as amy! and
buty! nitrites, which are sold legally and go by the
street names of "poppers” or "snappers" and such brand
names as Locker Room and Rush, have been tried by
one in every twelve seniors (8%).

We also discovered in 1979, by adding questions
specifically about PCP use, that some users of PCP do
not report themselves as users of hallucinogens—even
though PCP is explicitly included as an example in the
questions about hallucinogens. Thus, since 1979 the
hallucinogen prevalence and trend estimates also have
been adjusted upward to correct for this known
underreporting.***

Lifetime prevalence for the specific hallucinogenic
drug PCP now stands at 5%, somewhat lower than that
of the other most widely used hallucinogen, LSD
(lifetime prevalence, 8%).

*See caution at the end of the introductory section concerning
interpretation of stimulant statistics.

**Only use which was not medically supervised is included in
figures cited in this volume.

#**Because the data to adjust inhalant and hallucinogen use
available from only a single questionnaire form in a given year,
original uncorrected variables will be used in most relational analyses.
We believe relational analyses will be least affected by these
underestimates, and that the most serious impact is on prevalence
estimates, which are adjusted appropriately.
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TABLE 2

Prevalence (Percent Ever Used) and Recency of Use of
Sixteen Types of Drugs (1985)

(Approx. N = 16000)

Marnjuana/Hashish

Inhalants®
Inhalonts Adjusted®

Amyl & Butyl Nitrltes®

Hallucinogens
Halluzinagens Adjusted?

LSD
PCP®

Caocaine

Haroln

Other opiates®
Stumulonts Adjusted®S
Bedatives®

Barbiturates®
Msthaqualone®

Trenquilizers®
Aleobol

Cigareties

Ever
usad

54,2

15.4
17.9

7.8

10.3
12.2

1.5
4.8

17.3

1.2
10.2
262
113

8.2
8.7

nse
82.2
€8.8

Past

month

257

2.2
29

18

2.5
42

18
1.6

8.7
0.3
2.3
648
2.4

20
1.0

2.1
85.8

30.1

Past

year,
not Not
past past
month yesr
149 136
3.5 5.7
12 10.7
24 3.8
3.8 4.0
3.5 4.5
28 31
13 2.0
a4 4.2
0.3 0.8
38 4.3
3.0 104
34 8.0
28 4.8
1.8 8.9
4.0 5.8
18.7 8.6

(38.7€

Never
used

45.8

84.6
821

82.1

89.7
878

83.5
95.1

82.7
98.8
89.8
73.8
8.2

$0.8
93.3

84.1
7.8

32

8D ata based on four questionnaire forms. I is four-Afths of N indicated.
bAdjushd for underreporting of amy! and butyl nitrites. See text for details.
€Data based on a singls questionnaire form. N is one-fifth of N indicated.

d Adjusted for undsrreporting of PCP. Beo text for details.

®Only drug use which wag not under & doctor’s orders is included here.

f Adjusted for the inappropriats reporting of non-prescription stimulants,

EThe combined total for the two columns is shown becaucs the question asked
did not discriminate batween the two answer categoriss.

25



FIGURE 2

Prevalence and Recency of Use
Eleven Typas of Drugs, Class of 1985

iOOr
KEY 2%
90|~ 1}
. Used Drug, but Not
® in Past Year
9 80 g s
® B EE 3 Used in Past Yeor
- - Not in Past Month
w 0 =289
o —a Ea Used In Past Month
% 60l aa {30 Day Prevalence)
9 sol
L
&
a 40t
&
o 30
T
Wi
& 20l
12%, 12%
10l 0%~ &)
0 =
' -
E L g L o ¥O505F 09
E S 28 EFES35555 £ 8
o oqa & S 2 O 39 235 W G
T 6§ § S5 8FyS5s & 4
e w g 08 IS s g &
W 9 F 3 g ST g3
L & J @
Q ~ T

NOTES: The bracket near the top of a bar indicates the lower and upper limita of
the 95% confidence interval.

26



e Opiates other than heroin have been used by about one
in ten seniors {(10%).

e Only 1.2% of the sample admitted to ever using any
heroin, the most infrequently used drug. But given the
highly illicit nature of this drug, we deem it the most
likely to be underreported.

e Within the general class "sedatives," the specific drug
methaqualone has been used by nearly as many senjors
{7% lifetime prevalence) as the other, much broader
subclass of sedatives, barbiturates (9%).

o The illicit drug classes remain in roughly the same
order whether ranked by lifetime, annual, or monthly
prevalence, as the data in Figure 2 illustrate. The only
important change in ranking occurs for inhalants,
because use of certain of them, like glues and aerosols,
tends to be discontinued at a relatively early age.

o Use of either of the two major licit drugs, alcohol and
cigarettes, remains more widespread than use of any
of the illicit drugs. Nearly all students have tried
alcohol (92%) and the great majority (66%) have used
it in just the past month.

o Some 6£9% report having tried cigareties at some time,
and 30% smoked at feast some in the past month.

Daily Prevalence

e Frequent use of these drugs is of greatest concern
from a health and safety standpoint. Tables 6 (page
37) and 10 (page 45) and Figure 3 show the prevalence
of daily or near-daily use of the various classes of
drugs. For all drugs except cigarettes, respondents are
considered daily users if they indicate that they had
used the drug on twenty or more occasions in the
preceding 30 days. In the case of cigarettes,
respondents explicitly state the use of one or more
cigarettes per day.

® The displays show that cigarettes are used daily by
more of the respondents (20%) than any of the other
drug classes, In fact, 12.5% say they smoke half-a-
pack or more per day.

® Another important fact is that marijuana is still used
on a daily or near-daily basis by a substantial fraction
of the age group (4,9%), or about one in every twenty
seniors. At present virtually the same proportion
(5.0%) drink alcohol that often.

® Less than 1% of the respondents report daily use of
any one of the illicit drugs other than marijuana, Still,

0.4% report unsupervised daily use of cocaine,
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FIGURE 3

Thirty-Day Prevalence of Daily Use

Eleven Types of Drugs, Class of 1985
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inhalants (adjusted) and amphetamines (revised version
which excludes the non-prescription stimulants), The
next highest daily-use figure is for hallucinogens
(adjusted), PCP specifically, and nitrites—all at 0.3%.
While very low, these figures are not inconsequential,
given that |9 of each high school class represents over
30,000 individuals.

& Sedatives and opiates other than hercin are used daily
by only about 0.1%.

® While daily alcoho! use stands at 5.0% for this age
group, a substantially greater proportion report
occasional heavy drinking. In fact, 37% state that on
at least one occasion during the prior two-week
interval they had five or more drinks in a row.

Noncontinuation Rates

An indication of the extent to which people who try a drug do
not continue to use it can be derived from calculating the
percent, based on those who ever used a drug (once or more),
who did not use it the 12 months preceding the survey.* These
"noncontinuation rates" are provided for all drug classes in
Figure 4 for the Class of 1935, We use the word
"noncontinuation" rather than "discontinuation,” since the
latter might imply discontinuing an established pattern of use,
and our current operational definition includes experimental
users as well as established users.

e [t may be seen in Figure 4 that noncontinuation rates
vary widely among the different drugs.

e The highest noncontinuation rate by senior year {63%)
is found for inhalants, most of which tend to be used at
younger ages. The nitrites specifically, however, are
used somewhat later as the 4$9% noncontinuation rate
illustrates.

e Cocaine on the other hand, partly because of its
relatively late age of onset, has the lowest
noncontinuation rate in senior year of any of the illicit
drugs (249%).

& Marijuana also has a low noncontinuation rate (25%);
but this occurs not because onset comes later than for

¢ Frequent use of these drugs is of greatest concern
from a health and safety standpoint, Tables 6 and 10

*This operationalization of noncontinuation has an inherent

problem in that users of a given drug who initiate use in senior year by
definition cannot be noncontinuers.
understate the noncontinuation rate, particularly for drugs that tend to

be initiated late in high school rather than in earlier years.
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FIGURE 4

Noncontinuation Rates: Percent of Seniors Who Used Drug
Once or More in Lifetime but Did Not Use in Past Year
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most drugs (the opposite is true), but simply because a
relatively high proportion of users continue to use at
some level over an extended period.

¢ Methaqualone currently shows a relatively high
noncontinuation rate (58%), which accounts in part for
the recent dramatic decline in overall use.

¢ The remaining illicit drugs have noncontinuation rates
ranging from 39% to 51%.

e Noncontinuation rates for the two licit drugs are
extremely low. Alcohol, which has been tried by
nearly all seniors {93%), is used in senior year by
near)ly all of those who have ever tried it (93% of the
33%}.

o For cigarettes the definition of continuation is a little
different; it is the percent of those who say they ever
smoked "regularly"” who also reported smoking at least
one cigarette during the past month. Hardly any of
these regular smokers (only 16% of them) have ceased
active use. (A comparable definition of noncontinua-
tion to that used for other drugs is not possible, since
cigarette use in the past year is not asked of
respondents.)

Prevalence Comparisons for Important Subgroups

Sex Differences

¢ In general, higher proportions of males than females
are involved in illicit drug use, especially heavy drug
use; however, this picture is a complicated one (see
Tables 3 through 6).

¢ Overall the proportion using marijuana is only slightly
higher among males, but daily use of marijuana is more
than twice as frequent among males (6.9% vs. 2.8%
for females).

# Males also have considerably higher prevalence rates
on most other /uhcn drugs. The annual prevalence
{Table 4} for/ inhalants {(unadjusted and adjusted),
hallucinogens s (unadjusted and adjusted), heroin, metha-
qualone, and the specific drugs PCP, LSD, and the
nitrites tend to be one and one-half to two and one-
half times as high among males as among females.
Males also report somewhat higher annual rates of use
than females for cocaine, opiates other than heroin,
tranquilizers, and barbiturates. Further, males
account for an even greater share of the frequent or
heavy users of these various classes of drugs.
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TABLE 3

Lifetime Provalence of Use of Sixteen Types of Drugs

by Subgroups, Claes of 1985
(Entries are percentages)

> = > »
: & 3 £
i & £ § - §F
& & & & 3 &
S s g & &8 &S
N & g
¥F & * ¢ ¢ XL "’e? ¥ L& §F &

All Baniors 542 154 10.3 49 17.3 262 113 1189 8§22 888
Bex:

Male 566 14.5 12.4 [-X:] 18.7 49 123 1.7 9248 674

Femalo 815 134 4.0 3.1 148 11e 1.0 11,7 818 6987
Collegs Plans:

Nons or under 4 yra 68.1 106 12.5 83 202 319 152 8.7 134 930 759

Complete 4 yr8 502 145 3.0 4 148 228 8.8 5.3 108 919 637

on:

Northeast 823 183 15,7 7.2 259 278 13.4 7.9 140 8950 T14

Morth Cantral 538 148 10.2 3.1 115 7.7 1240 8.8 116 835 718

South 445 130 58 34 11,1 22,1 111 8.7 11.1 89.7 @66.1

Wost 804 170 10.8 7.1 254 0.1 109 4.8 112 908 @674
Population Density:

Large BMSA 59.2 149 13.0 8.2 24.1 268 113 1.0 119 95 102

Othear SMEA 548 1568 2.8 4.3 19.2 28.2 12490 73 1L,T 914 078

Nen-SMSA 49.3 1686 8.2 45 13,1 208 112 5.6 1231 920 o088

2Unadjusted for known underreporting of certain drugs. See text for details.

bAdJ‘nﬂad for the inappropriats reporting of non-prescription stimulants.



Differences

Only in the case of stimulants do the annual
prevalence rates (as well as frequent usage patterns)
for females exceed those for males—and then only by
small amounts. Annual prevalence for stimulants
(adjusted) is 16.4% for females vs. 14.9% for males.
This reversal in sex differences is due to the fact that
substantially more females than males use stimulants
for purposes of weight loss—an instrumental, as
opposed to social recreational, use of the drug.

Despite the fact that all but one of the individual
classes of illicit drugs are used more by males than by
females, the proportions of both sexes who report
using some illicit drug other than marijuana during the
last year are not substantially different {28% for males
vs. 26% for females; see Figure 12). Even if
amphetamine use is excluded from the comparisons
altogether, fairly comparable proportions of both sexes
(23% for males vs, 19% for females) report using some
illicit drug other than marijuana during the year. If
one thinks of going beyond marijuana as an important
threshold point in the sequence of illicit drug use, then
nearly equal proportions of both sexes were willing to
cross that threshold at least once during the year.
However, on the average the female “users" take
fewer types of drugs and use them with less frequency
than their male counterparts.

Frequent use of alcohol tends to be disproportionately
concentrated among males. Daily use, for example, is
reported by 7.0% of the males vs. only 3.0% of the
females. Also, males are more likely than females to
drink large quantities of alcoho! in a single sitting (i.e.,
45% of males report taking five ar more drinks In a
row in the prior two weeks, vs. 28% of females).

Finally, for cigarettes, there js not at present an
appreciable sex difference. For example, at the level
of smoking a half-a-pack or more daily: 12.0% of the
females smoke this heavily versus [2.3% of the males.
There is a larger difference in proportions reporting
any use during the past month; 31% of the females
versus 28% of the males.

Related to College Plans

Overall, seniors who are expecting to complete four
years of college (referred to here as the "college-
bound'} have lower rates of illicit drug use than those
not expecting to do so0 (see Tables 3 through é and
Figure 13).

33




¥e

TABLE 4

Annual Prevalence of Use of Sixteen Ty,.es of Drugs
by Sabgroups, Class of 1935
(Entries are parantages)

<

o »
V& F 3 & & &8
b\ ey = Q 2 f é \é. j S [H
F & & v & Qé‘o $ G J C
All Bantors 408 6.7 40 8.2 44 19 13,1 0.8 59 158 53 448 38 6.1 85,6
Bex:
Male 431 69 58 al 5.9 4.1 148 0.8 .2} 48 66 6.2 35 8.4 48.2
Female a7T.8 45 a1 4.4 28- L7 112 03 5.1 194 458 39 a1 5.7 85.0
Caillege Plans:
Nonsorundardyrs 440 B8 49 1.1 [} T 147 0.7 [-X:] 197 18 a2 38 K] 88.0
Complete 4 yro 75 6.7 34 6.0 3.4 2.2 114 05 5.4 13.3 4.7 3.0 1.3 5.5 85.5
Raglon:
Northeast 432 8.0 8.5 1] B4 5.0 0.3 038 7.3 58 82 8.3 3.8 7.1 808
North Cantral 408 58 4.3 6.8 6.3 1.7 833 08 %} 17 B9 4.9 28 8.0 88.7
South 9 4.2 28 32 28 1.4 5 08 8 124 46 4.2 28 5.9 81.2
West 4683 5.4 43 a3 4.8 48 197 03 7.1 1.3 5.0 4.1 1.9 5.3 846
Population Density:
Large BMBA 44 59 s % ] 4.1 4.0 188 0.7 8.0 150 &8 4.4 3.0 6.2 87,
Other EMBA 407 5.0 3.9 8.1 4.9 2.5 12.4 07 84 1.7 8.7 42 31 8.0 85.0
Non-BMBA 3.3 b4 4.1 8.0 4.1 2.8 pE 04 8.3 138 el 3.4 .3 a8 8.1

11t

*Unadjusted for known underreporting of certain druge. Ses text for datails.
bndjulud for the Inappropriata reporting of non-prescription stimulants,
“Annusl prevalence 18 not avallable.



Annual marijuana use is reported by 38% of the
college-bound vs. 44% of the noncollege-baund.

There is a substantial difference in the proportion of
these two groups using any illicit drug(s) other than
marijuana gdjusted)- In 1985, 20% of the college-
bound reported any such behavior in the prior year vs.
32% of the noncollege-bound. (If amphetamine use is
excluded from these "other illicit drugs," the figures
are 19% vs. 24%, respectively.)

For most of the specific illicit drugs other than
marijuana, annual prevalence is higher—sometimes
substantially higher—among the noncollege-bound, as
Table & illustrates. In fact, current (30-day)
prevalence is roughly one and one-half to two times as
high among the noncollege-bound as among the
college-bound for hallucinogens (LSD in particular),
stimulants ({revised), sedatives (especially
methagualone), and cocaine.

Frequent use of many of these illicit drugs shows even
larger contrasts related to college plans {see Table 6).
Daily marijuana use, for example, is more than twice
as high ameng those not planning four years of college
(6.7%) as among the college-bound (3.3%).

Frequent alcoho! use is also more prevalent among the
noncollege-bound. For example, drinking on a daily
basis is reported by 6.4% of the noncollege-bound vs.
only 4.0% of the college-bound. Instances of heavy
drinking are also related to college plans: 33% of the
college-bound report having five or more drinks in a
row at least once during the preceding two weeks, vs.
42% of the noncollege-bound; drinking that heavily on
six or more occasions in the last two weeks is reported
by 3.9% of the collegebound vs. 7.1% of the
noncollege-bound. On the other hand, there are
practically no differences between these groups in
lifetime, annual, or monthly prevalence of alcohol use.

By far the largest difference in substance use between
the college and noncollege-bound involves cigarette
smoking. There is a dramatic difference here, with
only 6.5% of the college-bound smoking a half-a-pack
or more daily compared with 20.7% of the noncollege-
bound.
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TABLE &

(Entries ate percentages)

by Bubgroups, Class of 1985

Thirty-Day Provalence of Use of Sixtean Typea of Druge

a4 10 Lo 1.1 859 301

14 25 1.8 18 87 03 13
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TABLE 6

Thirty-Day Prevalence of Daily Use of Marijuana, Alcohol, and Cigarcttes
by Subgroups, Class of 1985

Parcent who tised daily in last 30 days
Clgnrettes

N One Half-pack
Approx.) Marijtana Aleghol or more or moére
All Seniors 16000 4.9 5.0 19.5 12,5
Sex:
Male 7600 6.8 7.0 17.8 12.3
Famale 8000 2.8 3.0 20.8 12,0
College Plans:
None or under 4 yrs 5800 8.7 6.4 20.8 20.7
Complets 4 yrs 8300 3.3 4.0 12.4 8.6
Ragion:
Northenst 3700 6.8 8.8 24.9 17.0
North Central 4400 5.6 4.4 234 14.8
Bouth 4800 3.0 6.0 18.0 8.7
West 3000 4.5 40 142 78
Population Density:
SMBA 4200 5.8 5.3 219 14.4
Other SMSA 8000 5.0 5.1 17.7 11.0
Non-SMSA 4800 38 4.8 15.9 12.9
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Regional Differences

There are now some fair-sized regional differences in
rates of illicit drug use among high school seniors.
{See Figure 5 for a regional division map of the states
included in the four regions of the country.) The
highest (adjusted) rates are in the Northeast and West,
where 53% say they have used a drug illicitly in the
past year, followed by the North Central with 469,
and the South with only 37% having used any illicit
drug (see Figure 15).

There are comparable regional variations in terms of
the percent using some jllicit drug other than
marijuana (adjusted} in the past year: 33% in the
Northeast and West, 26% in the North Central, and
21% in the South.

The Northeast and West rank refatively high in the use
of some illicit drug other_than marijuana, due in part
to their high level of cocaine use. In fact, the regional
differences in cocaine have been the largest observed.
For example, annual prevalence is nearly three times
as high in the Northeast (20.8%) and West {19.7%) as in
the South (7.5%). The North Central also has 3
relatively low prevalence rate {8.2%).

Other specific illicit substances vary in the extent to
which they show regional variation, as Table #%
illustrates for the annual prevalence measure.

Several drugs are highest in the Northeast and lowest
in the Sauth with the West and North Central in
between: these include inhalants {unadjusted and
adjusted), the nitrites specifically, hallucinogens
{(unadjusted and adjusted), PCP specifically, and other
opiates. [nterestingly, despite its quite high rate of
use of some drugs, it is the West that shows the lowest
levels of use for barbiturates, methagualone,
tranquilizers, and heroin (all central nervous system
depressants). For all of these the Northeast shows the
highest rate of use. Stimulants show still a third
pattern, with the highest use in the North Central and
West and lowest in the South,

Alcohol use—in particular, the rate of occasional
heavy drinking—tends to be somewhat lower in the
South and West than it is in the Northeast and North
Central.

A similar though larger regional difference occurs for
regular ¢igarette smoking. Smoking half-a-pack or
more a day occurs most often in the Northeast (17% of
seniors) and the North Central {15%) with the South
(10%) somewhat lower, and the West (8%} lower still.
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FIGURE 5

States Inecluded in the Four Regions of the Country

These are the four major regions of the country as defined by
the U.8. Bureau of the Census.
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Differences Related to Population Density

Three levels of population density (or urbanicity) have
been distinguished for analytical purposes: (1} Large
SM3A's, which are the twelve largest Standard Metro-
politan Statistical Areas in the 1980 Census; (2) Other
SMSA's, which are the remaining Standard Metropoli-
tan Statistical Areas; and (3} Non-SMSA’'s, which are
sampling areas not designated as metropolitan.

Overall illicit drug use is highest in the largest
metropolitan areas 550% annual prevalence, adjusted),
slightly lower in the other metropolitan areas (47%),

and lowest in the nonmetropolitan areas (43%) (see
Figure 16).

The same ranking occurs for the use of jllicit drugs
other than marijuana: 30% annual prevalence
{adjusted) in the largest cities, 27% in the other cities,
and 26% in the nonmetropolitan areas. {With amphet-
amine use excluded, these numbers drop—to 25%,
21%, and 18%, respectively—but still retain the same
rank order.)

For specific drugs, one of the largest absolute
differences associated with urbanicity occurs for
marijuana, which has an annual prevalence of 44% in
the large cities but only 37% in the nonmetropolitan
areas (Table %),

However, by far the greatest proportional difference,
as well as the greatest absolute difference, occurs for
cocaine, where there is more than twice as much use
in the large metropolitan areas {(19%) as in the
nonmetropolitan areas (9%).

There has been some tendency for a few other drugs to
be associated positively with urbanicity; however, the
relationships have not been strong nor always
consistent from one year to another.
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RECENT TRENDS IN DRUG USE
AMONG HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS

This section summarizes trends in drug use, comparing the eleven
graduating classes of 1975 through 1985. As in the previous section, the
outcomes discussed include measures of lifetime use, use during the
past year, use during the past month, and daily use. Also, trends are
compared among the key subgroups.

Trends in Prevalence 1975-1985: All Seniors

¢ The years 1978 and 1979 marked the crest of a long
and dramatic rise in marijuana use among American
high school students. As Tables 7 through 10 jllus-
trate, annual and 30-day prevalence of marijuana use
levelled between 1978 and 1979, following a steady
rise in the preceding years. In 1980 both statistics
dropped for the first time and continued to decline
through 1984. However, in 1985 there was a slight
increase in annual and 30-day prevalence, although
they are still 10% to 11% below their all time highs.
Lifetime prevalence, which had remained unchanged in
1980, finally began to drop in 1981, though more
gradually. Even today it is only 6% below its all time
high. As we discuss later, there have been some
significant changes in the attitudes and beliefs that
young people hald in relation to marijuana.

¢ Of greater importance is the even sharper downward
trend which has been continuing to occur for daily
marijuana use. Between 1975 and 1978 there was an
almost two-fold increase in daily use. The proportion
reporting daily use in the class of 1975 (6.0%) came as
a surprise to many; and then that proportion rose
rapidly, so that by 1378 one in every nine high schoo!l
seniors (10.7%) indicated that he or she used the drug
on a daily or nearly daily basis (defined as use on 20 or
more occasions in the last 30 days). In 1979 we
reparted that this rapid and troublesome increase had
come to a halt, with a 0.4% drop occurring that year.
By 1985 the daily usage rate has dropped to #.9%—
about one in every twenty seniors—aciually below the
6% level we first observed in 1975. As later sections
of this report document, much of this reversal appears
to be due to a continuing increase in concerns about
possible adverse effects from regular use, and a
growing perception that peers would disapprove of
regular marijuana use. It is worth noting, however,
that the decline stopped in 1983, with a drop of only
0.1% from the 198% figure of 5.0%.
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Approx. N =

MarijuanaHashish

Inhalants® b
Inhalants Adjusted

Amy] & Butyl Nitrites®

Hallucinagens d
Hallucinogens Adjusted

LD,
PCP

Cocaine
Heroin
Other uplﬁhl'

Stimulante® of
Stimulante Adjustad ™"

Sedatives®

Barbiturates”
Methaqualone

'hmquilimu'
Alcohol
Cigaretiss

TABLE 7
Trends in Lifetime Prevalence of Sixtoen Types of Drugs

Parcont ever used

Closs
of
1975

(84000
47.3

NA
NA

NA

18.3
NA

11.3
NA

8.0
2.2
8.0

3.3
NA

18.2

16.9
8.1

7.0
0.4
73.8

Class
of
1976

(15400)
528

10.3
NA

NA

16.1
NA

1.0
NA

8.7
1.3
9.8

228
NA

17.7

18.2
7.8

16.8
81.9
75.4

Clazs
of
1817

(17160)
58.4

iLl
NA

NA

13.9
NA

B8
NA

10.8
1.8
10.3

23.0
NA

174

15.8
85

18.0
926
6.7

Class
of
1978

(17800)
59.2

12.0
NA

NA

14.3
NA

9.7
NA

12.9
18
0.8

229
NA

18.0

13.7
1.8

17.0
#3.1
75.8

Class
of
1978

(16500)
80.4

12.7
18.7

11.1

14.1
18.8

85
12.8

16.4
Ll
10.1

24.2
NA

14.8

1.8
8.3

18.3
. A ]
4.0

Class
of
1850

(15900)
BD.3

11.8
17.8

11.1

13.3
16.7

15.7
11
as

28,4
NA

14.8

1.0
8.5

16.2
3.2
T1.0

Class
of
1881

(17500)
68.6

12,3
174

10.1

3.3
16.7

2.}
78

1856
L1
te.1

22
NA

18.0

11.3
108

147
B2.8
71.0

Class
of -
1983

(17700)
b8.7

12.8
18.0

8.8

12.56
15.0

8.8
8.0

18.0
12
2.8

358
27.9

15.3

10.3
10.7

14.0
92.8
70.1

Class
of
1883

(16300}
B7.0

13.8
i8.8

84

11.8
14.7

18.2
1.2
2.4

5.4
289

14.4

2.9
pLIAY

18.3
528
0.6

Class
of
1884

(15800}
54.9

14.4
18.0

10.7
13.2

8.0
5.0

18.1
1.3
8.7

NA
27.%

18.3

0.9
8.3

124
82.8
B9.7

Class
of
1985

{18000)
64.2

15.4
1.8

1.8

10.3
12.2

7.6
4.9

17.3
1.2
10.2

NA
8.2

11.8

9.2
6.7

11.8
82.2
8a.8

*84—'86
change

-0.7

+1.0
-1l

~0.2

-0.4
=11

-05
=0.1

+1.2
=0.1
+0.5

NA
-L17

- 158

-0.7
= 1.6sn

=05
~-D.4
-0.8

QTES: Leve! of significancs of difference between the two most recent classea: & =.05, ss =.01, sea =.001. NA indicatss data not avatlable.

Data based on four questionoalire forme. N ia four-fifthe of N indicated,
cAdelud for underreparting of amy! and butyl nitrites, See text for detalls.
nta based on & single questionnsire lorm. N e one-fth of N indicetsd.
eAdjuutod for underreporting of PCP. Ses taxt for datalls.
I.On.l_',r drug usa which was not under a doctor's orders is included hore,
Adjusted for the Inappropriate reporting of non-prescription stimulants.
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TABLE 8
Trends in Annnal Prevalence of Sixteen Types of Drugs

Percent who used in last twalve months

Class Class Clags  Class  Class Class Clags  Ciass  Class  Class  Class

of of of of of of of of of of of

1876 1876 1977 1978 1979 1980 1881 1982 1983 1984 1985
Approx. N = (8400) (15400) (17100) (178000 (16600) (15800) (17500% (17700) (16300} (15800) (18000)
Marijuana/Hashish 40.0 44.6 478 502 60.8 488 48.1 44.3 42.3 40.0 40.8
Inhalants® b NA 3.0 9.7 4.1 5.4 46 4.1 45 4.3 5.1 5.7
Inhalanta Adjusted NA NA NA NA 0.2 7.8 8.0 8.6 6.7 1.8 .2
Amyl & Butyl Nitrites® NA NA NA NA 6.6 5.7 a7 3.8 EX:] 440 4.0
Hallucinogens " 11.2 9.4 8.8 9.8 9.9 9.8 9.0 8.1 7.3 8.5 8.3
Hallucinogens Adjusted NA NA NA NA 128 10.8 10.1 9.3 2.3 7.9 1.7
L8D 7.2 6.4 5.5 8.3 8.6 8.5 8.5 6.1 6.4 7 4.4
pPCP" Na NA NA NA 7.0 4.4 32 2.2 2.8 2.3 2.9
Cocaine 5.6 6.0 72 8.0 12.0 12.3 12.4 115 1.4 1.8 13.1
Heroin 1.0 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.¢ 0.8 0.5 0.8
Other u|:|i:|t-:° 6.7 6.7 84 8.0 8.2 8.3 5.8 5.3 b.1l 5.2 5.9
Stimulants™ N 16.2 15.8 18.3 17.1 18.3 20.8 28.0 26.1 24.8 NA NA
Stimulants Adjuated® NA NA NA HA NA NA NA 20.3 17.9 7.7 15.8
Sedatives® 119 10.7 10.8 9.9 2.9 10.3 10.5 9.1 7.9 8.8 5.8
Barbiturates” 10.7 0.8 9.3 8.1 75 6.8 8.6 5.5 5.2 4.9 4.6
Methagualons® 5.1 47 5.2 4.0 5.9 7.2 18 5.8 5.4 28 28
Tranquilirers® 10.6 10,3 10.8 9.9 8.6 a7 8.0 7.0 ep 8.1 8.1
Aleohol 84.8 85.7 87.0 81.7 88.1 8719 87.0 86.8 372 86.0 85.8
Cigarettes NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

'84-'85
change

+0.8

+0.8
-0.7

0.0

-0.2
=02

-0.3
+0.6

+1.6a
+0.1
+0.78

NA
= 1.9s8

=03

-0.3
— 1.0

0.0
-0.4
NA

POTES: Level of sighificance of dliferencs betwoen the two most racent classes: 3 =05, 8 =01, ssa =.001. NA indicates data not available.

pData based on four questionnaire forms. N s four-fifths of N indicated.
Adjusted for underreporting of amyl and butyl nitrites. See text for detalls.
ata bassd on a single questionnalre form. N is one-fifth of N indicated,
Adjunted for underreporting of PCP. Ses text for detalls.
rOnly drug usa which was not under a doctor's orders le lncluded here.
Adjustad for the Inapproprisate reparting of non-prescription stimulants.
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Approx. N =
Marijuana/Heshish

Inhalants" b
Inhalants Adjustad

Amy) & Buty] Nitritos®

Hallucinogens
Hallucinogens Adjulted

LSD
PCP®

Cocaine
Heroin
Other c:miamlu

Stimulanta®
Stimulants Adjusted

Sedatives®

Barbiturates® o
Methaqualone

o,f

Trmqullimrl°
Alcohel
Clgaretias

Trends in Thirty-Day Prevalence of Sixteen Types of Druge

TABLE ¢

Cinse
of
1875

{8400)
27.1

NA
NA

NA

4.7
NA

13
NA

1.9
0.4
2.1

8.5
NA

5.4

4.7
2.1

4.1
68.2
38.7

Class
of
1876

{15400)
22

0.9
NA

NA

34
NA

1.8
NA

2.0
0.2
2.0

7.7
NA

4.5

3.8
1.6

4.0
68.3
38.8

Class
of
1977

(171000

35.4

1.3
NA

NA

4.1
NA

2.1
NA

2.0
0.3
28

8.8
NA

5.1

4.3
2.3

4.8
7.2
38.4

Class
of
1978

{17800)
3.l

L5
NA

NA

3.9
NA

2.1
NA

39
0.3
2.1

8.7
NA

4.2

3.2
1.9

3.4
2.1
38.7

Class
of
1879

(15500}
36.5

32
2.3

a7
71.8
344

Clasn
of
1980

(15900)
83.7

1.4
A

1.8

3.7
4.4

2.3
14

5.2
0.2
2.4

12.1
NA

4.8

2.9
33

31
72.0
30.6

Porcent who used in last thirty deys

Class
of
1881

(17500)
31.6

L5
23

14

a7
44

25
14

5.8
0.2
2.1

15.8
NA

4.8

28
3.1

27
70.7
294

Clags
of
1982

(17700}
285

34

1.0
2.4

24
8.7
30.0

Cluan
of
1983

(18300)
27.0

1.7
2.7

14

2.8
3.8

1.8
13

4.9
0.2
1.8

12.4
3.9

3.0

2.1
18

2.5
9.4
30.3

Clusa
of
1084

{16900}
25.2

19
27

1.4

26
3.8

1.5
L0

5.8
0.3
18

NA
8.3

2.3

17
11

2.1
67.2
29.3

Class
of
1085

{18000)
265.7

2.2
19

1.8

2.5
42

16
1.8

8.7
0.3
2.3

NA
8.8

24

2.0
1.0

2.1
85.9
30.1

'84—'85
change

+0.5

+0.3
+0.2

+0.2

=0.1
+0.8

+0.1
+0.8

+0.89s
0.0
+0.6s

—1.5a8
+0.1

+0.3
-0.1

0.0
-13
+0.8

OTES: Level of significance of difference between the two most recent claszas: 2 =.05,

bDuu hased on four questionnaire forms. N ts four-Afths of N indicated.
Adjulted for underreporting of amyl and butyl nitrites. See toxt for details.
atx based on a single questlonnaire form. N is one-fifth of N indicated.
Adjusied for underrsporting of PCP. See taxt for details.
Only drug use which was not under a doctor's orders is kncluded hare.
Adju.lud for the Inappropriats reporting of non-prescription stimulants,

a8 =.01, ses =.001. NA Indicates data not avallable.
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TABLE 10

Trends in Thirty-Day Prevalence of Daily Use of Bixteen Types of Drugs
Parcant who used delly in )ast thirty days

Class Class  Class  Claes  Class  Class Class  Class Class Clase  Class
of of of of of of of of of of of '34—’82
1975 1978 1877 878 1979 1880 1981 1082 1883 1984 1885 change'
Approx. N = (9400} (15400) (171000 (17800) (155000 (15904} (175000 (17700) (18300) (15800) (16000}
Marijuans/Hashish 8.0 8.2 9.1 10.7 10.3 9.1 7.0 8.3 6.6 6.0 4.9 -1
Inhalants® NA 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 +0.1
Inhalants A\‘.l]l.l!(ed NA NA NA NA 0.1 0.2 G2 0.2 0.2 0.2 04 +0.2
Amy] & Butyl Nittltes® NA NA NA NA 0.0 a.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.3 +0.2
Hallucinogens 4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0
Hallucinogens Adjusted NA NA NA NA 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 +0.]
LSD 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0
PCP® NA NA NA NA 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 +0.2
Cocaine 0.1 0.1 .1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.4 +0.1
Heroin 0.} 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other o[:ollllnl° 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0
Stimulants® ‘ 0.5 0.4 05 0.5 0.8 0.7 1.2 1.1 L1 NA NA NA
Stimulants Adju-ud" NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.4 -0.2
Sedatives® 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 o2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.0
Barbiturates® 0.1 Q.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 a.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 +0.0
Mathagqualone 0.0 o0 6.0 (X1} 8.9 0.1 6.1 0.1 2.0 49 0.0 0.0
'hnnquillurla 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 2.1 0.1 0.0 =00
Alechol 5.7 5.6 8.1 b.7 8.8 6.0 8.0 b7 5.5 4.8 5.0 +0.2
Cigarettes 28.9 28.8 288 376 254 213 20.3 21,1 21.2 18,7 18.5 +0.3
OTES: Lavel of significance of difference batween the two mozt recent classes: v =05, ss =.01, ssy =.001. NA indi data not avallab)

Data based on four questionnatre forms. N ig four-Afths of N indicated.
Adjusted for underreporting of amy) and butyl nitrites. See text for details.
ata based on & single quastionnaire form. I 1o one-Ailth of N indlcatsd,
Adjusted for underreporting of PCP. See taxt for details.
fOnly drug use which was not under a doctor's orders is included hare.
Adjtsted for the lnappropriats reporting of non-pnmlpﬂnn atimulents.

‘Any apparent inconaistency batwean the change

te and the prevel

estimatss for the two most recent classss is due to rounding etrot.



e Until 1978, the proportion of seniors invelved in any
illicit drug use had increased steadily, primarily
because of the increase in marijuana use. About 54%
of the classes of 1978 and 1979 reported having tried
at least one illicit drug during the last year, up from
45% in the class of 1975. Between 1379 and 1984,
however, the proportion reporting using any illicit drug
during the prior year dropped by | or 2% annually until
this year, when no further decline was observed: in
fact, there has been a slight increase in the proportion
reporting use of any illicit drug in the previous year
from 45.8% in 1984 to 46.3% (revised version). The
earlier decline in the proportion of students having any
involvement with illicit drugs appeared to be due
primarily to the change in marijuana use; and the
presant halt in that decline is also attributable to the
marijuana use trend.

e As Figure 6 and Table 11 illustrate, between 1976 and
1932 there had been a very gradual, steady increase in
the proportion who have ever used some illicit drug
other than marijuana. The proportion going beyond
marijuana in their lifetime had risen from 35% to 45%
between 1976 and 1982; in 1983 it dropped back to 44%
and in 1984 the revised statistic remained stable and
then decreased slightly in 1985, The annual prevalence
of such behaviors {Figure 7), which had risen from 25%
to 34% in 1981, leveled in 1982, and then dropped back
slightly in each subsequent year to 27% in 1983. But
the current {or 30-day} prevalence figures actually
began to drop a year earlier—in 1982—and have shown
the largest proportional drop (as may be seen in Figure
8 and in Table 11).

e Most of the earlier rise in other illicit drug use
appeared to be due to the increasing popularity of
cocaine with this age group between 1976 and 19793,
and then due to the increasing use of stimulants
between 1979 and 1982. However, as stated earlier,
we believe that this upward shift had been exaggerated
because some respondents included instances of using
over-the-counter stimulants in their reports of
amphetamine use. (See discussion at the end of the
introductory section.) A rather different picture of
what trends have been occurring in the proportions
using illicit drugs other than marijuana emerges when
self-reported amphetarmine use is excluded from the
calculations altogether. (This obviously understates
the percent using illicits other than marijuana in any

- given year, but it might yield a more accurate picture
of trends in proportions up through 1982, when new
questions were introduced to deal with the problem
directly.) Figures 6-8 (and other figures to follow) have
been annotated with small markings (4} next to each
year's bar, showing where the shaded area would stop
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TABLE 11

Trends in Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day Prevalence in an Index of Illicit Drug Use
(Based on Original and Revised Ampheatamine Questiona)®

Class Class Clags Clags Cluse Class Class Class Class Clasa Closs
of of of of of of of of of of of ‘84 -"85
1876 1976 1977 1878 19789 1980 1881 1982 1883 1984 1985  change
Approx. N = (5400) (15400)  (17100) (17800 (15500) (159000 (17600) (17700} (163000 (168000 (160OD)
Percent reporting use in lifatime
Marijuana Only 18,0 228 25.8 278 7.7 6.7 228 20.8 19.7 - —
Revized Version - - - - - - - 23.3 23.5 213 20.8 ~0.4
Any [icit Drug OE‘"
Than Marijuana 38.2 as5.4 85.8 38.5 374 38.7 428 45.0 44.4 - -
Revised Version - - - - - - - 411 40.4 40.3 39.7 -0.6
Total: Any Ullicit
Drug Use 55.2 58.3 61.8 84.1 658.1 65.4 66.68 65.8 64.1 - -
Revized Yersion - - - - - - - 644 62.9 616 80.6 -1.0
Parcent reporting use it last twelve months
Morijuana Only 18.8 237 5.1 26.7 26.0 22.7 148.1 17.0 18.8 - -
Revised Version - - — - .- - - 10,3 19.0 17.8 189 +1.1
Any Illicit Drug Ohhor
Than Marljuana 26,2 254 26.0 27.1 28.1 30.4 M0 33.8 az.5 - -
Rovised Version - - - - - - — 30.1 28.4 28.0 274 -0.8
Total: Any Ilicit
Drug Use 45.0 48.1 51.1 53.8 54.2 53.1 52.1 50.8 49.1 - _
Ravised Version - - - - - - - 49.4 AT4 45.8 46.3 +0.6
Percant reporting use in last 30 days
Marijjuana Only 18.3 20.3 22.4 23.8 222 18.53 15.2 14.3 14.0 - —
Revised Version - - - - - - - 15.5 15.1 14.1 14.3 +0.7
Any Mlicit Drug Othar
Than Marijuanas 15.4 13.9 15.2 15.1 16.8 15.4 217 19.2 18.4 — -
Reavised Version - - - - — - - 17.0 16.4 15.1 149 -0.2
Total: Any llicit
Drug Use 36.7 34.2 376 38.9 389 31.2 38.9 33.6 32.4 - -
Ravised Version - - - - - - - 32.5 a0.6 20.2 29.7 +0.6

NOTES: Level of significancs of differeance between the two most recent clussos: s =.05, es =.01, ses =.001.

ARgvised quastions about stimulant use were introduced in 1982 to exclude more pletely the inappropriate reporting of non-prescription stimutants.
'Use of “other illicit drugs” includes any use of hallucinogens, cocaine, and hercin, or any uss of other opiates, stimulisants, ssdatives, or tranquitizers
not undar a doctor's orders.




if amphetamine {stimulant) use were excluded entirely.
The cross-time trend in these markings shows that the
proportion going beyond marijuana to illicits other
than amphetamines during the prior year was almost
constant between 1975 and 1981. However, this figure
bggan to drop gradually from 24% in 1981 to 21% in
1985.

Thus, with stimulants excluded from the calculations
entirely, we are seeing a gradual drop in the proportion
of seniors using illicit drugs other than marijuana,
following a considerable period of virtually level use.
With stimulants (including the incorrectly reported
ones) included in the definition, we also see a downturn
in recent years, but following a period of considerable
increase.  Finally, using the corrected stimulant
statistics for 1982 and thereafter {marked with the
symbol (4} in Figures 6-8), we still see the downturn in
recent years, but it follows a period of what we deduce
to have been a modest increase in use from the mid-
seventies to 1982,

Although the overall proportion using illicit drugs
other than marijuana has changed fairly gradually
during recent years, more varied and turbulent changes
have been occurring for specific drugs within the class.
(See Tables 7, 8, and 9 for trends in lifetime, annual,
and monthly prevalence figures for each class of
drugs.)

From 1976 to 1979 cocaine exhibited a dramatic and
accelerating increase in popularity, with annual preva-
lence going from 6% in the class of 1976 ta 12% in the
class of 1979—a two-fold increase in just three years.
Between 1979 and 1984, we judge there to have been
little or no change in any of the prevalence statistics
for the nation as a whole. (Some possible regional
changes will be discussed below.) In 1985, however,
there were significant increases in annual and monthly
use.

Like cocaine use, inhalant use had been rising steadily
in the mid 1970, though more slowly and from a lower
overall level. Annual prevalence {in the unadjusted
version) rose from 3.0% in 1976 and reached a peak of
5.4% in 1979. Then, between 1979 and 1983, there was
an overall decline—in part due to a substantial drop in
the use of the amyl and buty] nitrites, for which annual
prevalence declined from 6.5% in 1979 to 3.6% in
1983. Both measures increased slightly between [983
and 1985, with annual use for inhalants {adjusted for
use of nitrites) increasing from 6.7% in 1983 to 7.2% in
1935, and the nitrites increasing from 3.6% to 4.0%.
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Trends in Lifetime Prevalence of an Illicit Drug Use Index
All Seniors
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results if only non-prescription atimulants are excluded.

The dashed vertical line indicates that efter 1983 the shaded and open
bars are defined by using the revised amphetamine questions.

49



e Stimulant (amphetamine) use, which had remained
relatively unchanged between 1975 and 1978, began to
show evidence of a gradual increase in use in 1979,
with even greater increases to occur in 1980 and 1981.
Between 1976 and 1981, reported annual prevalence
rose by a full 10.2% {from 15.8% in 1976 to 26.0% in
1931); and daily use tripled, from 0.4% in 1976 to 1.2%
in 1981, As stated earlier, we think these increases
were exaggerated—perhaps sharply exaggerated—by
respondents in the 1980 and 1981 surveys in particular
including non-amphetamine, over-the-counter diet pills
(as well as "look-alike” and "sound-alike" pills) in their
answers. In 1982, we added new versions of the
questions on amphetamine use, which were more
explicit in instructing respondents not to include such
non-prescription pills. (These were added to only three
of the five forms of the questionnaire being used; the
amphetamine questions were left unchanged in the
other two forms until 1984.) As a result, Tables 7
through 11 give two estimates for amphetamines: one
is based on the unchanged questions, which provides
comparable data across time for longer-term trend
estimates; the second (adjusted) estimate, based on the
revised questions, provides our best assessments of
current prevalence and recent trends in true
amphetarmine use.*

¢ As can be seen in 1982 and 1983, the two years for
which both adjusted and unadjusted statistics are
available, the unadjusted showed a considerable
amount of overreporting. Both types of statistics,
however, suggest that a downturn in the current use of
stimulants began to occur in 1982 and has continued
since. S&till, in the class of 1985 more than a quarter
of all seniors {26.2%) have tried amphetamines
(adjusted).

o For sedatives the sustained, gradual decline between
1975 and 1979 halted in 1980 and 1981. For example,
annual prevalence, which dropped steadily from 11.7%
in 19753 to 9.9% in 1979, increased slightly to 10.5% by
1981. In 1982, though, the longer-term decline
resumed again and.annual prevalence has now fallen to
5.8%. In sum, annual sedative use has dropped by fully
one-half since.the study began in 1975. But, the
overall trend lines for sedatives mask differential
trends occurring for the two components of the

*We think the unadjusted estimates for the earliest years of the
survey were probably little affected by the improper inclusion of non-
prescription stimulants, since saies of the latter did not burgeon until
after the 1972 data collection.

50



60

PERCENTAGE

NOTES:

FIGURE 7

Trends in Annual Prevalence of an Illicit Drug Use Index
All Seniors

Used Marijuana Only

Used Some Other Illicit Drugs
54 54
53
st [P L 2s s

m o

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1960 198! 1982 1983 1984 1985
USE IN PAST {42 MONTHS

Use of “some other illicit drugs” includes any use of hallucinogens,
cocaine, and heroin, or any use which is not under & doctor's orders of
other opiates, stimulants, sedatives, or tranquilizers.

4 indicates the percentage which results if all stimulants are excluded
from the definition of “illicit drugs.® < shows the percentage which
results if only non-prescription stimulants are excluded,

The dashed vertical line indicates that after 1983 the shaded and open
bars are defined by using the revised amphetamine questions.

51




measure (see Figure 9¢). Barbiturate use has declined
rather steadily since 1975, and now stands at below
half its 1975 level in terms of annual prevalence (i.e.,
at 4.6% vs. 10.7% in 1975). Methagualone use, on the
other hand, rose sharply from 1976 until 1981. (In
fact, it was the only drug other than stimulants that
was still rising in 1981.) But in 1982, the use of
methaqualone also began to decline, which accounted
for the overall sedative category resuming its decline.
Annual use now stands at less than half of its peak
level observed by 1981 (2.8% in 1985 vs. 7,6% in 1981).

The usage statistics for tranquilizers peaked in 1977,
and have declined since then. Lifetime prevalence has
dropped from 18% in 1977 to 12% in 1985, annual
prevalence from 11% to 6%, and 30-day prevalence
from 4.6% to 2.1%. {Annual and 30-day rates in 1985
are unchanged from 1934, but lifetime prevalence
continued to decline.)

Between 1975 and 1979 the prevalence of heroin use
had been dropping rather steadily. Lifetime prev-
alence dropped fram 2.2% in 1975 to 1.19% in 1972 and
annual prevalence had also dropped by half, from 1.0%
in 1975 to 0.5% in 1979. This decline halted in 1980
and the statistics have remained almost constant since
then.

From 1975 to 1981 the use of opiates other than heroin
remained fairly stable, with annual prevalence at or
near 6%. Annual prevalence then declined to 5.1% in
1983, but has since risen slightly to 5.9% in 1985,

Hallucinogen use (unadjusted for underreporting of
PCP) declined some in the middle of the decade (from
11.2% in 1975 to 9.6% in 1978 on annual prevalence).
It then leveled for several years before beginning
another sustained decline. Between 1979, when the
first adjusted figures were available, and 1985, there
was a steady decline, with adjusted annual prevalence
dropping from 12.8% in 1972 to0 7.7% in 1985.

LSD, one of the major drugs comprising the
hallucinogen class, showed a decline from 1975 to
1977, followed by considerable stability through 1981.
Since 1981, however, there has been a second period of
decline, with annual prevalence falling from 6.5% in
1981 to 4.4% in 1985,

The lifetime prevalence statistic for the specific
hallucinogen PCP showed a continuation of the steady
and very substantial decrease which began in 1979
when we first measured the use of this drug (lifetime
prevalence has dropped from 12.8% in the class of
1979 1o 4.9% in the class of 1984). The annual and 30-
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FIGURE 8

Trends in Thirty-Day Prevalence of an Illicit Drug Use Index
All Seniors
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FIGURE 9a

Trends in Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day Prevalance of Sixteen Druga
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FIGURE %

Trends in Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day Prevalence of Sixteen Drugs
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FIGURE 9¢

Trends in Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day Prevalence of Sixteen Drugs
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FIGURE od
Trende in Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day Prevalence of Sixteen Drugs
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PERCENTAGE OF SENIORS USING DAILY

FIGURE 10

Trends in Thirty-Day Prevalence of Daily Use of
Marijuana, Alcohol, and Cigarettes
by Sex
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FIGURE 11

Trends in Two-Week Provalence of Heavy Drinking
by Sex
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day statistics for PCP show slight rises in 1985
{neither is statistically significant), which offset a
similarly slight drop the previous year.

As can be seen from these varied patterns for the
several classes of illicit drugs, while the overall
proportion of seniors using any illicit drugs in their
lifetime other than marijuana or amphetarnines has
changed rather little, the mix of drugs they are using
has changed quite substantially.

Turning to the licit drugs, between 1975 and 1978 or
1979 there was a small upward shift in the prevalence
of alcchol use among seniors. To illustrate, between
1975 and 1979 the annual prevalence rate rose steadily
from 35% to 38%, the monthly prevalence rose from
68% to 72%, and the daily prevalence rose from 5.7%
to 6.9%. Since 1979, there has been virtually no drop
in lifetime prevalence, but some drop for the more
recent prevalence intervals: between 1979 and 1984,
annual prevalence fell from 88% to 26%, monthly
prevalence from 72% to 66%, and daily prevalence
from 6.9% to #.8%. Clearly the change in daily use is
the most important of these shifts.

There also had been some Increase in the frequency of
occasional heavy drinking in the last half of the 1970's.
When asked whether they had taken five or more
drinks in a row during the prior two weeks, 37% of the
seniors in 1975 said they had. This proportion rose
gradually to 41% by 1979, where it remained through
1983. In both 1984 and 1935, we observed drops of 2%
in this troublesome statistic, which is again at 379%,
exactly where it was in 1973. Thus, to answer a
frequently asked question, there is no evidence that
the currently observed drop in marijuana use is leading
to a concomitant increase in alcohol use. If anything,
there has been some parallel decline in daily alcohol
use as well as in occasional heavy drinking.

As for cigarette use, 1976 and 1977 appear to have
been the peak years of smoking in this age group, as
measured by lifetime, thirty-day, and daily prevalence.
(Annual prevalence is not asked.) Over the four
subsequent graduating classes, thirty-day prevalence
dropped substantiaily from 38% in the class of 1977 to
29% in the class of 198l. More importantly, daily
cigarette use dropped over that same interval from
29% to 20%, and daily use of half-pack-a-day or more
from 19.4% to 13.5% between 1977 and 1981 {nearly a
one-third decrease). In 193] we reported that the
decline appeared to be decelerating; in 1982 and 1983
it clearly had halted. There was a brief resumption of
the earlier decline in 1984, with daily use falling from
21% to 19%, and daily use of half-pack-a-day dropping
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from 13.3% to 12.3%. However, in the Class of 1935
these measures rose slightly—daily use to 20% and
half-pack-a-day to 12.5%. What seems most note-
worthy is the lack of appreciable decline in the
smoking rates since 1981, despite {a) the general
decline which has occurred for most other drugs
{including alcohol}, (b) some rise in the perceived
harmfulness and personal disapproval associated with
smoking, and (c) a considerable amount of restrictive
legislation which has been debated and enacted at
state and local levels in the past several years.

Trends in Noncontinuation Rates

Table 12 shows how the user continuation rates observed for the various
classes of drugs have changed over time. Recall that the
noncontinuation rate, as used here, is defined as the percent of those
who ever used the drug who did not use in the year prior to the survey.

¢ For most drugs there has been relatively little change
in noncontinuation rates among those who have tried
the drug at least once. There are some noticeable
exceptions, however.

¢ Marijuana has shown some increase in the noncontinua-
tion rates between 1979 {when it was 16%) and 1935
(when it was 25%). This corresponds to the greater
drop in annual use than in lifetime use described
earlier.

¢ The noncontinuation rate for cocaine decreased from
1976 (when it was 38%) to 1979 (when it was 22%),
corresponding to the period of increase in the overall
prevalence of use.

¢ There was considerably more noncontinuation of
stimulant use in 1935 (409%) than in 1982 (when it was
27%;, based on the revised question. Earlier data
{based on the unrevised guestion), suggest that the
change began after 1981,

& Much of the recent decline in sedative use is also
accounted for by a changing rate of noncentinuation.
For example, in the case of barbiturates the noncon-
tinuation rate has risen since 1980, when it was arcund
389%, to 1985 when it was around 50%.

Similarly, in 1980 25% of the seniors who ever used
methaqualone did not use in the prior year, whereas
the comparable statistic by 1985 was more than twice
as high, at 58%.

e Tranguilizer users showed a steady, gradual increase in
noncontinuation between 1975 and 1932, as the rate
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TABLE 12
Trends in Noncontinuation Rates
Among Seniors Who Used Drug in Lifetime

Parcont who did not use in past year

Clazs Class Class Clasgs Class Clags Class Class Class Class Class
of of of af of of of of of af of
1975 1976 1877 1978 1878 1880 1881 1982 1983 1984 1985

Marijuana/Hazhizh 15.4 18,7 15.8 15.2 15.8 19.1 22.5 245 25.8 a7.1 25.1
Inhalants NA 70.9 88.7 85.8 57.5 813 6.7 B4.8 68.4 B4 .. 6AO
Adjusted NA NA NA NA 50.8 55.7 85.56 G323 64,4 58.4 59.8
Nitrites NA NA NA Na 41.4 48.6 83.4 63.3 57.1 50.6 49.4
Hallucinogens AL ng 3e.7 329 20.8 30.1 32.3 35.2 8.7 59.3 38.8
Adjusted NA NA NA NA 312 2.5 5.7 8.0 36.7 40.8 36.%
L3D 35.3 41.8 43.9 35.1 30.5 30.1 3.7 38.5 383 41.3 4.3
PCP NA NA NA NA 453 542 59.0 6.3 53.8 54.0 40.3
Cocaine FAR] 38.1 33.3 30.2 221 21.7 4.3 8.1 208 28.6 24.3
Heroin 54,6 56.6 5.8 50.0 B54.5 54.5 54.5 50.0 50.0 Bl 50.0
Other Opintes 38.7 40.6 3719 9.4 38.8 5.7 41.6 4.8 45.7 46.4 42.2
Btimunlants 2.4 30.1 28.1 26.3 24.4 21.2 19.3 26.7 30.5 NA NA
Revised NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 27.2 33.5 38.8 39.7
Sedativas 35.7 39.5 378 38.1 32.2 30.9 344 40.1 45.1 50.4 50.8
Barbiturates 368.7 40.7 40.4 40.9 36.4 8.2 416 44,6 47.6 50.5 50.0
Methagqualone 37.0 38.7 38.8 8.0 28.9 242 283 364 46.5 54.2 58.2
Tranquilizers 7.8 8.7 40.0 418 41.1 42,8 456 50.0 48.1 50.8 48.7
Aleahol 8.2 8.7 58 5.8 5.3 5.7 8.0 8.5 5.7 7.1 7.2
Cigmltel. 16.0 16.7 16.2 179 19.8 21.4 20.8 19.1 18.8 18.6 15.8

? Percent of regular smokers (evar) who did not smoke at atl in the past 30 days.



TABLE 13

Trends in Noncontinuation Rates Among Seniors Who
Used Drug Ten or More Times in Lifotime

Parcent who did nat use in past ysar

Clres Class Clazs Cinne Clazs Clnss Class Class Cines Class Claas
of of of of of of of of of of ofl
1875 1978 18977 1978 1978 1930 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985

Marijusne/Hashish 4.0 4.0 4.1 3.7 4.8 5.4 7.2 7.8 4.3 8.8 7.8
Inhalants NA 48.9 42.8 4.8 23.8 25.2 238 7.2 23.1 234 25.8
Nitrites*

Hallucinogens 10.8 16.1 152 10.8 8.1 8.4 7.7 7.5 13.0 14.1 12,2
LSD 15.2 17.3 18.0 12.2 1.4 6.4 71 7.5 15.9 12.1 12,8
PCP*

& Cocaine 7.1 8.2 8.2 38 3.1 a1 a1 2.9 8.2 3.1 25

Heroin*

Other Opiates 9.8 1.8 8.7 2.9 3.7 10.8 10.1 13.5 18.4 15.4 12.2

Stimulants 8.0 9.8 7.6 74 6.1 4.1 4.4 8.4 1.5 NA NA
Revised NA Na NA NA NA NA NA a4 10.7 12.7 17.6

Sedatuves 13,6 18.2 12.4 12.8 8.6 10.5 7.8 8.8 16.4 20.8 23.8
Barbiturntes 13.4 18.5 12.9 13.6 11.2 11.7 8.9 12.8 11,1 22.8 20.6
Methaqualone 3.9 15.9 11.9 3.1 6.1 6.0 49 8.0 16.3 23.3 28.7

Tranquilizars 12.0 13.0 1.1 14.4 14.1 14.3 16.3 16.0 14.8 18.4 19.2

Alcohel 0.8 0.8 0.6 0.9 0.7 0.8 1.0 0.8 0.9 1.1 1.2

*The call entrles in these rows were omitted because they were based on fewer than 100 seniors who used ten or mors times, All
other calls contain more than 100 cases,




rose from 37% to 50%. Since 1982 there has not been
any further systematic change, however.

Table 13 provides noncontinuation rates for seniors
who were more established users—that is, for those
who report having used the drug ten or more times in
their life. [t shows that noncontinuation is far less
likely among such heavier users than among all users
of a given drug. Further, while the trends in
noncontinuation mentioned above for marijuana,
stimulants, barbiturates, methagqualone, and trangui-
lizers, are all similar to trends observed in the
noncontinuation rates for heavier users of those same
drugs, the percentage fluctuations tend to be
considerably smaller among the heavier users.

Trend Comparisons for Important Subgroups

Sex Differences in Trends

Most of the sex differences mentioned earlier for
individual classes of drugs have remained relatively
unchanged over the past ten years—that is, any trends
in overall use have occurred about equally among
males and females. There are, however, a few
exceptions (data not shown).

Since 1977, the small sex difference involving trangui-
lizer use (males this age had used them less frequently
than females) has disappeared for lifetime prevalence
and actually reversed for annual and 30-day
prevalence, due to a faster decline among females.

The ratio of male-female prevalence rates in cocaine
use, which was rather large in the mid-1970%,
diminished somewhat in the early 1980%. Although the
differences. have lessened, males still use more
frequently than females.

Regarding stimulant use, a sex difference emerged in
1931 and 1982 using the original version of the
question; but the revised question introduced in 1982
showed no sex difference, suggesting that over-the-
counter diet pills accounted for females showing
higher use in those two years. In 1985, with the
revised version of the question, females show slightly
higher rates of use of stimulants due to their more
frequent use of amphetamines for the purpose of
weight loss.

An examination of the trends in the proportion of each
sex using any illicit drug in the prior year (see Figure
12) shows that use among males rose between 1975 and
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1973, and then declined steadily until 1985 (from 59%
in 1978 to 48% in 1985). Use among females increased
from 1975 (41%) until 1981 (51%) and then dropped
until 1985 (#4%). However, if amphetamine use is
deleted from the statistics (see < notations in Figure

_12), female use peaked earlier {in 1979) and then
declined as well. (Note that the declines for both
males and females were attributable to the declining
marijuana use rates.} This year, the declines halted
for both sexes, based on the annual use statistics.

o Regarding the apparent parity between the sexes in
the levels and trends in the use of jllicit drugs other
than marijuana, it can be seen in Figure 12 that, when
amphetamine use is excluded from the calculations,
somewhat differential levels emerge for males vs.
fernales but the trends tend to remain fairly parallel.

e The sex differences in alcohol use have narrowed
slightly since 1975. For example, the thirty-day
prevalence rates for males and females differed by
12.8% in 1975 (75.0% vs, 62.2% respectively), but that
difference was down to 7.7% by 1985 (69.8% vs.
62.1%). And, although there still remain substantial
sex differences in daily use and occasions of heavy
drinking, there has been some narrowing of the
differences there, as well (Figure 11). For example,
between 1975 and 1985 the proportion of males
admitting to having five drinks in a row during the
prior two weeks showed a net decrease of 3.7% (from
49.0% to 45.3%), whereas a net increase of 1.8%
occurred for females (from 26.4% to 28.2%).* It should
be noted that both sexes showed slight decreases this
year in this important statistic.

e Although males are far more likely than females to
have five or more drinks in a row during the prior two
weeks (48% vs. 28%), there is practically no difference
in the proportion of them who had at least one drink
during that same interval (44% vs. 82%). Thus, it is
the propensity to drink a lot per occasion that differs
between male and female high school seniors, not the
propensity to drink at all.

¢ On one of the five questionnaire forms used in the
study, respondents are asked separately about their use

*It is worth noting that the same number of drinks produces
substantially greater impact on the blood alcohol level of the average
female than the average male, because of sex differences in body
weight., Thus, sex differences in frequency of actually getting drunk
may not be as great as the binge drinking statistics would indicate,
since they are based on a fixed number of drinks.
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of beer, wine, and hard liquor. The answers to these
questions reveal that it is primarily a differential rate
of beer consumption that accounts for the large sex
differences in occasions of heavy drinking; 43% of
1935 senior males report having five or more beers in a
row during the prior two weeks vs, 22% of the females.
In contrast, males are only slightly more likely than
females to report having 5 or more drinks of hard
liquor (Z21% vs. 18% for females) and they are just
about equivalent with respect to heavy use of wine
(12.9% vs. (2.5% for females). This pattern—a farge
sex difference in heavy use of beer, a much smaller
difference in heavy use of hard liquor, and very little
difference in heavy use of wine—has been present
throughout the study, with little systematic trending.

¢ Regarding cigarette smoking, we abserved in 1977 that
females for the first time caught up to males at the
half-a-pack per day smoking level {Figure 10). Then,
between 1977 and 1981, both sexes showed a decline in
the prevalence of such smoking; but use among males
dropped more, resulting in a reversal of the sex
differences. As of 19835, the proportions of males and
females smoking at least a half-pack-a-day differ
rather little (12.3% for males, 12.0% for females); and
at the pack-a-day or more level, there are slightly
more males {7.0%) than females (6.2%). However, at
less frequent levels of smoking, there is a somewhat
larger sex difference, since there are more occasional
smokers among females than among males. For
example, in 1985, 31% of the females report smoking
at least once in the prior 30 days, vs. only 28% of the
males. This year's increase in smoking among all
seniors, which was not statistically significant,
occurred entirely among males.

Trend Differences Related to College Plans

¢ Both college-bound and noncollege-bound students
have been showing fairly parallel trends in overall

illicit drug use over the last several years (see
Figure 13).*

& Changes in use of the specific drug classes have also
been generally quite paralle] for the two groups since
1976, with only minor exceptions.

#*Because of excessive missing data in 1975 on the variable
measuring college plans, group comparisons are not presented for that
year.
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® One such exception is that the 1985 increase in current
use of opiates other than heroin occurred primarily
among the college-bound.

e On the other hand, nearly all of the 1985 increase in
smoking rates occurred among the noncollege-bound.

Regional Differences in Trends

e In terms of the proportion of seniors using any_illicit
drug during the year, all four regions of the country
reached their peaks in 1978 or 1979 (Figure 1%), and
generally have been falling since then. In 1935, both
the South and the Northeast showed patterns of
continuing decline. However, the North Central and
West showed slight reversals; in the North Central the
rise is due in part to statistically significant increases
in marijuana, cocaine, and other opiates; in the West it
is due to a rise in use of other opiates.

® As noted earlier, a major factor in the rise of illicit
drug use other than marijuana had been an increase in
reported amphetamine use. Such a rise appeared in all
four regions; however, the rise from 1978 to 1981 was
only 6% in the South, whereas in the other regions the
percentages all had risen between 9% and 12%. In
essence, the South has been least affected by both the
rise and the fall in reported amphetamine use.

e When amphetamine use is excluded, as shown by the
arrow (4) in Figure 1%, a rather different picture
appears for regional trends during the late seventies
and early eighties than the picture given by the shaded
bars {which include all reported amphetamine use).
Use of illicits other than marijuana and amphetamines
actually started to decline in the South and North
Central in 198]—both regions having had fairly level
rates of use prior to that. Rates in the West and the
Northeast did not begin their decline until 1982, after
a period of some increase in student involvement with
such drugs (but not as great an increase as the
“uncorrected” figures would suggest). In 1985, there
was little further change in the Northeast and West;
but due to significant changes in opiates other than
heroin and cocaine use, the North Central showed an
increase in this statistic, and the South showed 2
further decline due to significant changes in hallu-
cinogen (adjusted), sedative, and methaqualone use.

e Over the longer term cocaine use has shown quite
different trends in the four regions of the country (see
Figure 15 for differences In lifetime prevalence
trends). In the mid seventies, there was relatively
little regiona! variation in cocaine use. Then, large
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FIGURE 15

Trends in Lifetime Prevalence of Cocaine Use
by Region of the Country
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regional differences emerged so that by [98] annual
use had roughly tripled in the West and Northeast,
nearly doubled in the North Central, and increased
"only" by about 30% in the South. Since 1981, there
has been some further increase in the Northeast
(occurring specifically in 1984 and 1985). The West
showed a drop in 1982 but some gradual increase since,
while the North Central showed a gradual decrease
after 1980 until this year, when there was a significant
increase. There has been little change in the South
since 1979. The net effect has been that there have
remained very substantial regional differences in
cocaine use since around [980, with the West and
Northeast now showing annual prevalence rates near
20% vs. around 8% for the South and North Central.

o Between 1975 and 1981 sizeable regional differences in
hallucinogen use emerged, as use in the South dropped
appreciably. In 1981, both the North Central and the
West had annual rates that were about two and one-
half times higher than the South (10.3%, 10.4%, and
4.1%, respectively), and the Northeast was three times
as high (12.93%). After 1981, hallucinogen use dropped
appreciably in all three non-Southern regions (by 3-
49), narrowing these differences in absolute terms,
though the North Central and West now have annual
rates twice that of the South with the Northeast still
three times as high. Unlike the other hallucinogens,
which decreased in all regions between 1981 and 1985,
recent use of PCP showed a different pattern,
increasing in both the Northeast and West, while
declining in both the North Central and South.

e The remaining drugs (Le., alcohol, cigarettes,
marijuana, heroin, other opiates, barbiturates.
methaqualone, franquilizers, and inhalants) show
rather little regional variation in trends.

Trend Differences Related to Population Density

o There appears to have been a peaking in 1979 in the
proportions using any illicit drug in all three levels of
community size {Figure 16}, Although the smaller
metropolitan areas and the non-metropolitan areas
never caught up completely with their larger counter-
parts, they did narrow the gap some between 1975 and
1979. Most of that narrowing was due to changing

levels of marijuana use, and most of it occurred prior
to 1978,

Since 1979, there had been a fairly steady décrease in
all three groupings on community size—until 1935,
when the metropolitan areas remained level and the
non-metropolitan areas showed a slight rise.
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The overall proportion involved in illicit drugs other
than marijuana also has peaked in communities of all
sizes, but not until 1981 or 1982. Up to 1981, the
proportions reporting the use of some illicit drug other
than marijuana in the last 12 months had been
increasing continuously (over a four-year period in the
very large cities, and over a three-year period in the
smaller metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas). As
can be seen by the special notations in Figure 16,
almost all of this increase is attributable to the rise in
reported amphetamine use (which likely is artifactual
in part). The 1983 figures showed decreases of one to
two percent in all three levels of community size in
illicit drug use other than marijuana (revised version).
The decline continued in 1984 and 1985 in the
metropolitan areas, but the non-metropolitan areas
were stable.

There were statistically significant decreases in annual
and monthly amphetamine use between 1984 and 1985
among seniors in the large cities. All three areas.have
shown declines in recent use since the amphetamine
measures were revised in 1982, (Data not shown.)

The increase in cocaine use, although dramatic at all
Jevels of urbanicity between 1976 and 1979, was
clearly greatest in the large cities. Between 1980 and
1984, use was fairly stable in all groupings, and in 1985
they all showed a rise in use. (Data not shown.)

There is evidence of a decline in current alcohol use in
the large cities in recent years. For example, thirty-
day prevalence in the large cities is down by 11%,
from 78% in 1980 to 67% in 1985; during the same
interval, the smaller metropolitan areas decreased 6%
(from 71% to 65%), and the non-metropelitan areas
dropped 3% (from 63% to 66%). Similarly, dajly use
decreased between 1980 and 1985 by 1.8% in the large
cities (7.1% to 5.3%), while the smaller cities
decreased by 0.3% (5.4% to 5.1%) and non-metro-
politan areas decreased by 1.3% (6.1% to 4.8%). And
occasional heavy drinking decreased by 7% (from 45%
to 38%) in the large cities, compared to a 3.5%
decrease in other cities (38.9% to 35.4%) and a 3.8%
drop in non-metropolitan areas {#1.4% to 37.6%).
These differential shifts result in less variation among
the three levels of urbanicity in 1984 and 1985 than
there had been several years earlier.

Differences related to community size have also
narrowed in the cases of LSD (since 1981) due to a
greater amount of decrease in the large cities and
other cities than in the non-metropolitan areas (which
started out considerably lower). A similar thing
appeared to be happening for PCP, as well, until this
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year when reported use in the Jargest cities rose while
use in the other types of communities remained
unchanged.

Opiates other than heroin were used by significantly
more senjors in the smaller metropolitan areas, in 1985
compared to 1984; for example, annual use went from
5.19 to 6.4%.

The remaining drugs show little variation in trends
related to population density.
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USE AT EARLIER GRADE LEVELS

In two of the five questionnaire forms used in the study, respondents are
asked to indicate the grade in which they were enrolled when they first
tried each class of drugs. Graphic presentations on a drug-by-drug basis
of the trends for earlier grade levels and of the changing age-at-onsat
curves for the various graduating classes are contained in the large
1978, 1981, and 1983 reports from the study (cited earlier). In the
present report, only some of these figures are included. Table 14 gives
the percent of the 1985 seniors who first tried each drug at each of the
earlier grade levels.

Incidence of Use by Grade Level

e For marijuana, ailcohol, and cigarettes, most of the
initial experiences took place before high school. For
example, regular daily cigarette smoking was begun by
13% prior to tenth grade vs. only an additional 9% in
high school (i.e., in grades ten through twelve). The
figures for initial use of alcohol are 56% prior to and
37% during high schoel; and for marijuana, 28% prior
to and 26% during high school {(see Table 14). Also,
for the use of inhalants (unadjusted) more than half
(8.396)) was initiated before tenth grade (vs. 7.0%
after).

For mest of the illicit drugs, between 40 and 50% of
the eventual users initiated use prior to 10th grade;
methaqualone, barbiturates, hercin, PCP, ampheta-
mines, and ranquilizers fall in this category.

Among eventual users of hallucinogens, LSD (spe-
cifically), pitrites, and opiates other than heroin, still
a substantial minority—about one-third—initiate use
prior to tenth grade.

e Cocaine presents a contrasting picture to nearly all
other drugs in that initiation rates are highest in the
last two years of high school; less than 20% of
eventual users initiated use prior to tenth grade.
Furthermore, our follow-ups of earlier graduating
classes show that initiation rates remain very high in
the years after high school.

Trends in Use at Earlier Grade Levels

® Using the retrospective data provided by members of
each senjor class concerning their grade at first use, it
is possible to reconstruct lifetime prevalence curves at
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TABLE 14

Grade of First Use for Sixteen Types of Drugs, Class of 1886

{Entries are percontages)
o ™
> 4 o L3 f
o X & S < & & \S
» s' & 1?\ 3 & 3
I S A R TR
drog was first & & & & o g & {f & A &S &
H ‘P & R l’ ~ Qb & h‘\e é Q’ &e v G
Oth 35 1 0.2 9.3 01 0B 02 032 04 0T 038 11 ] 0.3 0.8 2.7 3.6
7-8th 12.0 38 12 09 08 08 08 02 10 39 11 1.7 11 1.8 330 B2
Bth 128 34 11 28 13 12 22 03 32 7.5 30 23 2.0 28 1223 49
10th 11.1 23 15 119 20 08 34 03 av 87 3B 1.8 2.1 8 138 4.2
L1th 8.7 10 22 232 18 10 a5 o031 310 4.7 1.8 LY 1.0 28 118 38
12th X ] 1.7 18 15 11 08 47 02 20 38 08 0.7 0.3 1.8 8.4 L7
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coed 438 546 P21 807 525 951 827 958 893 738 B81 908 933 881 78 719

NOTE: Thls goestlon was ssksd in two of the five forms (N = approsimately 5700), except for inhalunts,
PCF, and the nitrites which were asked sbout In only one fortn (N = spproximatsly 2800),

Unadjusted for known underraporting of certain drugs. Sae text Dor details.
b pdjusted tor the Ineppropriate reparting of nou-prescription sumel




lower grade levels during the years when each class
was at those various grade levels. Obvjously, data
from eventual dropouts from school are not included in
any of the curves. Figures 17a through 17r show the
reconstructed lifetime prevalence curves for earlier
grade levels for a number of drugs.

Figure 17a provides the trends at each grade level for
lifetime use of any illicit drug. It shows that for all
grade levels there was a continuous increase in illicit
drug inveivement through the seventies. The increase
is fortunately quite small for use prior to sixth grade;
only 1.1% of the class of 1975 reported having used an
illicit drug before 6th grade (which was in 1969 for
that class), but the figure has increased modestly, and
for the class of 1985 is at 4.3% (which was in 1979 for
that class). The lines for the other grade levels all
show much steeper upward slopes, indicating that the
more recent graduating classes had initiated illicit
drug use earlier than the less recent classes. For
example, about #5% of the class of 1987 had used some
illicit drug by the end of grade 10, compared to 37% of
the class of 19735,

Beginning in 1980, though, there was a leveling off at
the high school level (grades 10, Il, and 12} in the
proportion becoming involved in illicit drugs. The
leveling in the lower grades came about a year earlier.

Most of the increase in any illicit drug use was due to
increasing proportions using marijuana, We know this
from the results in Figure 17b showing trends for each
grade level in the proportion having used any illicit
drug other than marijuana in their lifetime. Compared
te Figure 17d for marijuana use, these trend lines are
relatively flat throughout the seventies and, if
anything, began to taper off among ninth and tenth
graders between 1975 and 1977. The biggest cause of
the increases in these curves from 1978 to 1981 was
the rise in reports of amphetamine use, As noted
earlier, we suspect that at least some of this rise is
artifactual. If amphetamine use is removed from the
calculations, even greater stability is shown in the
proportion using illicits other than marijuana or

amphetamines. (See Figure 17c.)

As can be seen in Figure 17d, for the years covered
across the decade of the 70's, marijuana use had been
rising steadily at all grade levels down through the
seventh-eighth grades. Beginning in 1980, marljuana
involvement began to decline for grades 9 through 12.
Junior high school use reached an asymptote by the
end of the seventies, as well.
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There was also some small increase in marijuana use
during the 1970's at the elementary level (that is, prior
to seventh grade). Use by sixth grade or lower rose
gradually from 0.6% for the class of 1975 (who were
sixth graders in 1968-69) to a peak of #.3% in the class
of 1984 (who were sixth graders in 1977-78). (It
appears to start dropping thereafter.) The three most
recent national household surveys by NIDA suggest
that this relatively low level of use among this age

© group continues to hold true: the proportion of 12 to
13 year olds.reporting any experience with marijuana
was 6% in 1971, and was constant at 3% in 1977, 1979,
and 1982, Presumably sixth graders would have even
lower absolute rates, since the average age of sixth
graders is less than twelve.*

¢ Cocaine use at earlier grade levels is given in Figure
17e. One clear contrast to the marijuana pattern Is
that most initiation into cocaine use takes place in the
last two years of high school (rather than earlier, as is
the case for marijuana). Further, most of the increase
in cocaine experience between 1976 and 1980 occurred
in the 11th and 12th grades, not below. After 1980,
experience with cocaine generally remained level until
1984 (for juniors) and 1985 (for seniors), when an
upturn can be cbserved.

e The lifetime prevalence statistics for stimulants
peaked briefly for grade levels 9 through 12 during the
mid 70's. (See Figure 17f.) However, it showed a
sharp rise in the late 70's at virtually all grade levels.
As has been stated repeatedly, we believe that
some—perhaps most—of this recent upturn is artifac-
tual in the sense that non-prescription stimulants
account for much of it. However, regardless of what
accounts for it, there was a clear upward secular
trend—that is, one derived across all cohorts and
grade levels——beginning in 197%9. The unadjusted data
from the class of 1983 give the first indication of a
reversal of this trend. The adjusted data from the
classes of 1982 through 1983 suggest that the use of
stimulants leveled around 19382, (In fact, as noted
earlier, current use among twelfth graders has actually
fallen appreciably since 1932.)

e Lifetime prevalence of hallucinogen use (unadjusted
for underreporting of PCPE) began declining among
students at ‘most grade levels in the mid-1970' (Figure
17g), and this gradual decline continued in the upper
grades. However, it appears that a leveling occurred

#See National Survey on Drug Abuse: Main Findings 1982 by J.D.
Miller et al. Rockville, MD: National Institute on Drug Abuse, 1983,
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after 1979 in the lower grades, due almost entirely to
the trends in LSD use. {The trend curves for L3D (not
shown) are extremely similar in shape, though lower in
level, of course.)

While there is less trend data for PCP, since questions
about grade of first use of PCP were not included until
1973, some interesting results emerge. It appears that
a sharp downturn began around 1979 (see Figure 17h),
and the trend in lifetime experience continues down,
though much more gradually in recent years. If the
hallucinogen figure (17g) were adjusted for under-
reporting of PCP use, it would be showing even more
downturn in recent years.

Questions about age at first use for jnhalants
{unadjusted for the nitrites) have been asked only since
t978. The retrospective trend curves (Figure 17}
suggest that during the mid 1970', experience with
inhalants decreased slightly for most grade levels and
then began to rise again. For the upper grade levels
there has been a continued gradual rise since 1980 in
lifetime prevalence, whereas the curves have been
more uneven in the lower grades.

Since grade-at-first-use data have been gathered for
the nitrites beginning in 1979, only limited retrospec-
tive data exist (Figure 17j). These do not show the
recent increase observed for the overall inhalant
category. In fact, they show a gradual decline in
experience with the nitrites, beginning around 1980.

Figure 17k shows that the lifetime prevalence of
sedative use, like stimulant use, began declining for all
grade levels in the mid-70's, then showed some
reversal in the late 70's. (Recai]l that annual
prevalence observed for seniors had been declining
steadily from 1975 to 1979.) As the graphs for the two
subclasses of sedatives—barbiturates and methaqua-
lone—show, the trend lines have been quite different
for them at earlier grade levels as well as in twelfth
grade (see Figures 171 and 17m). Since about 1974 or
1975, lifetime prevalence of barbiturate use had fallen
off sharply at all grade levels for all classes until the
late 70's; since then there has been little change
(although current use continued to decline among
seniors until 1984, at least).

During the mid-70's methaqualone use started to fall
off at about the same time as barbiturate use in nearly
all grade levels, but dropped rather littie and then
flattened. Between 1978 and 1981 there was a fair
resurgence in use in nearly all grade levels; but since
1982 there has been a sharp decline.
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Lifetime prevalence of tranquilizer use (Figure 17n)
also began to decline at all grade levels in the mid-
70's. Overall, it would appear that the tranquilizer
trend lines have been following a similar course to that
of barbiturates. So far, the curves are different only
in that tranquilizer use continued a steady decline
among eleventh and twelfth graders, while barbiturate
use did not.

Though a little difficult to see, the heroin lifetime
prevalence figures for grades 9 through 12 all began
declining in the mid-1970%, then leveled, and show no
evidence of reversal as yet (Figure 170).

The lifetime prevalence of use of opjates other than
heroin has remained quite flat at all grade levels since
the mid-70's (Figure 17p}.

Figure 17q presents the lifetime prevalence curves for
cigarette smoking on a daily basis. It shows dramat-
ically that initiation to daily smoking was beginning to
peak at the lower grade levels in the early to mid-
1970's. This peaking did not become apparent among
high schoo! seniors until a few years later. In essence,
these changes reflect in large part cohort effects—-
changes which show up consistently across the age
band for certain class cohorts. Because of the highly
addictive nature of nicotine, this is a type of drug-
using behavior in which one would expect to observe
enduring differences between cohorts if any are
cbserved at a formative age. The classes of 1982 and
1933 showed some leveling of the previous decline, but
the classes of 1984 and 1985 showed an encouraging
resumption of the decline while they were in earlier
grade levels.

The curves for lifetime prevalence of alcohol at higher
grade (11-12) levels {(Figure 17r) are very flat,
reflecting little change over a decade. At the 7-10th
grade levels, the curves show slight upward slopes in
the early 1970'%, indicating that compared to the older
cohorts (prior to the class of 1978), more recent
classes initiated use at earlier ages. For example, 50%
of the class of 1975 first used alcohol in ninth grade or
earlier, compared to 55 or 56% for all classes since
1978. These changes are relatively small, however,
(Females account for most of the change; 42% of
fermales in the class of 1975 first used alcohol prior to
tenth grade, compared to 31 to 52% for all classes
since 1981.)
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FIGURE 17b

Use of Any Illicit Drug Other Than
Marijuana: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence
for Earlier Grade Levels
Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors
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FIGURE 17c

Use of Any Illicit Drug Gther Than Marjjuana or Amphetamines:
Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels
Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors
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FIGURE 17d

Marijjuana: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels

100 —

90

80—

70

s0|-

30

PERCENT WHO USED BY GRADE INDICATED
o
Q
|

Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors

Data Derived From the
Graduating Class of:

o 1975
0 1976
A 1977
o 4978
© 41979
© {980
@ 1984
& 1982
© {983
o 1084 12 th grade
© 1985

11 th grade

0 oY T I

1969'70 '71 '72 '73 '74 '75'76 '77 '78 '79 '80 '81 '82 ‘@3 '84 @5

88



FIGURE 17e

Cocaine: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels
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FIGURE 17f

Stimulants: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels
Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors
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FIGURE 17g

Hallucinogens: Trerds in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels
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FIGURE 17h

PCP: Trends in Lifetima Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels
Based on Retrogpective Reports from Seniors
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FIGURE 17i

Inhalants: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels
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PERCENT WHO USED BY GRADE INDICATED

FIGURE 17j

Nitrites: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels
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FIGURE 17k .

Sedatives: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels
Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors
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FIGURE 171

Barbiturates: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels
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FIGURE 17m

Methaqualone: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels
Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors
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FIGURE 17n

Tranquilizers: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels
Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors
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PERCENT WHO USED BY GRADE INDICATED

FIGURE 170

Heroin: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels
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FIGURE 17p

Other Opiates: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels
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FIGURE 17g

Cigarette Smoking on a Daily Basis: Trends in Lifetime Preovalence
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PERCENT WHO USED BY GRADE INDICATED

FIGURE 17r

Alcohol: Trends in Lifetime Prevalence for Earlier Grade Levels
Based on Retrospective Reports from Seniors
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DEGREE AND DURATION OF HIGHS

On one of the five questionnaire forms, seniors who report use of a drug
during the prior twelve months are asked how long they usually stay
high on that drug and how high they usually get. These measures were
developed both to help characterize the drug-using event and to provide
indirect measures of dose or quantity of drugs consumed.

e Figure 18 shows the proportion of 1985 seniors who say
that they usuvally get '"not at all" high, "a little" high,
"moderately” high, or “very" high when they use a
given type of drug. The percentages are based on all
respondents who report use of the given drug class in
the previous twelve months, and therefore each bar
cumulates to 100%. The ordering from left to right is
based on the percentage of users of each drug who
report that they usually get "very" high. (The width of
each bar js proportional to the percentage of all
seniors having used the drug class in the previous year;
this should serve as a reminder that even though a
large percentage of users of a drug may get very high,
they may represent only a small proportion of all
seniors.)

e The drugs which usually result in intense highs are the
hallucinogens (LSD and other hallucinogens), heroin,
and methaqualone (Quaaludes). (Actually, this
question was omitted for heroin beginning in 1982, due
to small numbers of cases available each year; but an
averaging across earlier years indicated that it would
rank very close to LSD.)

e Following closely are cocaine and marijuana, with
roughly two-thirds of the users of each saying they
usually get moderately high or very high when using
the drug.

e The four major psychotherapeutic drug classes—
barbiturates, opiates other than heroin, tranquilizers,
and stimulants—are less often used to get high; but
substantial proportions of users (from 23% for tranqui-
lizers to 44% for barbiturates) still say they usually
get moderately or very high after taking these drugs.

e Relatively few of the many seniors using alcohol say
that they usually get very high when drinking, although
nearly half usually get at least moderately high.
However, for a given individual we would expect more
variability from occasion to occasion in the degree of
intoxication achieved with alcohol than with most of
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Degree of High Attained by Recent Users

Not at all High
A Littis High

R Moderataly High

Very High

NOTE: The width of each bar is proportionate to the number of seniors reporting
any use of each drug in the prior 12 months. Hercin is not included in
this figure because these particular questions are not asked of the srnall

number of heroin users,

104



FIGURE 19

Duration of High Attained by Recent Users
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the other drugs. Therefore, many drinkers surely get
very high at least sometimes, even if that is not
“usually” the case.

o Figure |9 presents the data on the duration of the
highs usually obtained by users of each class of drugs.
The drugs are arranged in the same order as for
intensity of highs to permit an examination of the
amount of correspondence between the degree and
duration of highs.

o As can be seen in Figure 19, those drugs which result
in the most intense highs generally tend to result in
the longest highs. For example, LSD, other hallucin-
ogens, and methaqualone rank one through three
respectively on both dimensions, with substantial
proportions (from 18% to 60%) of the users of these
drugs saying they usually stay high for seven hours or
more.

e However, there is not a perfect correspondence
between degree and duration of highs. The highs
achieved with marijuana, although intense for many
users, tend to be relatively short-lived in comparison
with most other drugs. The majority of users usually
stay high two hours or less, and the modal time is one
to two hours (52%), but over one-third (34%) report
usual highs lasting 3-6 hours.

» For cocaine users the modal high is one to two hours,
though almost as many stay high three or more hours.

¢ The modal and median duration of highs for barbit-
urates and methaqualone are three to six hours. Users
of opiates other than heroin, stimulants, and tranqui-
lizers report highs of slightly shorter duration.

o In sum, the drugs vary considerably in both the
duration and degree of the highs usually obtained with
them, though most have a median duration of one to
two hours. (These data cbviously do not address the
qualitative differences in the experiences of being
"high.") Sizeable proportions of the users of all of
these drugs report that they usually get high for at
least three hours per occasion, and for a number of
drugs—particularly the hallucinogens—appreciable
proportions usually stay high for seven hours or more.

Trends in Degree and Duration of Highs

¢ There have been several important shifts over the last
several years in the degree or duration of highs usually
experienced by users of the various drugs.
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e For cocaine; the proportion who say they usually get
high for only two hours or less increased from 36% in
1977 to 54% in 1981, where it has remained since,
reflecting a substantial shortening and then leveling in
the average duration of highs. There was also some
modest decline in the average degree of high attained
between 1977 and 1981, again with little change since.

e For opiates other than heroin, there has been a fairly
steady decline since 1975 in both the intensity of the
highs usually experienced and in the duration of thase
highs. In 1975, 32% said they usually got "very high"
vs. 10% in [985. The proportion usually staying high
for seven or more hours dropped from 28% in 1975 to
L14% in 1985. This substantial shift has occurred in
part because an increasing proportion of the users say
they do not take these drugs "to get high" (4% in 1975
vs. 219 in 1985).

e Stimulants showed a substantial decrease between
1975 and 1981 in the proportion of recent users usually
getting very high or moderately high (down from 60%
in 1975 to 37% in 1981}, Consistent with this, the
proportion of users saying they simply "don't take them
to get high" increased from 9% in 1975 to 20% by
1981. In addition, the average reported duration of
stimulant highs was declining; 419% of the 1975 users
said they usually stayed high seven or more hours vs.
only 17% of the 1981 users.* In 1382 the revised
version of the question about stimulant use was
introduced into the form containing subsequent
questions on the degree and duration of highs. Based
on this revised form, there has been some continued
drop in the duration of highs obtained, and (to a lesser
extent) in the degree of highs obtained.

o These substantial decreases in both the degree and the
duration of highs strongly suggest that there has been
some shift in the purposes for which stimulants are
being used. An examination of data on self-reported
reasons for use tends to confirm this conclusion. In
essence, between 1979 and 1984 there had been a
relative decline in the socialfrecreational reasons for
use and since 1976 there has been an increase in the

*The questionnzire form containing the questions on degree and
duration of highs is one on which the amphetamine questions were
clarified in 1982, to eliminate the inappropriate inclusion of non-
prescription stimulants. One might have expected this change to have
increased the degree and duration of highs reported, given that real
amphetamines would be expected to have greater psychological impact
on the average; but the trends still continued downward that year.
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' frequency with which recent users mention "to lose
weight” (from 26% in 1976 to 41% in 1984), “to get
motre energy" (from 56% to 69%), "to stay awake”
{from 52% to 62%), and "to get through the day" (from
22% to 30%). "To feel good or get high," which in 1976
was the first ranked reason at 62% of recent ampheta-
mine users, dropped fairly steadily to 45% in [384,
making it the fourth ranked reason. Similarly, “to
chave a good time with my friends," which reached a
high of 38% in 1979, dropped to 31% in 19280 and to
30% in 1984,

The 1985 results suggest that, although intensity and
duration of highs continued their decline, there was no
further decline in social/recreational reasons for use
{to get high and 1o have a good time with friends
increased by 4% each), and no further increase in the
frequency of use for instrumental purposes (to lose
weight, to get more energy, to stay awake, to get
through the day all decreased, by 2-7%). Thus the
shift seen between 1976 and 19234 toward more
instrumental, and less recreational, use of stimulants
may have ended.

In addition to the relative decline seen earlier in
recreational reasons for use of stimulants, it also
appears_that there was at least_some inCrease in the
absolute level of recreational use, though clearily not
as steep an increase as the trends through 1981 in
overall use might have suggested. The data on
exposure to people using amphetamines "o get high or
for kicks,"” which will be discussed further in a section
below, show a definite increase between 1976 and 1981
(there was a rise of 8% just between 1979 and 1981).
There was no further increase in exposure to people
using for those purposes in 1982, however, suggesting
that recreational use, as well as overall use, had
leveled off, and since 1982 there has been a decrease
in such expasure.

In the last few years the degree and duration of highs
usually achieved by the shrinking number of barbit-
urate users and methagqualone users also has been
decreasing. The highs achieved by tranquilizer users
also seem to be decreasing slightly since about 1930,

For marijuana there has been some general downward
trending since 1972 in the degree of the highs usually
obtained. In 1978, 73% of users said they usually got
"moderately high" or "very high"—a figure which
dropped to 64% by 983, and stands at 66% in 1985.
There have also been some interesting changes taking
place in the duration figures. Recall that most
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marijuana users say they usually stay high either one
to two hours or three to six hours. Between 1975 and
1983 there was a steady shift in the proportions saying
they stayed high three or more hours {from 52% in
1975 to 39% in 1983); the proportion stands at 38% in
1985. Until 1979 this shift could have been due almost
entirely to the fact that progressively more seniors
were using marijuana; and the users in more recent
classes, who would not have been users in eatlier
classes, probably tended to be relatively light users.
{We deduce this from the fact that the percentage of
all senjors reporting three to six hour highs remained
relatively unchanged from 1975 to 1979, while the
percentage of all seniors reporting only one to two
hour highs increased steadily (from 16% in 1975 to 25%
in 1979).

However, the overall prevalence rate did not increase
over the past six years (annual prevalence actually
dropped by 109%), but the shift toward shorter average
highs continued. Thus we must attribute this recent
shift to another factor, and the one which seems most
likely is a general shift (even among the most
marijuana-prone segment) toward a less frequent {or
less intense) use of the drug. The drop in daily
prevalence since 1979, which certainly is dispropor-
tionate to the drop in overall prevalence, is consistent
with this interpretation. Also consistent is the fact
that the average number of "joints" smoked per day
(among those who reported any use in the prior month)
has been dropping- In 1976, 49% of the recent users of
marijuana indicated that they averaged less than one
"joint" per day in the prior 30 days, but by 1985 this
proportion had risen to 61%. In sum, not only are
fewer high schoel students now using marijuana, but
those who are using seem to be using less frequently
and to be taking smaller doses per occasion.

There are no clearly discernible patterns in the
intensity or duration of the highs being experienced
with LSD or hallucinogens other than LSD. (Data have
not been collected for highs experienced in the use of
inhalants, the nitrites specifically, or PCP specifically;
and the number of admitted heroin users on a single
questionnaire form is inadequate to estimate trends
reliably.)

The intensity and duration of highs associated with
alcohol use have been very stable throughout the study
period.
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ATTITUDES AND BELIEFS ABOUT DRUGS

This section presents the cross-time results for three sets of attitude
and belief questions. One set concerns senjors' views about how harmful
various kinds of drug use would be for the user, the second asks how
much they personally disapprove of various kinds of drug use, and the
third deals with attitudes on the legality of using various drugs under
different conditions. (The next section covers the closely related topics
of par)ents' and friends' attitudes about drugs, as the seniors perceive
them.

As the data below. show, overall percentages disapproving various drugs,
and the percentages believing their use to involve serious risk, both tend
to parallel the percentages of actual users. Thus, for example, of the
illicit drugs marijuana is the most frequently used and the least likely to
be seen as risky to use. This and many other such parallels suggest that
the individuals who use a drug are less likely to disapprove use of it or
to view its use as involving risk. A series of individual-level analyses
of these data confirms this conclusion: strong correlations exist
between individual use of drugs and the varicus attitudes and beliefs
about those drugs. Those seniors who use a given drug also are more
likely to approve its use, see it as less dangerous, and report their own
parents and friends as being at least somewhat more accepting of its
use.

The attitudes and beliefs about drug use reported below have been
changing during recent years, along with actual behavior. In particular,
views about marijuana use, and legal sanctions against use, have shown
important trends.

Beginning in 1979, scientists, policy makers, and In particular the
electronic and printed media, have given considerable attention to the
increasing levels of regular marijuana use among young people, and to
the potential hazards associated with such use. As will be seen below,
attitudes and beliefs about regular use of marijuana have shifted
dramatically since 1979 in a more conservative direction—a shift which
coincides with a reversal in the previous rapid rise of daily use, and
which very likely reflects the impact of this jncreased public attention.

Perceived Harmfulness of Drugs

Beliefs in 1985 about Harmifulness

e A substantial majority of high school seniors perceive
regular use of any of the illicit drugs as entailing
"great risk" of harm for the user (see Table 15}, Some
86% of the sample feel this way about heroin—the
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highest proportion for any of these drugs—while 83%
associate great risk with using LSD. The proportions
attributing great risk to cocaine, barbiturates, and
amphetamines are 79%, 68%, and 67% respectively.

® Regulac use of cigareties (i.e., one or more packs a
day} is judged by two-thirds of all seniors (67%) as
entailing a great risk of harm for the user.

e Regular use of marijuana is judged to involve great
risk by 70% of the sample, slightly more than judge
cigarette smoking to involve great risk, perhaps in part
because marijuana can have dramatic short-term
impacts on mood, behavior, self-control, etc., in
addition to any long-term physiological impacts.

® Regular use of alcohol was more explicitly defined in
several questions. Very few (24%) associate much risk
of harm with having one or two drinks almost daily.
Only four in every ten (43%) think there is great risk
involved in having five or more drinks once or twice
each weekend. Fully two-thirds (70%) think the user
takes a great risk in consuming four or five drinks
neatly every day, but this means that about a third of
the students do not view this pattern of regular heavy
drinking as entailing great risk.

¢ Compared with the above perceptions about the risks
of regular use of each drug, many fewer respondents
feel that a person runs a “great risk" of harm by simply
trying the drug once or twice.

¢ Very few think there is much risk in using marijuana
experimentally {15%) or even occasionally (25%).

» Experimental use of the other illicit drugs, however, is
still viewed as risky by a substantial proportion. The
percentage associating great risk with experimental
use ranges from about 235% for amphetamines and
barbiturates to 47% for heroin. Despite the amount
of negative publicity cocaine use has received
recently, only about a third [34%) see great risk
involved in experimenting with it. This suggests one
reason why so many young people have eventually
gotten into trouble with this extremely dependence-
producing drug.

e Practically no one (5%) believes there is much risk
involved in trying an alcoholic beverage once or twice.

Trends in Perceived Harmfulness

e Several very important trends have been taking place
in recent years in these beliefs about the dangers
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FA8!

Q. How much de you think psople
risk harming themselves
{phywically or in other
ways), if they...

Try marijuana once or twice
Smoke marijuana cccasionally
8moks marijjuans ragularly

Try L5D once ar twics
Take LSD regularly

Try cocaine oncs or twice
Take cocaine regularly

Try heroin once or twice
Take heroin cccasionally
Take bheroin regularly

Try amphetamines once or twice
Take amphetamines regularly

Try barbititrates oncs or twica
Take barbituratas regularly

Try one or two drinks of an
alcoholic bevaragn (beer,
wine, liquor)

Take one or two drinke nearly
every day

Taka four or five drinks nearly
avery day

Have flve or more drinks onen
or-twice each weskond

Smoke one o more packs of
cigareiten par day
Approx. N =

Trends in Perceived Harmfulness of Drugs

TABLE 15

Porcent saying “great risk"®
Clogs Class Class Class  Claas  Class  Class  Class  Cluss  Class  Class
of of aof of of of of of of of of

1975 18978 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1§82 1883 1984 1935
151 114 8.5 8.1 g4 100 130 115 127 4T 148
16.1 15.0 134 124 135 187 19.1 18.2 206 328 345
43.3 38.6 364 LIN:] 4%.0 50.4 B7.8 804 828 888 T0.4
45.4 45.7 432 427 418 438 455 440 4 46.4 435
814 808 9.1 81.1 824 830  A3E6 435 B32 838 829
428 39.1 5.6 33.2 15 3 3z 228 33.0 35.7 340
73.1 723 Bez 682 695  em2 712 730 4.3 78.8 79.0
80.1 58.0 55.8 62.8 504 5.1 528 8Ll 50.5 44 3
16.8 5.8 719 714 0.0 70.9 722 598 718 70.7 89.8
872 Y 86.1 86.6 875 883 815 880 86.1 BT.2 8.0
35.4 334 0.8 208 297 28.7 26.4 25.3 24.7 26.4 25.2
89.0 67.3 ge8 6.1 895 691 66.1 847 648 611 67.2
348 325 51.2 n.s 30.7 0.9 8.4 15 270 aTs 26.1
89.1 677 68548 084 L8 vez 699 678 817 685 683
5.8 43 4.1 34 41 38 4.8 35 42 4.6 5.0
215 212 185 186 228 203 218 318 218 230 24.4
63.5 81.0 2.9 83.1 882 857 645  B55 668 684 9.8
a1s 37.0 34.7 345 349 359 3.3 3.0 388  4L% 43.0
51.3 56.4 58.4 590 630 63T 683 605 612 B8MA 8.5
(2804)  (3225) (35700 (3770) (3260) (3234) (3804) {I6ST)  (3306)  (3262) (3250}

'84—'86
changs
+0.1
+1.9
+3.68

-1.9
-0.8

-L7
+0.2

—2.5
=08
-12

=02
+0.1

- 13
-0.2

+0.4
+1.4
+1.4
+1.2

+2.7

KIOTE: Lavel of significance of dilfsrenco betwoan the two most recent clagsas: s = 05, #s = 01, 153 = 001,
Answer alternativas were: (1) No risk, (2} Slight risk, (3) Moderate risk, (4) Great risk, and (5) Can't say, drug unfamiliar.



assoclated with using various drugs (see Table 15 and
Figures 20 and 21).

One of the most important trends involves marijuana
(Figure 20). From 1975 through 1978 there had been a
decline in the harmifulness perceived to be associated
with all levels of marijuana use; but in 1979, for the
first time, there was an increase in these
proportions—an increase which preceded any appre-
ciable downturn in use and which has continued fairly
steadily since then. By far the most Impressive
increase has occurred for regular marijuana use, where
the proportion perceiving it as involving a great risk
has doubled in seven years—from 35% in 1978 to 70%
in 1985, This dramatic change—which continued
vigorously in 1985 with a significant 4% increase from
1984—has been occurring during a period in which a
substantial amount of scientific and media attention
has been devoted to the potential dangers of heavy
marijuana use. While there have been some upward
shifts in concerns about the harmfulness of occasional,
and even experimental, use, they have been nowhere
nearly as large, though both did continue in 1985.

There aiso had been an important increase over a
longer period in the number who think pack-a-day
cigarette smoking involves great risk to the user (from
51% in 1975 to 64% in [980). This shift corresponded
with, and to some degree preceded, the downturn in
regular smoking found in this age group (compare
Figures 9f and 20). But in 1981 this statistic showed
no further increase (presaging the end of the decline in
use), and the figures for 1982 and 1983 actually showed
some reversal of that trend. However, in 1984 there
was once again a resumption of the trend, with a
nearly 3% jump in the proportion seeing great risk
being associated with regular smoking, followed by
another 3% increase in 1985. Nevertheless, what may
be most important is that about a third (32.0%) of
these young people do not believe there is a great risk,
despite all that is known today about the heaith
consequences of cigarette smoking.

For most of the other illicit drugs, the period from
1975 1o 1979 marked a modest but consistent trend in
the direction of fewer students asscciating much risk
with experimental or occasional use of them (Tabie 15
and Figure 21). Only for amphetamines and barbitu-
rates has this trend continued beyond 1979, until about
1982 in both cases. Over the last several years there
has been little change, although perceived risk of harm
in experimental or occasional use of the illicit drugs
other than marijuana all dropped slightly in 1985,
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FIGURE 20

Trends in Perceived Harmfolness: Marijuana and Cigareties
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e The percentage who perceived great risk in trying
cocaine once or twice dropped from 43% in 1975 to
31% in 1920, which generally corresponds to a period
of rapidly increasing use. But perceived risk then
began to inch upward over the next four years, to 36%
in 198%4; a slight decrease in 1985 leaves the current
figure at 34%. The proportion seeing great risk in
regular cocaine use aiso dropped somewhat from 1975
to 1977 and remained fairly level until 1980; but then
rose 5% over the next three years before jumping a
full 4.5% in 1984 alone. In 1985 this praportion
remained stable at 79%.

e In sum, between 1975 and 1979 there was a distinct
decline in perceived harmfulness associated with use
of all the illicit drugs. Since 1979, there has been a
dramatic increase in concerns about regular marijuana
use, and a more modest increase in concerns about use
of that drug at less frequent levels. In general,
concerns about use of other illicit drugs have changed
rather little over the last several years, although
perceived risk in regular use of cocaine has increased,
and risks associated with amphetamine and barbiturate
use have dropped slightly.

e PBeliefs concerning the risk associated with alcohol use
at various levels have remained largely unchanged over
the past eight years. The one exception occurred with
goccasional heavy drinking, where the proportion
perceiving great risk rose from a low of 35% in 1979 to
43% in 1985. Some 3% of this 8% change occutred in
J984 alone, the first year in which the reported
prevalence of this type of drinking actually declined.
Thus the gradual change in beliefs about the riskiness
of this behavior preceded a change in use by several
years—once again suggesting the importance of these
beliefs in determining behavior.

Personal Disapproval of Drug Use

A different set of guestions was developed to try to measure any
general moral sentiment attached to various types of drug use. The
phrasing, "Do you disapprove of people (who are 18 or older) doing each
of the following* was adopted.

Extent of Disapproval in 1985

e The vast majority of these students do not condone
regular use of any of the illicit drugs {see Table l6).
Even regular marijuana use s disapproved by 86%, and
regular use of each of the other illicits receives
disapproval from between 93% and 98% of today's high
school seniors.
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Smoking a pack (or more) of cigarettes per day re-
ceives the disapproval of 72% of the age group.

Drinking at the rate of one or two drinks daily receives
disapproval from 71% of the seniors, A curious finding
is thet weekend binge drinking {five or more drinks
once or twice each weekend) is acceptable to more
seniors than is moderate daily drinking; only 60%
disapprove of having five or more drinks once or twice
a weekend. This is in spite of the fact that more
seniors associate great risk with weekend binge
drinking (¥3%) than with the daily drinking (24%}. One
likely explanation for these seemingly inconsistent
findings may be the fact that a greater proportion of
this age group are themselves weekend binge drinkers
rather than regular daily drinkers. They thus express
attitudes accepting of their own behavior, even though
such attitudes may be somewhat inconsistent with
their beliefs about possible consequences.

For each of the drugs included in the guestion, fewer
people indicate disapproval of experimental or occa-
sional use than of regular use, as would be expected.
The differences are not great, however, for the illicit
drugs other than marijuana. For example, 79%
disapprove experimenting with cocaine vs. 94% who
disapprove its regular use.

For marijuana, however, the rate of disapproval varies
substantially for different usage habits. Although the
great majority (36%) disapprove regular use, only
about half (51%) disapprove trying it.

Trends in Disapproval

Between 1975 and 1977 there occurred a substantial
decrease in disapproval of marijuana use at any level
of frequency (see Table 16 and Figure 22). About 14%
fewer seniors in the class of 1977 (compared with the
class of 1975) disapproved of experimenting, 11%
fewer disapproved of occasional use, and 6% fewer
disapproved of regular use. Since 1977, however, there
has been a substantial reversal of that trend, with
disapproval of experimnental use having risen by 18%,
disapproval of occasional use by 22%, and disapproval
of regular use by 20%.

Until 1980 the proportion of seniors who disapproved
trying amphetamines had remained extremely stable
(at 75%). This proportion dropped slightly in 1981 (to
719%), but increased thereafter and again reached 75%
in 1985.
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Q. Do you disapprove of people
(who are 18 ur older) dging
each of the following?

Try marijunna once or twice
Smoke marijuana occasionally
Smoke marijusana regularly

Try L8D once or twics
Take LSD regulariy

Try cocalne ¢nce ot twice
Take cocaine regularly

Try heroin once or twice
Take heroin occasionally
Take heroin regularly

Try amphetamines once or twice
Take amphetamines regularly

Try barbituratss once or twics
‘Take barbiturates regularly

Try one or two drinks of an
aleoholic beverage (beer,
wine, liquor}

Tako one of twe drinke neerly
avery dey

Take four or five drinke nearly
eveory day

Have five or more drinks ohee
or twice ench weekend

Smoke one or more packs of
cigaretias per day

Approx, N =

TABLE 16
Trends in Proportions Disapproving of Drug Use

Percant "rlilappmvin[".

Clasa
of
1875

47.0
648
1.8

8a.8
LN

813
233

815
84.8
85,7

148
2.1

.7
3.3

21.8
£7.8
88.7
60.2

a1.5
{2B77)

58.8

5.9
(3234)

Class
of
1877

34
44.3
85.5

33.9
85.8

9.1
92.1

92.5
088.0
87.2

74.2
82.5

31.1
8.0

15.6
68.8
38.4
67.4

6e.4
{3582)

Class
of
1578

334
43.5
81.5

35.4
98.4

1790
1.9

02.0
96.4
297.8

748
83.%

a4
843

15.6
87.7
80.2

81.0

(3686)

Class
of
1878

M2
45.3
€9.2

88.6
86.9

4.7
203

23.4
86.5
87.9

6.1
84.4

84.0
85.2

158
B8.3
a7
56.7

70.3
(3221)

Class
of
1880

8.0
49.7
4.6

8§73
88.7

76.3
gLl

23.5
88.7
87.8

5.4
23.0

83.9
95.4
18.0
86.9
90.8
56.8

70.8

Class
of
1881

40.6
526
TT.4

36.4
98.8

7448
80.7

93.5
07.2
978

711
81.7

2.4
4.2

17.2
8.1
1.8
55.b

69.9

(3281) (3610

Class

1882

45.5
8.1
80.6

83.8
98.7

6.8
BL5

846
6.9
7.5

728
520

4.4
4.4

18.2
60.9
80.8
58.8

89.4

(3651)

Class
of
1p83

416.3
80.7
8z.5

80.1
97.0

77.0
83.2

84.3
589
81,7

723
2.8

831
95.1

16.4
66.9
0.0
56.9

70.8
(3341)

Class
of
1984

9.9
83.5
847

88.9
96.89

8.7
845

94.0
97.1
B88.0

728
083.6

84.1
85.1

174
728
910
59.8

730
(3164}

Clase
of
1985

51.4
65.8
86,5

88.5
87.0

78.3
23.8

24.0
96,8
87.8

74.9
83.3

84.9
85.5

203
0.8
82.0
60.4

733
(3265)

'84 -85
change
+2.1
+2.3
+0.8

+08
+0.2

—D4
=-0.7

0.0
~-03
—0.4

+2.1
—-0.3

+0.8
+0.4

+2.9s
-20
+1.0

+08

OTE: Love! of significancs of diffarence batween the two most recans classes; 3 = .05, s8 = .01, sss = 001,
Answer altornatives were; (1) Don't disapprove, {2) Disapprove, and (3) Strongly disspprove. Percentages ure

shown for categories (2) and {3) combined.
he 1875 question ssked sboul pecple who are “20 or older.”



¢ During the late 1970's personal disapproval of
experimenting with barbiturates had been increasing
(from 78% in 1975 to 84% in 1979). Since then it has
remained relatively stable.

e In earlier years disapproval of regular ciparette
smoking had been increasing modestly {from 66% in
1976 to 71% in 1980). It then remained fairly stable
through 1983 before resuming its increase in 1984
(when actual use resumed its decline). Disapproval is
down very slightly in 1985 {and actual use is up very
slightly).

¢ Concurrent with the years of increase in actual
cocaine wuse, disapproval of experimental use of
cocaine had declined somewhat, from a high of 832% In
1976 down to 75% in 1979, It then leveled for four
years, showed a statistically significant increase in
1984, and remained essentially unchanged in 1985.

¢ There has been relatively little change in attitudes
regarding alcohol use, with one exception. There was
a slight softening of attitudes regarding weekend binge
drinking, with disapproval dropping from 60% in 1973
to 56% in 1978; since then disapproval has been
increasing, and in 1985 is again at 60%.

Attitudes Regarding the Legality of Drug Use

Since the Jegal restraints on drug use appeared likely to be in a state of
flux for some time, we decided at the beginning of the study to measure
attitudes about legal sanctions. Table 17 presents a statement of one
set of general questions on this subject along with the answers provided
by each senior class. The set lists a sampling of illicit and licit drugs
and asks whether their use should be prohibited by law. A distinction is
consistently made between use in public and use in private~—a
distinction which proved quite important in the results.

Attitudes in 1985

e Most seniors (73%) favor legally prohibiting marijuana
use in public places, despite the fact that the majority
have used marijuana themselves; but considerably
fewer {45%) feel that way about marijuana use in
private.

e In addition, the great majority believe that the use in
public of other illicit drugs than marijuana should be
prohibited by law le.g., 78% in the case of ampheta-
mines and barbiturates, 86% for heroin).

e Fully 43% believe that cigarette smoking in public

places should be prohibited by law. More think getting
drunk in such places should be prohibited (53%).
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Q. Do you think that people (who

TABLE 17

Trends in Attitudes Regarding Legality of Drug Use

Percent saying “yes""

are 18 ot older) ehould be Class Class Class Cilass Class Class Class Class Clasa Clags Class

prohiblited by law “"'B doing of of of of af of of of of of of ‘84 -'85

each of the [ollowing? 1975 1974 1877 1578 1878 1880 1981 1882 1933 1984 1885 change
Smoke marijuana in privats 328 115 26.8 25.4 280 289 a5.4 8.8 318 416 44.7 +3.1s
Smoke marijuana in public places £3.1 59,1 58.7 50.6 B8 68.1 67.4 72.8 738 15.2 782 +3.0m
Take L3D In private 8.2 85.1 83.3 82,7 82.4 858 82.6 67.1 86.7 67.9 70.8 +2.7
Take LSD in public places £5.8 819 78.3 80.7 81.5 82.8 80.7 8.1 828 82.4 84.8 +2.48
Take heroin in private 76.3 2.4 69.2 8.8 68.5 70.3 88.8 60.3 88.7 69.8 733 +3b5a
Take heroin in public places 90.1 4.8 81.0 82.5 84.0 83.8 82.4 82,5 83.7 834 858 +2.4s
Take amphetaminas ar

barbituretes in private 57.2 535 52.8 82.2 63.4 54.1 52.0 83.6 5.8 54.4 6.3 +18
Take amphetamines or

barbiturates in public places 9.9 78.1 13.7 58 718 76.1 74.2 75.6 16.7 6.8 78.3  +15
Get drunk In private 14.1 15.8 18.8 11.4 18.8 16.7 19.8 18.4 18.9 1.7 19.8 +0.1
Get drunk In public places B5.7 50.7 49.0 50.3 50.4 48.3 49.1 50.7 52.2 51.1 53.1 +2.0
Smoke cigaretias in certain

specified publlc places NA NA 42.0 42.2 43.1 42.8 43.0 420 40.5 30.2 428  +3.08

Approx. N = (2820) (3265} {(3620) (3783} (3288) (3224) (3611) (3637) (B31H) (3236) (3254)

NOTE: Leve! of significance of difference between the two most recent classes: « = .05, ss = .01, zss = .001. NA indicates data not availebl

"Aruwer altarnatives were: (1) No, (2) Mot sure, and (3) Yas.

hTl'lt 1975 question asked about peopla who are “20 or older.”




o For all drugs, fewer students believe that use in
private settings should be illegal, though in the cases
of LSD and heroin, the differences are npot very
substantial.

Trends in These Attitudes

o From 1975 through 1977 there was a modest decline
{from #% to 9%, depending on the substance) in the
proportjon of seniors who favored legal prohibition of

private use of any of the jllicit drugs. By 1985,
however, these proportions have all increased.

o Qver the past six years (from 1979 to 1985) there has
been a sharp jump in the proportion favering legal
prohibition of marijuana use, either in private (up from
28% to 45%) or in public (up from 62% to 78%).

¢ After several years of relative stability, in 1985 there
has also been a statistically significant increase in the
proportions favoring preohibition of public and private
herain use.

e For other illicit drugs, the changes are more modest,
but between 1984 and 1985 all showed increased
proportions favering prohibition.

e Getting drunk and smeking cigarettes in public also
showed increases In the propoctions {avoring

prohibition.

The Lepai Status of Marijuana

Another set of questions goes into more detail about what legal
sanctions, if any, students think should be attached to the use and sale
of marijuana. Respondents also are asked to guess how they would be
likely to react to legalized use and sale of the drug. While the answers
to such a question must be interpreted cautiously, a speciai study of the
effects of marijuana decriminalization at the state level, conducted as
part of the Monitoring the Future series, suggests that in the aggregate
their predictions about how they would react proved relatively
accurate.*

*See Johnston, L.D., O'Malley, P.M., and Bachman, J.G. Marijuana
decriminalization: The impact on youth, 1973-1980 (Monitoring the
Future Occasional Paper no. 13). Ann Arbor: Institute for Social
Research, 1981, &5 pp.
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TABLE 18

Trends in Attitudes Regarding Marijuana Laws

Q. Thera has been a great deal of
public debate about whether Cloes
marijuana use should ba legal. of
Which of the following policies 1975
would you faver?

Using marijuane shouid be

entirely legal 27.3
It sheuld be & minor violation

like a parking t:cket bitt not

a crime 25.3

It ehould be a crime 30.5
Don't know 16.8
N = (2817)

Q. If it were legal for people to
USE marijuana, should it aleo
be legal to SELL merijuana?

No 27.8
Yea, but only to adulia 37.1
Yes, to anyone 18.2
Don’t know 18.9
N = (2818)

Q. If marijuana werse legal to use
and legally available, which
of the following would you
be most likely to do?

Not use it, aven if it wero

legal and nvailable 53.2
Try it 8.2
Use it abont as often as | do now 22.7
Use it more often than [ do now 4.0
Use it less than 1 do now £
Don't know 8.5

N = (2602)

Clags

1976

J33.6
29.0
25.4
13.0
{3284)

23.0
49.8
13.3
13.9

{3278)

)

(5]
eI hoo0 O
T =T o i

8.1
(32713}

(Entries ara psrcentages)

Class  Claes Class Clasg Class
of of of of of
1877 1978 1978 1880 1981

33.6 32.9 32.1 26.3 23.1
314 30.2 3.1 30.9 29.3
217 22.2 240 26.4 Jz.1
13.4 14.8 13.8 16.4 154
(38232} (3721) (3278 (3211) {3583)

225 21.8 229 25.0 27.7
52.1 53.8 53.2 51.8 48.8
12.7 12.0 11.3 2.6 10.5

12.7 12.8 126 13.8 13.2

(3628) (3719) (2280) (32100 (3589)

50.6 46.4 50.2 53.3 55.2
1.0 7.1 6.1 6.8 6.0
26.8 30.9 28.1 27.3 24.8
T.4 8.3 6.0 4.2 4.7
1.5 2.7 2.5 28 2.5

6.8 a7 8.1 5.9 8.9
{3625) (3711) (3277} (3210) (3598)

Class

1983

28.2
34.7

7.1

(3615)

29.2
46.2
10.7
13.8

(3619)

{3618

Class
of
1883

18.9
26.3
38.7
18.1
(3300)

274
478
10.5

146
{3300)

680.1
1.2
19.8
49
1.5

8.4
(3208)

Class

1984

18.6
23.6
40.6
17.2
(3230}

0.8
4538
108
12.8

(3222)

8.0
{3224)

Class

1985

168.6
25.7
40.8
18.9
(3236)

328
43.2
11.2

13.1

{3237}

83.0
75
17.7
3.7
1.6

8.5
(3232)




Attitudes and Predicted Response to Legalization: 1985

¢ As shown in Table 13, less than one-fifth of all seniors
believe marijuana use should be entirely legal (179%).
About one out of four (26%) feel it should be treated
as a minor violation—Ilike a parking ticket—but not as
a crime. Another 17% indicate no opinion, leaving
about two-fifths (41%) who feel it still should be

treated as a crime.

e Asked whether they thought it should be legal to sell
marijuana if it were legal to use it, a majority (54%)
said "yes." However, nearly all of these respondents
would permit sale only to adults, thus suggesting moare
conservatism on this subject than might generally be

supposed.

e High school seniors predict that they would be little
affected by the legalization of either the sale or the
use of marijuana. Fully 63% of the respondents say
that they would not use the drug even if it were legal
to buy and use, and another 19% indicate they would
use it about as often as they do now, or less. Only 4%
say they would use it more often than at present and
only another 8% think they would try it. Some 7% say
they do not know how they would react- The special
study of the effects of decriminalization at the state
level (which falls short of the hypothetical situation
posited in this question} revealed no evidence of any
impact on the use of marijuana, nor even on attitudes

and beliefs concerning its use.

Trends in Attitudes and Predicted Responses

o Between 1976 and 1979 seniors' preferences for
decriminalization or legalization remained fairly
constant; but in the past six years there has been a
sharp drop in the proportion favoring outright legaliza-
tion {down from 32% in 1979 to 17% in 1985), while
there was a corresponding increase in the proportion
saying marijuana use should be a crime (from 24% to

e Also reflecting the recent increased conservatism
about marijuana, somewhat fewer now would support
legalized sale even if use were to be made legal (down

from 65% in 1979 to 54% in 1985).

e The predictions about personal marijuana use, if sale
and use were legalized, have been quite similar for all
high school classes. The slight shifts being observed
are mostly attributable to the changing proportions of

seniors who actually use marijuana.
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e In sum, in recent years American young people have
become more supportive of legal prohibitions on the
use of illegal drugs, whether used in private or in
public. The fairly tolerant attitudes of students in the
late 70% toward marijuana wuse have eroded
considerably as substantially more think it should be
treated as a criminal offense and correspondingly
fewer think it should be entirely legal to use.
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THE SOCIAL MILIEU

The preceding section dealt with senjors' own attitudes about various
forms of drug use. Attitudes about drugs, as well as drug-related
behaviors, obviously do not occur in a social vacuum. Drugs are
discussed in the media; they are a topic of considerable interest and
conversation among young people; they are also a matter of much
concern to parents, concern which often is strongly communicated to
their children. Young pegple are known to be affected by the actual
drug-taking behaviors of their friends and acquaintances, as well as by
the availability of the various drugs. This section presents data on
several of these relevant aspects of the social milieu.

We begin with two sets of questions about parental and peer attitudes,
questions which closely paralle] the questions about respondents' own
attitudes about drug use, discussed in the preceding section. Since
parental attitudes are now included in the survey only intermittently,
those discussed here are based on the 1979 results.

Perceived Attitudes of Parents and Friends

Perceptions of Parental Attitudes

e A Jarge majority of senjors in 1979 felt that their
parents would disapprove or strongly disapprove of
their exhibiting any of the drug use behavicrs shown in
Table 19. The data for the perceived parental
attitudes are not given in tabular form, but are
displayed in Figures 22 and 23.)

e Drug use appears to constitute one area in which the
position of parents approaches complete unanimity.
Over 97% of seniors said that their parents would
disapprove or strongly disapprove of their smoking
macijuana regularly, even trying L3D or ampheta-
mines, or having four or five drinks every day.
{Although the questions did not inciude more frequent
use of L3D or amphetamines, or any use of heroin, it is
obvipus that if such behaviors had been included in the
list virtually all seniors would have indicated parentai
disapproval.)

o Even experimental use of marijyana was seen as a
parentally disapproved activity by the great majority
of the seniors (85%). Assuming that the students were
generally correct about their parents' attitudes, these
results clearly show a substantial generational
difference of opinion about this drug.
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TABLE 19

Trends in Proportion of Friends Disapproving of Drug Use

Parcent suying friends disapprove®
Q. How do you think your Adjust- Class Closs Class Class Class Class Class Class Class  Class  Closs
close frianda feel (or ment of of of of of of of of of of of '84—'85
would feel) about you... Factor 1875 1676 1877 1878 1878 1980 1881 1882 1083 1984 1935 change

Trying marijuana once or twice (—0.6) 443 NA 4138 NA 408 42.8 468.4 50.3 52,0 54.1 54.7 +0.8
Smoking marijuana occasionally (+0.8) 54.3 NA 450 NA 482 50.8 55.09 57.4 58.9 82,9 842 +1.3

Smoking marijusna regularly (+48) 750 NA 68.1 NA 702 72.0 5.0 4.7 778 79:2 810 +1.8
Trying LSD onca or twice (+2.0) 858 NA 888 NA 818 874 86.5 81.8 87.8 87.8 88.8 +1.0
Trying an amphetamine onca

or twice (+2.2) 78.8 NA 803 NA 810 78.9 T4.4 75.7 76.8 77.0 770 0.0
Taking one or two drinka nearly

evary day (+7.8) 87.2 NA 710 NA 710 70.56 79.56 71.0 T1.7 13.6 5.4 +1.8
Taking four or five drinke

every dey (+8.3 882 NA A88.1 NA 885 are 5.4 86.6 Bg.0 848.1 882 +2.1
Having five or more drinks once

or twice avery weekend (+4.7y  55.0 NA 534 NA B13 50.68 50.3 51.2 50.6 5.3 659  +4.6ss
Smoking one or more packe of

cigarettes por day (+8.3) 83.0 NA 683 NA 734 T4.4 3.8 70.3 72.2 3.9 737 =02

Approx. N = (2488) (NA) (2071} (NA) (2716) (2766) (31200 (3074) (2722) ({(2721) (2638}

NOTE: Lavel of significance of differenco betwean the two most recent closses: 3 = 05, s¢ = .01, esa = ,001. NA indicates data not available.

aAns:or;lihmnﬁwl wore: (1) Don't disapprove, (2} Disspprove, and {3) Strongly disapprove. Parcentagos are shown for catagories (2) and (3)
combined.

bThue Agures have been adjusted by the fastors reported in the first column becacse of lack of comparebility of questioncontext among
administrations. (See text for discussion.)



¢ Also likely to be perceived as rating high parental
disapproval (around 92% disapproval) were occasional
marijuana use, taking one or two drinks nearly every
day, and pack-a-day cigarette smoking.

e Slightly lower proportions of seniors {85%) felt their
parents would disapprove of their having five ot more
drinks once or twice every weekend. This happened to
be exactly the same percentage as said that their
parents would disapprove of simply experimenting with
marijuana.

e There is no reason to think that parental attitudes
have softened in the period since 1979. If anything the
opposite seems more likely to be the case, given the
rising public concern about marijuana and cocaine and
the burgeoning parents' movement against drugs.

Current Perceptions of Friends' Attitudes

e A parallel set of questions asked respondents to
estimate their friends' attitudes about drug use (Table
19). These questions ask "How do you think your close
friends feel {or would feel} about you ...." The highest
levels of disapproval for experimenting with a drug are
associated with trying LSD {89%) and trying an
amphetamine (77%). Presumably, if heroin were on
the list it would receive the highest peer disapproval;
and, judging from respondents’ own attitudes, experi-
menting with cocaine would be slightly more
disapproved than experimenting with amphetamines,
while experimenting with barbiturates would be still
less popular.

e Even experimenting with marijuana is now "out" with
most seniors' friends (55%); and a substantial majority
think their friends would disapprove if they smoked
marijuana regularly (81%).

# About three-quarters of all seniors think they would
face peer disapproval if they smoked a pack or more of
cigarettes daily (74%).

e While heavy drinking on weekends is judged by over
half {56%) to be disapproved by their friends, substan-
tially more (75%) think consumption of one or two
drinks daily would be disapproved. The great majority
{88%) would face the disapproval of their friends if
they engaged in heavy daily drinking.

¢ In sum, peer norms differ considerably for the various
drugs and for varying degrees of involvement with
those drugs, but overall they tend to be quite conser-
vative. The great majority of seniors have friendship
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circles which do not condone use of the jllicit drugs
other than marijuana, and over four-fifths feel that
their frlends would disapprove of regular marijuana
use. In fact, over half of them now believe their
friends would disapprove of their even trying
marijuana.

A Comparison of the Attitudes of Parents, Peers,
and Respondents Themselves

© A comparison of the perceptions of friends' disapproval
with perceptions of parents' disapproval shows several
interesting findings.

e First there is rather little variability among different
students in their perceptions of their parents'
attitudes: on any of the drug behaviors listed nearly
all say their parents wouid disapprove. Nor is there
much variability among the different drugs in
perceived parental attitudes. Peer norms vary much
more from drug to drug- The net effect of these facts
is likely to be that peer norms have a much greater
chance of explaining variability in the respondent's
own individual attitudes or use than parental norms,
simply because the peer norms vary more.

o Despite there being less variability in parental
attitudes, the ordering of drug use behaviors is much
the same for them as for peers (e.g., among the illicit
drugs asked about, the highest frequencies of
perceived disapproval are for trying L3SD, while the
lowest frequencies are for trying marijuana).

® A comparison with the seniors' own attitudes regarding
drug use (see Figures 22 and 23) reveals that on the
average they are much more in accord with their peers
than with their parents. The differences between
seniors’ own disapproval ratings and those attributed to
their parents tend to be large, with parents seen as
more conservative overall in relation to every drug,
licit or illicit. The largest difference occurs in the
case of marijuana experimentation, where only 51% of
seniors (in 1985} say they disapprove vs. 85% (of 1979
seniors) who said their parents would disapprove.

Trends in Perceptions of Parents’ and Friends' Views

® Several important changes in the perceived attitudes
of others have been taking place recently—and partic-
ularly among peers. These shifts are presented
graphically in Figures 22 and 23. As can be seen in
those figures, adjusted (dotted) trend lines have been
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introduced before 1980. This was done because we
discovered that the deletion in 1980 of the questions
about parents' attitudes—which up until then had been
located immediately ahead of the questions about
friends' attitudes—removed an artifactual depression
of the ratings of friends’' attitudes, a phenomenon
known as a question-context effect. This effect was
particularly evident in the trend lines dealing with
alcohol use, where otherwise smooth lines showed
abrupt upward shifts in 1980. It appears that when
questions about parents' attitudes were present,
respondents tended to understate peer disapproval in
order to emphasize the difference in attitudes between
their parents and their peers. In the adjusted lines, we
have attempted to correct for that artifactual depres-
sion in the 19735, 1977, and 1979 scores.* We think the
adjusted trend lines give a more accurate picture of
the change taking place. For some reason, the
question-context effect seems to have more influence
on the questions dealing with cigarettes and alcohol
than on those dealing with lllicit drugs.

o For each level of marijuana use—trying once or twice,
occasional use, regular use—there had been a drop in
perceived disapproval for both parents and friends up
until 1977 or 1978, We know from our other findings
that these perceptions correctly reflected actual shifts
in the attitudes of their peer groups—that is, that
acceptance of marijuana was in fact increasing among
seniors {see Figure 22). There is little reason to
suppose such perceptions are less accurate in
reflecting shifts in parents' attitudes. Therefore, we
conclude that the social norms regarding marijuana use
among adolescents had been relaxing before 1979.
However, consistent with the seniors' reports about
their own attitudes, there has been a sharp reversal in
peer norms regarding all levels of marijuana use and it
continued in 1985,

*The correction evolved as follows: We assumed that a more
accurate estimate of the true change between 1979 and 1980 could be
obtained by taking an average of the changes observed in the year prior
and the year subsequent, rather than by taking the observed change
(which we knew to contain the effect of a change in question context).
We thus calculated an adjusted 1979-1930 change score by taking an
average of one half the (977-1979 change score (our best estimate of
the 1978-79 change) plus the 1980-1981 change score. This estimated
change score was then subtracted from the observed change score for
1979-1980, the difference being our estimate of the amount by which
peer disapproval of the behavior in question was being understated
because of the context in which the questions occurred prior to 1980.
The 1975, 1977, and 1979 observations were then adjusted upward by the
amount of that correction factor. (Table 19 shows the correction
factors in the first column.)
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FIGURE 22a

Trends in Disapproval of Tilicit Drug Use
Seniors, Parents, and Peera
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FIGURE 22b

Trends in Disapproval of Illicit Drug Use
Seniors, Parents, and Peers
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Trends in Disapproval of Licit Drug Use
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e Until 1979 there had been relatively little change in
either self-reported or perceived peer attitudes toward
amphetamine use, but in 1981 both measures showed
significant and parallel dips in disapproval (as use rose
sharply). Since 1981 disapproval has been easing back
up toward the earlier levels (as use has declined),
though perceived disapproval among friends did not
rise any further in 1985 despite a continuing increase
in self-reported disapproval.

e Peer disapproval of L5SD use has been inching upward
since 1975,

¢ One of the larger changes in perceived peer norms has
occurred in relation to regular cigarette smoking. The
proportion of seniors saying that their friends would
disapprove of them smoking a pack-a-day or more rose
from 649% (adjusted version? in 1975 10 74% in 1980. In
the several years following, peer disapproval eased
back a percent or two, only to begin rising again in
1984, Overall, since 1980 peer disapproval has
fluctuated within a fairly narrow range.

¢ For alcohol, perceived peer norms have moved pretty
much in parallel with seniors' statements about their
perscnal disapproval. Heavy daily drinking is seen as
remaining disapproved of by the great majority (88% in
1985), with little systematic change over the decade.
Weekend binge drinking showed some maodest decline in
disapproval up through 1980. It then remained level
for about four years (while personal disapproval was
increasing) until this year, when there was a signifi-
cant 5% increase in disapproval for peers. (Recall that
this form of episodic heavy drinking began to decline
for the first time in 1984 and continued to decline in
1985) While experimenting with alcohol is still
accepted by the great majority (30%), there was a
signiticant decline of 3% in this figure in 1985.

Exposure to Drug Use by Friends and Others

It is generally agreed that much of youthful drug use is initiated through
a peer social-learning process; and research has shown a high correla-
tion between an individual's illicit drug use and that of his or her
friends. Such a correlation can, and probably does, reflect several
different causal patterns: (a) a person with friends who use a drug will
be more likely to try the drug; {b) conversely, the individual who is
already using a drug wiill be likely to introduce friends to the
experience; and (¢) one who Is already a user is more likely to establish
friendships with others who also are users.
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FIGURE 24
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Given the potential importance of exposure to drug use by others, we
felt it would be useful to monitor seniors' assaciation with others taking
drugs, as well as seniors' perceptions about the extent to which their
friends use drugs. Two sets of questions, each covering all or rearly all
of the categories of drug use treated in this report, asked seniors to
indicate {a) how often during the past twelve months they were around
people taking each of the drugs to get high or for "kicks,” and (b) what
proportion of their own friends use each of the drugs. (The questions
dealing with friends' use are shown in Table 20. The data dealing with
direct exposure to use may be found in Table 21.) Obviously, responses
to these two questions are highly correlated with the respondents' own
drug use; thus, for example, seniors who have recently used marijuana
are much more likely to report that they have been around others
getting high on marijuana, and that most of their friends use it.

Exposure to Drug Use in 1985

e A comparison of responses about friends' use, and
about being around people in the last twelve months
who were using various drugs to get high, reveals a
high degree of correspondence between these two
indicators of exposure. For each drug, the proportion
of respondents saying "none" of their friends use it is
fairly close to the proportion who say that during the
last twelve months they have not been around anyone
who was using that drug to get high. Similarly, the
proportion saying they are '"often" around people
getting high on a given drug is roughly the same as the
propertion reporting that "most” or "ali* of theijr
friends use that drug.

e Reports of exposure and friends' use closely parallel
the figures on seniors' own use (compare Figures 2 and
24)., It thus comes as no surprise that the highest
levels of exposure involve alcohol; a majority (60%)
say they are "often"” around people using it to get high.
What may come as a surprise is that fully 30% of all
senjors say that most or all of their friends go so far as
to get drunk at least once a week. (This is consistent,
however, with the fact that 37% said they personally
had taken five or more drinks in a row at least once
during the prior two weeks.)

e The drug to which students are next most frequently
exposed is marijuana. Only about one in four (279%)
reports no exposure during the year. Some 24% ate
"often" around people using it to get high, and another
27% are exposed "occasionally." But only one in five
(20%) now say that most or all of their friends smoke
marijuana.

¢ Amphetamines, the most widely used class of illicit

drugs other than marijuana, is also the one to which
seniors are next most often exposed. Some 41% of all
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TABLE 20

Trends in Praportion of Friends Using Drugs
{Entries are parceniagos)

Q. Bow many of your Class Claas Claes Class Class Class Class Class Class Clase Class

frisnds would of of of of of of of of of of of '84-'86
you estimata.,. 1976 1978 1977 1978 1878 1980 1881 1982 1583 1984 1885 change

Smoke marijuana
% woying nono 11.0 17.1 14.1 13.9 12.4 12.8 17.0 15.8 19.7 223 205 —18
% saying mosi or all 0.3 308 32.3 35.3 5.6 1.3 1.7 23.8 21.7 18.3 198 +1.5

Use inhalants

% saying nohs 78.7 81.4 1.1 80.0 40.9 83,2 83.5 81.6 83.9 80.7 78.8 -18

% saying most or all 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.1 11 1.2 0.8 1.3 1.1 11 L5 +04
Usae nitritea

% saying nons NA NA NA NA 8.4 81.0 82,8 82.5 a5.5 85.0 844 -08

% saying most or nll NA NA NA NA 1.9 1.3 1.2 0.9 0.7 12 1.0 —-0.2
Take LSD

% seying nana 63.5% 68.4 88.1 10.1 7Ll T1.9 716 72.2 76.0 78.1 75.8 -0.5

% saying most or all 2.7 2.8 3.0 240 1.9 1.8 1.2 24 1.4 190 1.5 -0.5
Take other psychedelics

% saying nons 58.3 69.7 84.8 70.8 718 7.8 3.7 14,4 77.9 8.7 8.0 -0.7

% snying most or all 4.7 3.0 2.8 1.0 2.2 32 2.1 1.9 1.8 Le 1.4 —-0.5
Take PCP

% saying none NA NA NA NA 723 7.8 82.3 8.7 a6.8 86.8 841 =17

% paying moet or all NA NA NA NA 1.7 1.8 0.9 0.8 1.1 11 1z +0.1
Take cotaing

% saying none 8.4 712 £9.9 86.3 611 58.4 50.9 58.3 62.4 Bl1 66.2 —4.98s

% saying most or all 34 3.2 3.8 4.0 8.0 8.1 6.3 4.9 5.1 8.1 [.X.1 +0.7
Take heroin

% saying none 348 86.4 YRS 86.7 at.d BT.0 81.6 86.8 83.0 81.0 865 —1.5

% saying most or all 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.5 1.0 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.8 +0.1
Take othar narcotice

% saying nons 713 75.8 8.3 76.8 8.9 71.8 76.9 76.1 8.2 X 7.2 —l4

% sxylng most or pll 2.1 2.2 1.7 1.4 1B 1.7 1.6 14 14 1.8 1.4 -02

(Table continusd on next page)
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TABLE 20 (cont.)

Trends in Proportion of Friends Using Drugs
(Entrias are percentages)

Q. How many of your Class Class Class Class Class Class Cluss Class
friends wauld of of of of of af of of
you estimata... 1975 1878 1977 1878 18789 1980 1981 16482

Taks amphatamines

% saying none 9.0 57.8 B8.T 50.3 58.3 Bé.1 51.2 49.4

% saying most or all 5.9 5.8 4.1 47 4.3 48 6.4 5.4
Teke barbiturates

% saying none 58.0 837 85.3 BT.6 69.3 69.5 88.9 88.7

% paying most or al) 4.3 3.5 3.0 23 2.1 28 2.1 1.8
Take quaaludes

% vaying none 8.3 3.0 L7 730 72.3 87.6 85.0 44.5

% saying most or all 3.0 18 2.9 2.2 2.8 18 a6 2.8
Take tranquilizers

% saying nona 544 83.7 623 &5.2 88.0 70.3 T0.5 70.1

% saying most or il 3.5 3.1 27 1.8 2.0 1.9 "14 1.1
Drink alecoholic bavarages

% saying hons a2 4.9 5.8 B,1 4.8 3.9 53 4.3

% saying most or all 88.4 B84.7 68.2 689 68.56 888 B7.7 80.7
Get drunk at lasdt atice

& woek

% saying nons 17.6 193 18.0 18,0 18.7 149 18.2 18.8

% saying moat or all 30.1 6.8 27.8 30.2 2.0 30.1 20.4 28.9
Smoke cigarattes

% saying nons 4.8 6.3 6.3 8.9 7.9 0.4 11.5 1.7

% saying most or all 415 38.7 339 L1 % 8.6 23.3 224 4.1

Approx. N = (2840) (2028) (3184) (3247) (2933) (288T) (3307) (3303)

18.3
31.0

13.0
2.4

(3095)

5.4
86.8

18.6
329.6

14.0
19.2

(2945)

13.0
22.8

(2971)

=0.1

+0.1

+0.8
~0.3

0.0
-0.8

-10
+0.3

~ 1.0
+3.8s8

NOTE: Lavel of significance of diffsrence betwean the two most recent classes: & = .05, ss = 01, =a¢¢ = 001, NA indicates data oot available.
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Q. During tha LAST 12 MONTHS how oftun have
you been around people who were taking each
of the following to get high or for “kicke™?

Marijuana
% paying not at ail
% saying oftan

LSD
% saying not st all
% saying oftan

Qther psychedsilcs
% saying not at all
% saying often
Cocaine
% saying not at all
% saying oftan
Heroin
% saying not at all
% saying often

Other narcotics
% saying not ot all
% saying often

Amphetamines
% saylng not at all
% saying often
Barbiturates
% saying oot at ail
% gaying oftan
Tranguuizers
% saying not at all
% saying often
Alegholic beverages
% saying not at all
% suying often

Approx. N =

TABLE 21

Trends in Exposure to Drug Use
{Entries are parcentages)

Class
of
1875

NA
NA

NaA
NA

NA
NaA

NA
NA

NA
NA

NA
NA

NA
NA

NA
NA

NA
NA

NA
NA

(NA)

Class
of
1876

20.5
32.5

al1.9
13

58.8
6.8

80.0
4.5

87.7
5.5

8.0
B7.1

(3249)

Class
of
1977

19.0

9.8
80.8

(3579)

Class
of
1978

17.3
39.0

5.6
60.8

(3682)

Class
of
1978

11.0
38.9

aLe
2.0

84.0
8.8

92.4
0.7

Class
of
1980

5.3
§0.2

(3253) (3269)

Class

1981

9.8
33.1

828
2.0

424
20

63.7
8.8

T1.0
4.2

8.0
6190

(3808}

6.0
68.3

{3645}

Class

1983

238
26.1

8.5
29

8.4
80.2

(3334)

Class
of
1984

258
243

83.0
2.0

55.0
8.0

76.9
29

6.0
58.7

(3238)

Class

1985

26.5
24.2

811
1.7
78.8
2.2

8.0
58.5

(3252)

'84—'85
change

-39
+0.4

+0.5
-0.8z

=0.4
=02

+4.0ss
—2.588

+2.3
-1.08

NOTES: Lavel of significance of difference batween the two most recent clesses: 5 = .05, a8 = 01, 203 = .001. NA indicates data not svailable.



seniors have been around someone using them to get
high over the past year, and 7% say they are ‘often"
around people doing this.

Nearly as many (3%%) now report being exposed to
cocaine use during the prior year.

For the remaining illicit drugs there are far lawer
rates, with any exposure to use in the past year
ranging from 23% for tranquilizers, down to 6% for
heroin.

More than two of every five seniors (#1%) report no
exposure to illicit drugs other than marijuana.

Regarding cigarette smoking, it is interesting to note
that only about one in every four seniors (23%) reports
that most or all of his or her friends smoke.

Recent Trends in Exposure to Drug Use

During the two-year interval from 1976 to 1978,
seniors' reports of exposure to marijuana use increased
in just about the same proportion as percentages of
actual monthly use. In 1979 both exposure to use and
actual use stabilized; and since 1979 both have been
dropping, though rather little in 1985 consistent with
the leveling in use. The proportion saying they are
often around people using marijuana decreased from
39% in 1979 to 24% in 1935—a drop of more than one-
third in the past six years.

Cocaine had a consistent increase from 1976 to 1979 in
the proportions exposed to users. From 1979 to 1983
there was a slight drop in exposure to use coinciding
with the slight drop in selfrepoarted use; but in 1984
and again in 1985 there were further increases in
exposure to use.

From 1979 to 1983 there had been statistically
significant decreases in exposure to others (including
¢close friends) using tranquilizers, and psychedelics
other than LS5D (including PCP) which coincide with
continued declines in the self-reported use of these
classes of drugs. There has been little or no further
change since 1933, however, in exposure to the use of
these substances.

There ajso had been a gradual decrease in exposure to
barbiturates and LSD from 1975 through 1980. How-
ever, exposure to the use of both of these drugs then
plateaued for two years, as did the usage figures. Both
drugs have shown further decline in use since 1981, and
both resumed their decline in exposure to use.
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e Trend data are only available since 1979 on friends’ use
of PCP or the pitrites. For both drugs, exposure to
friends' use had dropped significantly between 1979
and 1983. Only half as many seniors in 1983 (149%) said
any of their friends used PCP than said so in 1979
(28%). The comparable drop for nitrites was from 22%
to 15%. In 1984 there was no further drop in exposure
to either drug, however, and in 1985 exposure to PCP
increased slightly as did self-reported use.

& The proportion having some f{riends who used
amphetamines rose from 41% to 51% between 1979
and 1982—paralleling the sharp increase in reported
use over that period. The proportion saying they were
around people using amphetamines "to get high or for
kicks" also jumped substantially between 1980 and
1982 (by 9%).* It then fell back 9% in the last three
years (as actual use has declined).*

e Between 1978 and 1981 methaqualone use rose, as did
the proportion of seniors saying some of their friends
used. A decline in both use and exposure started in
1982 and.by 1935 there were 9% fewer seniors saying
they had any friends who use quaaludes {from 35% to
26% between 1981 and 1985).

o The proportion saying that "most or all" of their
friends smoke cigarettes dropped steadily and substan-
tially between 1976 and 1981, from 37% to 22%.
(During this period actual use dropped markedly, and
more seniors perceived their friends as disapproving
regular smoking.) Between 1981 and 1983, friends’ use
(as well as self-reported use) remained stable, in 1934
the declines in both measures resumed, but in 1985
both measures showed a reversal. In §977, the peak
year, 34% said most or all of their friends smoked; in
1985, 23% made the same statement.

e The proportion saying most or all of their friends get
drunk at least once a week had been increasing
steadily, between 1976 and 1979, from 27% to 32%—
during a period in which the prevalence of occasional
heavy drinking was rising by about the same amount.
After that, there was little change in either measure
until 1984, when both declined for the first time. In

*This finding was important, since it indicated that a substantial
part of the increase observed in self~reported amphetamine use was due
to things other than simply an increase in the use of over-the-counter
diet pills or stay-awake pills, which presumably are not used to get high.

- Obviously more young people were using stimulants for recreational
purposes. There still remained the question, of course, of whether the
active ingredients in those stimulants really were amphetamines.
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1985 reported friends' use did not decline, though self-
reported use did. But without question, what remains
the most impressive fact here is that nearly a third of
all high school seniors (30% in 1983) say that most or
all of their friends get drunk at least once a week!

Implications for Validity of Seli-Reported Usage Questions

o We have noted a high degree of correspondence in the
aggregate level data presented in this report among
seniors' self-reports of their own drug use, their
reports concerning friends’ use, and their own exposure
to use. Drug-to-drug comparisons in any given year
across these three types of measures tend to be highly
paraliel, as do the changes from year to year.* We
take this consistency as additiona! evidence for the
validity of the self-report data, and of trends in the
selfreport data, since there should be less reasen to
distort answers on friends' use, or general exposure to
use, than to distort the reporting of one’s own use.

Perceived Availability of Drugs

One set of questions asks for estimates of how difficult it would be to
obtain each of a number of different drugs. The answers range across
five categories from "probably impossible" to "ery easy." While no
systematic effort has been undertaken to assess directly the validity of
these measures, it must be said that they do have a rather high level of
face validity—particularly if it is the subjective reality of "perceived
availability"” which is purported to be measured. It also seems quite
reasonable to us to assume that perceived availability tracks actual
availability to some extent.

Perceived Availability in 1985

o There are substantial differences in the reported
availability of the various drugs. In general, the more
widely used drugs are reported to be available by the
highest proportion of the age group, as would be
expected (see Table 22 and Figure 25).

e Marijuana appears to be aimost universally available to
high school seniors; some 86% report that they think it
would be "very easy" or "fairly easy" for them to

*Those minor instances of non-correspondence may well resuit
from the larger sampling errors in our estimates of these environmental
variables, which are measured on a sample size one-fifth the size of the
self-reported usage measures.
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TABLE 22

Trends in Reported Availability of Drugs

Parcent saying drug would be "Fnirl;
easy” or "Very sasy” for them to get

Q. How difficult do you think

it would ba for you o Class  Closs  Class Class Class  Class  Class  Class  Class  Class  Cless
gat each of the following of of of of of of of of of of of ‘8485
| types of drugs, If you 1975 1978 1877 1978 1978 1880 1981 1982 1983 1984 1885 change
wantad some?
\
Marijjuana B87.8 a7.4 a7.8 87.8 80.1 88.0 8.2 88.5 236.2 448 855 +0.8
LSD 48.2 37.4 34.5 322 34.2 35.3 35.0 34.2 30.8 08 30.6 -0.1
Some othar paychedelic 47.8 5.7 33.8 83.8 34.8 35.0 32.7 308 28.8 288 26.1 =05
Ceocaine 3.0 34.0 33.0 37.8 45.5 47.8 47.6 47.4 43,1 45,0 48.9 +3.8s
i Hearoin 24.2 18.4 17.9 164 18.9 1.2 19.2 20.8 183 s 210 +1.1

£b1

Some other narcotic
(including methadone} 34.5 24.9 27.8 26.1 28.7 29.4 28.6 30.4 30.0 32.1 3l +1.0

Amphetamines 67.8 818 58.1 B8.5 58.9 8).8 88.5 70.8 68.6 B8.2 88.4 —-1.8

Barbituratea 80.0 54.4 52.4 50.8 48.5 48.1 54.8 65.2 52,56 519 518 —086

Tranquilizers 71.8 65.56 84.0 €4.3 8l.4 58.1 60.8 58.9 55.3 545 547 +0.2
Approx. N = (2827) {(3163) (3582) (3598) {3172 (32407 (3573) (3602} (3285) (3200) (3274)

NOTE: Lavel of significance of difference betwaen the two most recent classss: » = .05, #s = .01, gz3s = .001.
? Answar aiternatives ware: (1} Probably 1mposaible, {2) Vory difficult, {3) Fairly difficult, (4} Fairly sasy, and (5) Yery easy.



get—31% more than the number who report ever
having used it.

After marijuana, the students indicate that the
psychotherapeutic drugs are the most available to
them: amphetamines are seen as available by 66%,
tranquilizers by 55%, and barbiturates by 51%.

About half of the senjors (49%) see cocaine as readily
available to them.

L5D, other psychedelics, and opiates other than heroin
are reported as available by only about one of every
three or four senjors (31%, 26%, and 33%,
respectively). .

Heroin is seen by the fewest seniors (219%) as being
easy to get.

The majority of 'recent users” of nearly all drugs—
those who have illicitly used the drug in the past
year—feel that it would be easy for them to get that
same type of drug. (Data not shown here.)

There is some further variation by drug class, however.
Most {from 79% to 97%) of the recent users of
marijuana, cocaine, amphetamines, barbiturates, and
tranquilizers feel they could get those same drugs
easily. Smaller majorities of those who used LSD
(70%), other opiates (66%), or heroin (53%) feel it
would be easy for them to get those drugs again.

Trends in Perceived Availability

Marijuana, for the first time since the study was begun
in 1975, showed a small but statistically significant
decline in perceived availability (down 3.9%) between
1982 and 198%, undoubtedly due to the reduced
proportion of seniors who have friends who use. There
has been little further change since then and 86% of
the class of 1985 think marijuana would be easy to get.

Amphetamines showed a full 11% jump in availability
between 1979 and 1982; but availability has dropped
back by 4% in the three years since.

The perceived availabjlity of barbiturates also jumped
about 6% between 1980 and 1982, but also dropped
back by 4% in the subsequent three years.

Between 1977 and 1980 there was a substantial (15%)

increase in the perceived availability of cocaine (see
Figure 25 and Table 22). Among recent cocaine users
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there also was a substantial increase observed over
that three year interval (data not shown). Availability
then levelled, dropped some in 1983 and 1984, before
rising significantly (by 49%) in 1985.

The availability of tranquilizers declined steadily
between 1978 and 1920, held steady for two years, and
then declined another 4% between 1982 and 1985.

The perceived availability of LSD and other
psychedelics dropped sharply between 1975 and 1978.
LSD availability has decreased since 1978 by less than
2% (from 32.2% to 30.5%), but the easy availability of
other psychedelics showed a further decline of an
additional 8% by 1985 (from 34% to 26%) —a period
during which the use of PCP drapped substantially.

There is no evidence of any systematic change in the
perceived availability of heroin since 1976; and other
opiates also showed stability through 1983. A modest
rise in availability then began in 1984, prefacing a rise
in use in 1935,

All these trends are similar among recent users.
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YOUNG ADULTS
POST HIGH SCHOOL

147



PREVALENCE OF DRUG USE
AMONG YOUNG ADULTS

As is described in the introduction to this report, the Monitoring the
Future study has followed representative samples from each graduating
class beginning with the Class of 1976. Two matched panels, of roughly
1200 seniors each, are selected from each graduating class—one panel
being surveyed on every even-numbered year thereafter, the other being
surveyed on every oddnumbered year. Thus, in a given year, the study
encompasses one of the panels from each previously participating senior
class. In 1985, this meant that representative samples of the Classes of
1976 through 1984 were surveyed by mail. In this section we present
the results of that survey: results which should accurately characterize
the approximately 85% of young adults in the class cohorts one to nine
years beyond high school who are high school graduates. The high
school dropout segment missing from the senior year surveys is, of
course, missing from the follow-up segments, as well.

Figures 26 through 38 provide prevalence data for all age groups
covered, up through those who are nine years beyond high school (modal
age of 27). These figures also show the trend data for senjors and for
graduates who are up to eight years past high school {modal age of 26).
Age groups have been paired into two-year intervals to increase the
number of cases, and thus the reliability, of each point estimate. For
obvious reasons, trends on the youngest age bands can be calculated for
the longest period of time. As the years pass and the earlier class
cohorts get older, new age groups can be added to the figures.

A number of interesting findings emerge from these data. *

Prevalence of Drug Use in 1983: Young Adults

o For virtually all drugs, and for illicit drug use taken as
a whole, older age groups exhibit higher levels of
lifetime experience {data not shown), but some age
groups show levels of active or current use which are
no higher than they were in high school. For example,

*In this section on post-high school drug use, we note some
differences that seem to be consistently associated with age. We
recognize that the separation of age effects from period or cohort
effects is a difficult methodological task, and have dealt extensively
with that issue elsewhere {O'Malley, P.M., Bachman, J.G., & Johnston,
L.D. "Period, age, and cohort effects on substance use among American
youth: 1976-1982," American Journal of Public Health, 198%, 74, 632-
688). In this monograph we take a more descriptive approach,
presenting the trend data along with those interpretations that we think
are mast reasonable.
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among 25 and 26 year olds, lifetime experience with
any_illicit drug approaches 80%, vs. 61% for high
school seniors. However, the different age groups all
have about the same annual and monthly prevalence
rates on this index of overall illicit drug involvement.

A similar pattern exists for marijuana (including daily
use) and for tranguilizers. That is, active rates of use
for young adults past high school are about what they
are for seniors in high school. (For marijuana, the
lifetime prevalence reached by respondents in their
mid-twenties (in 1985) is between 70% and 75%.)

It is perhaps particularly significant that daily
marijuana use is not any lower among the older age
groups than among high school seniors. This means
that up through age 27, at least, there is no evidence
of a fall-off in active daily use as a function of age.

The statistics on the use of any illicit drug other than
marijuana behave in a somewhat different fashion,
however. Like marijuana and the any-illicit-drug-use
index, lifetime rates on this index also show an
appreciable rise with age, with peak levels seeming to
be reached about five or six years past high school.
For example, in 1985 roughly 55% of those five or six
years past high school had tried some iilicit drug other
than marijuana during their lifetime, and about the
same statistics hold for those seven, eight, and nine
years out. This compares with between 36% and 43%
across all seniors surveyed in the past decade.

However, the annual usage statistics are also slightly
higher in the post high school age groups than among
seniors. As the next several paragraphs illustrate,
most of the drugs which comprise this category show a
decline with age in annual prevalence. Thus, the one
which shows an appreciable increase with age—
namely, cocaine—must account for nearly all of the
increase in the general categary.

Several classes of drugs show lower rates of current
use among the older age groups than among seniors.
LSD in recent years has shown lower 30-day prev-
alence rates for the older ages than for seniors.
(Annual prevalence rates also tend to be lower at
present, though this has not always been true—
reflecting a sharper decrease in use among the older
age groups than among seniors.) We shauld add,
however, that all of these prevalence rates are very
low, and thus the differences are quite small.

For stimulants, lifetime prevalence is much higher
among the older age groups—again reflecting the
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addition of new initiates in the early twenties (data
not shown). However, active use as reflected in the
annual prevalence figure is somewhat lower among the
clder age groups at present, again as a result of a
sharper decline in use in the older ages than has
occurred among seniors.

For methaqualone, lifetime  prevalence rises
appreciably with age, but there is little age-related
difference in annual prevalence at present, though
there may have been in earlier years.

Barbiturates are similar to stimulants and
methaqualone in that lifetime prevalence again rises
appreciably with age, but slightly different in that
active non-medical use after high school has always
been appreciably lower than during high school.

Opiates other than heroin behave very similarly to
barbiturates—some increase in lifetime prevalence
with age, with active nonmedical use being lower in
the years after high school than during high scheol.

Cocaine presents a somewhat unique case in that
lifetime, annual, and current use all rise substantially
with age. In 1985, lifetime prevalence by age 27 was
roughly 40%, vs. 17% among today's high school senjors
(and 10% among the 27-year-old cohort when they
were seniors in 1976). Annual prevalence for 27-year-
olds today is about 20% and 30-day prevalence around
l0%—again, appreciably higher than for the 1935
seniors. Clearly this is a drug which is used much
more frequently among people in their twenties than
among those in their late teens; and this fact
distinguishes it from all of the other illicit drugs.

In the case of alcohol, lifetime prevalence varies
rather little by age {obviously due to a "ceiling effect")
but current use {in the past 30 days) does vary
somewhat more by age, with a higher proportion of the
older age groups drinking actively. Current daily
drinking is also slightly higher in the older age groups.

Occasions of heavy drinking in the two weeks prior to
the survey shows a more complex pattern, with those 1
to & years beyond high school showing a higher
prevalence of such behaviors than seniors, but with
those 5 or more years beyond high school dropping
back to rates actually lower than those observed in
senior year. We have interpreted this as a curvilinear
age effect, since it seems to replicate across years and
graduating classes (see footnote earlier in this section
for reference}.
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e Cigarette smoking shows an unusual pattern in relation
to age, in that current smoking (30-day prevalence)
increases moderately with age, but heavy daily
smoking increases appreciably more in proportional
terms. This means that relatively few new people are
recruited to smoking past high school, but many who
previously were moderate smokers move into a pattern
of heavier consumption during early adulthood.

Sex Differences in Prevalence Among Young Adults

e Statistics on usage rates for young adults one to eight
years beyond high school, combined, are given for the
total sample and separately for males and females in
Table 23.

e In general, it can be seen that most of the sex
differences in drug use which pertained in high school
may be found in this young adult sample as well. For
example, somewhat more males than females report
using any illicit drug during a given time interval, but
the differences are not large. Males have higher
annual prevalence rates in most of the illicit drugs—
with the highest ratios pertaining for L5D, methagua-
lone, heroin, and opiates other than heroin.

e Other large sex differences are to be found in daily
marijuana use {3.4% for females vs. 7.4% for males in
1935;, daily alcohol use (3.6% vs. 10.4%), and occasions
of drinking five or more drinks in a row in the prior
two weeks {27% vs. 52%). The sex difference in
occasions of heavy drinking is greater than in high
school.

e The use of stimulants, which was slightly higher among
females in high school, is slightly higher among males
in this post high school period.

o One other small reversal from high school patterns is
that tranquilizer use is slightly higher among females
after high school, whereas it was slightly higher among
males during high school.

e For cigarettes, smoking at the rate of half-a-pack per
day is almost identical for males and females (209 vs.
21%, respectively), while smoking at all during the
prior month is a little more different (31% vs. 34%),
just as is true in high school.
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TABLE 23

Prevalence of Use of Twelve Types of Drugs, 1085
Among Foliow-Up Respondents 1-8 Years Beyond High School

by Sex
Magles Females Total
Approx. Wid. N= {2400) {3000) (5400}
Marjjuana
Annual 45.3 38.8 40.68
30-Day 20.8 21.1 24.9
Daily 74 a4 5.2
LSD
Annual 47 1.8 3.1
30-Day 11 0.4 0.7
Cocamng
Annual 23.6 16.8 18.8
30-Day 10.8 7.2 8.7
Heroin
Annual 0.4 0.1 G2
30-Day 0.0 0.1 a1
Other Opintes®
Annual 4.4 3.0 3.6
30-Day 11 1.0 1.0
Stimulants, Adjusted®
Annua! 14.8 12.7 13.5
30-Day 53 5.0 5.1
Sedatives”
Annusl 4.3 3.3 3.8
30-Day 1.1 0.9 1.0
Barbiturntes®
Annual 31 2.4 27
30-Day 0.9 0.7 0.8
Me!.hacn.mlonea
Annual 2.2 1.5 1.8
30-Day 0.3 0.4 0.3
Trnnquilizars‘
Annual b3 5.7 5.5
30-Day 18 1.8 1.8
Alcohol
Annual 21.2 83.9 89.9
30-Day 825 7L.5 16.4
Daily 10.4 3.8 6.7
5+ drinks in e row
in past two weeks 51.8 26.9 38.1
Cigarettos
30-Day 31.2 33.5 32.8
Daily (Any) 24.9 28.8 25.8
1/2 pack or more por day 20.0 21.0 20.6

l'Oﬂly drug use which wos not under a doctor's orders is included here,
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FIGURE 26

Any Illicit Drug: Trends in Use Among Young Adults
by Age Group

ANNUAL
100 Years Bayond High School
90 @ O YEARS [MODAL AGE 18)
4 t-2YEARS[ = 19-20)
80- D 3-4YEARS{ = 21-22)
O 5-6YEARS{ = 23~24)
704 O T-BYEARS( = 25-26)
w Vv 9YEARS [ = 27
K so-
F- .=:- I ———
=0Ty i
& S0 °%
=
& 40 v
a
30+
20
10

.16 .11' .1%‘ ‘19' ,sd .ﬁv ,5‘]: ,3‘5' ,ﬁh‘ ,5‘.3'
YEAR OF ADMINISTRATION

NOTE. The dotted lines between 1981 and 1982 denote the change in the
amphetamine question.

153



FIGURE 27

Any Dlicit Drug Other than Marijuzna: Trends in Use Among Young Adults

by Age Group
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FIGURE 28

Any Iliicit Drug Other than Marijuana or
Stimulantsa: Trends in Use Among Young Adults

by Age Group
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FIGURE 28a

Marijuana: Trends in Use Among Young Adults
by Age Group
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FIGURE 29b

Marijuana: Trends in Use Among Young Adults
by Age Group
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FIGURE 30

LSD: Trends in Use Among Young Adults

by Age Group
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FIGURE 31

Cocaine: Trends in Use Among Young Adults

by Age Group
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FIGURE 32

Other Opiates: Trends in Use Among Young Adults
by Age Group
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FIGURE 33

Stimulants: Trends in Use Among Young Adults
oy Age Group
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FIGURE 34

Barbiturates: Trends in Use Among Young Adults

by Age Group

ANNUAL
Yeors Beyond High School
® ( YEARS (MODAL AGE 18)
O 1-2YEARS( « 19-20)
O 3-4YEARS{ +« 21-22)
¢ 56YEARS | = 23-29)
O T-8YEARS( = 25-26)
VOYEARS [ = 2n

*—e
Te— g
& &S—eo._

A 1 1® 12 @0 D @) P F P
YEAR OF ADMINISTRATION

162



PERCENTAGE

30+

20+

FIGURE 35

Methaqualone: Trends in Use Among Young Adults
by Age Group
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FIGURE 36

Tranquilizers: Trends in Use Among Young Adults

by Age Group
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FIGURE 37a

Alcohol: Trende in Use Among Young Adults

by Age Group
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Alcohol: Trends in Use Among Yeoung Adults
by Age Group
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FIGURE 37¢

Alcohol: Trends in Use Among Young Adults
by Age Group
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FIGURE 38a

Cigarettes: Trends in Use Among Young Adults
by Age Group
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FIGURE 38b

Cigarettes: Trends in Use Among Young Adults
by Age Group
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RECENT TRENDS IN DRUG USE
AMONG YOUNG ADULTS

Trends in the use of the various licit and illicit drugs are presented in
Figures 26 through 38 for all high school graduates from one up to eight
years beyond high school. Each data point in these figures, which
represents two adjacent class cohorts, is based on approximately 1200
weighted data cases. (Actual N's are somewhat largers,

Trends in Prevalence Through 1985;: Young Adults

o For most drugs, the trends in use among the older age
groups have paralleled the changes among seniots
discussed earlier in this monograph. This means that
many of the changes observed have been secular
trends—that Is, they are observable across the various
age groups. This has generally been true for trends in
the lifetime, annual, and 30-day prevalence measures
for the use of any illicit drug, marijuana, L3D,
methaquaione, stimulants, barbiturates, tranquilizers,
and cpiates other than herocin.

e Several of these drug classes have actually exhibited a
faster decline in use during recent years among the
older age group than among the high schoo!l senijors.
These include LSD, stimulants, and methaqualone.

e The alcohol statistics for the older age group also
Fenerally have tracked those reported for seniors
meaning a very gradual increase in the late 70's and
then a fairly level period through 1983), with one
important exception. The slight decline observed
ameng seniors since 1983—particularly in 30-day
prevalence and in occasions of heavy drinking during
the prior two weeks—is not observable among those in
their early to mid-twenties. Whether these differ-
ential trends may be due to the effects of changes in
the drinking age laws in many states, which would tend
to impact only specific age groups, remains to be
determined.

¢ The prevalence statistics for cigarette smoking do not
tend to show parallel trends across age groups. While
the curves are of the same general shape for each age
group, each curve tends to be displaced to the right of
the one for the immediately preceding age group
(which was two years younger). This pattern is very
similar to the one described earlier for lifetime
smoking rates for various grade levels below senior
year. This is the classic pattern exhibited when there
is a cohort effect present, meaning that a class cohort
tends to be different from other cohorts in a
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consistent way across the age span. This is how we
interpret the cigarette data {O'Malley et al., 1934,
referenced earlier), and we believe that the cohort
differences tend to remain throughout the lifespan due
to the highly dependence-producing nature of nicotine.
Nene of the other drugs studied here shows such a
clear pattern of enduring cohort differences, despite
wide variations in their use by different cohorts at a
given age.

Looking specifically at the trends from 1984 to 1985, a
year in which the high school data suggest a halt in the
decline of most types of drug use, we find that the
data from these young aduits tend to produce a similar
finding. Tables 24 through 27 present the trends in
prevalence for 1984-1985 for all respondents one-to-
eight years beyond high school combined. They show
that in 1985 there was no decline in the proportion of
young adults reporting the use in the past year of any
illicit drug, any illicit drug other than marijuana, or
any illicit drug other than marijuana or stimulants. In
fact, all of the statistics show a small Tnot statistically
significant) increase (Table 27). The same was true for

the annual prevalence of marijuana, specifically (Table
24).

The data from young adults alse showed no further
significant decline in 1983 in the annual prevalence of
tranquilizers or barbiturates, as was true among
seniors. Annual prevalence for hercin also remained
stable for both groups.

Also paralie]l 1o the high school results are the findings
that stimulants and methaqualone both did show
turther (significant) declines in [983.

Cocaine, which showed a statistically significant 1.5%
increase in annual prevalence among seniors, also
showed an increase of 0.9% In annual prevalence
among young adults, though that did not reach statis-
tical significance.

Another class of drugs showing a small but statistically
significant (0.7%) increase in annual prevaience among
seniors in 1985—opiates other than heroinm—showed a
smaller (0.3%) not statistically significant increase
among the young adult samples.

Most statistics for alcohol use remained relatively
unchanged in both groups in 1985, However, as is
mentioned above, occasions of heavy drinking, which
fell significantly among seniors, did not decline among
the young adults. (It increased by 0.4%, which is not
statistically significant.)
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TABLE 24

Trends in Annual Prevalence of Twelve Types of Drugs
Among Follow-Up Respondents 1-8 Years Beyond High School

Approx. Wid. N =

Marijuana

LSD

Cocaine

Heroin

Other 0|:nat.elll
Stimulants, Adjusted®
Sedatives®

Barbiturates™
Methaqualone

Tranquihzers®
Aleohal
Cigareties

Parcent who used in past 12 morths

1084 1985
(5500) (5400}
40.2 40.8
3.8 31
18.0 19.8
0.2 0.2
33 36
155 13.5
4.8 3.8
3.0 2.7
3.3 1.8
5.8 55
88.2 BD.D
NA NA

'84—"85
change

+0.4
~0.7s
+0.9
0.0
+0.3
—2.0ss
~1.188

-0.3
— 1.58z8

-0.3
+0.7
NA

NOTES: Lavel of significance of difference between the two most recant years:

s =.05,

es =.01, sos =001,

NA indicates data not available.
aOnIy drug use which waa not under a doctor’s ordera is included here.
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TABLE 25

Trends in Thirty-Day Prevalence of Twelve Types of Drugs
Among Follow-Up Respondents 1-8 Years Beyond High School

Percant who used in puast 30 days

"84 -85
1984 1988 change
Approx. Wid. N = {6500) (5400)
Marijusna 25.3 24.9 04
L8D 0.8 0.7 =0.1
Cocane 8.7 8.7 0.0
Heroin 0.1 0.1 0.9
Other C)plal.eln 1.1 Lo =01
Stimulanta, Adjusted® 6.4 5.1 — 120
Sedatives™ L8 1.0 -0.3
Barbiturates® 1.0 0.8 -0.2
Methequalone® 0.6 03 -0.3s
Tranquilizers® 19 18 —-0.1
Aleahel 78.1 T6.4 +0.3
Cigarstiss 2.7 338 -0l

NOTES: Leval of sighificance of difference between the two most recant
yoars: ¢ =.05, ss =.01, sss =001,

"Only drug use which was not under a doctor's orders is included here.
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TABLE 26

Trends in Thirty-Day Prevalence of Daily
Use of Twelve Types of Drugs
Among Follow-Up Respondents 1-8 Years Beyond High Scheol

Percent using daily

in last 30 daye

‘84 ~"85
1984 1985  change
Approx. Wid. N = (5500) {5400)
Marijuana 5.4 5.2 -0.2
LSD 0.0 18] 0.0
Cocaine 0.2 0.2 0.0
Heroin 0.0 0.0 0.0
QOther Opiatas® 0.1 0.0 0.0
Sumulants, Adjusted® 0.4 0.2 —0.28
Sedatives® 0.1 0.0 -0.1
Barbiturates” 6.1 0.0 —0.1
Iiﬂel.hm;l.mlonea 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tranquilizers® 0.0 0.0 0.0
Alcohei 6.9 8.7 -0.2
Five or more drinks in a row
1n last two weeks 7.7 8.1 +0.4
Cigarettes 26,4 25.9 =05
Half pack or more per day in past 30 days 21.2 20.6 -0.8

NOTES: Leval of significance of difference between the two most recent years:
s =.05, ss =.01, sss =.001.

“0nly drug use which wes not under & doctor’s orders is included here.
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TABLE 27

Trends in Annual and Thirty-Day Prevalence of An Illicit Drug Use Index
Among Follow-Up Respendents 1-8 Years Beyond High School

by Sex
'84-"85
1984 1985 change
Percent reporting use
in last twelve months
Any Iilicit Drug 45.3 48.2 +0.8
Males 48.8 49.8 +1.2
Femsles 42.5 43.4 +0.8
Any Ilicit Drug Other than Mearijuans 285 8.9 +0.4
Malez 329 33.1 +0.2
Females 20.6 27.3 +0.7
Any lllcit Drug Other than
Murijuana or Stimulants 24.4 35.2 +0.8
Males 235 28.7 +0.2
Femalas 20.7 22.4 +1.7
Percant reporting nse
in last 30 days
Any Ilheit Drug 20.3 28.6 -0.7
Males 38.2 32,7 —0.5
Famales 25.8 25.4 -0.5
Any Illicit Drug Other than Marjjuana 15.2 14.8 -0.3
Males 17.9 17.1 —-0.8
Females 13.0 18.1 +0.1
Any Tllicit Drug Other than
Marijuana or Stimulants 11.8 11.8 0.0
Males 14.2 14.0 -0.2
Females 9.5 10.0 +0.5
Approximate Weighted N's
All Respondents = (5500) (5400)
Males (2500) (2400)
Females (2800} (3000)

NOQOTEB: Laevel of significance of differance batween the two most recent years:
s =05, @8 =.01, ses =.001.
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e The only other slight divergence in 1985 between high
school seniors and the older age group (modal ages
from 19 to 26) occurred for cigarette smoking. While
seniors showed a slight (nonsignificant) increase in
smoking in 1985, the older age group showed a slight
(nonsignificant) decrease. However, because of the
strength of known cohort effects in cigarette smoking,
we do not necessarily expect parallel changes in the
two age groups in any given year,

e In sum, these various samples of high school seniors
and young adults show longer-term trends in substance
use, as well as near-term trends, which tend to be
highly parallel. While divergent trends would not
necessarily demonstrate a lack of validity in either set
of data (because such a divergence would not be
unreasonable to expect in reality), we believe that the
high degree of convergence provides an important new
source of validation of the trends which have been
reported among the senjors. In fact, each of these sets
of data helps to validate the "trend story" reported by
the other.

Sex Differences in Trends

e Table 23 shows the prevalence rates in 1985 for 19 to
26-year-old males and females, separately. In general,
the recent trends in use have been very similar for the
two sexes (data not shown). There are two notable
exceptions.

e Use of amphetamines has declined recently more
among males than among females, so that what was
about a #% difference in annual use in 1982 is, as of
1983, only a 2% difference.

& Similarly, methaqualone use has declined much more
among males (who started from a distinctly higher
level), and both sexes now show similar (very low)
rates of use. As mentioned earlier, this may be due in
part to the fact that this substance is no longer
manufactured or distributed legally in the United
States.
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COLLEGE STUDENTS
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PREVALENCE OF DRUG USE
AMONG COLLEGE STUDENTS

The follow-up design of the Monitoring the Future project is capable of
generating an excellent national sample of college students—better in
many ways than a design which first samples colleges and then samples
students within them, because in the present sample the students are
not clustered in a limited number of colleges. Given the much greater
diversity in post secondary institutions than in high schools, the use of a
clustered sample would place far greater limitations on sample
accuracy at the college level than at the high school level. Further, the
absence of dropouts in the high school senior sample should have
practically no effect on the college sample, since very few of the
dropouts would go on to college.

Perhaps the major limitation of the present design is that it must
delimit the college sample to a certain age level. For trend estimation
purposes, we have decided to limit the age band to the most typical one
for college attendance, i.e., one to four years past high school, which
corresponds to the modal ages of 19 to 22 years old. According 1o
statistics from the United States Bureau of the Census,* this age should
encompass about 85% of all students enrolled in college full-time in
1980. While extending the age band to be covered by an additional two
years would cover 92% of all enrolled college students, it would also
reduce by two years the interval over which we could report trend data.
The differences which would result in the 1985 prevalence estimates
under the two definitions are extremely small, however. The annual
prevalence of all drugs except cocaine would shift only about one-or
two-tenths of a percent. Cocaine, which has the greatest amount of
change with age, would have an annual prevalence rate only 0.8% higher
if the six year age span were covered rather than the four year age
span. Thus, for purposes of estimating ali prevalence rates except
lifetime prevalence, the four year and six year intervals are nearly
interchangeable.

On the positive side, controlling the age band (either one to four or one
to six years after high school may be desirable for trend estimation
purposes, in the event that the age composition of college students
should change much with time. Otherwise college students charac-
terized in one year would represent a non-comparable segment of the
population when compared to college students surveyed in another year.

College students are here defined as those follow-up respondents one to
four years past high school who say they were registered as full-time
students at the beginning of March in the year in question and who say

*UUS. Bureau of the Census. Current Population Reports:
Population Characteristics, Series P-20, No. 400. Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Oftice, 1982.
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they are enrolled in a two or four year college. Thus, the definition
encompasses only those who are one to four years past high school and
are active full-time undergraduate college students in the year in
question. [t excludes those who may previously have been college
students or may have already completed college.

Prevalence rates for college students are provided in Tables 28 to 31.
They are also included in the figures providing trends in annual
prevalence (see Figures 39 through 51) along with the prevalence rates
for all respondents one to four years past high school, including the
college students. Having both statistics makes it possible to see
whether college students are above or below average for all high school
graduates in their age group taken as a whole,

Any observed difference between college students and the total group is
an underestimate of the total difference between the cecllege enrolled
and those not enrolled, of course, since the college enroiled are
themselves included in the total. (They comprise roughly 40% of the
total in a given year.) Further, any such difference would likely be
enlarged if data from the missing high school dropout segment were
available.  Therefore, any differences observed here are only an
indication of the direction and relative size of differences between the
college and non-college-enrolled populations, not an absolute estimate
of them,

The findings are presented below.

Prevalence of Drug Use in 19853: College Students

e There is practically no difference between those
enrolled in college versus all respondents of the same
age (i.e., | to ¥ years past high school) in their annual
prevalence of any illicit drug use, use of any illicit

drug other than marijuana, or use of any illicit dru
other than marijuana or stimulants (Figures 39-41).

o College students are also average for their age group
in their annual prevalence of marijuana use. However,
their rate of current daily marijuana use is only 3.1%
versus 4.6% for their age group taken as a whole.
Recall that a similar large difference in daily use was

observable in high school between the college-bound
and those not bound for college.

o College students also have about average rates for
their age group of cocaine use and methaqualone use in
1983, though in the past they have tended to have
below-average rates of use on both drugs when
compared to their age group.

e Coliege students are below average, in their annual
usage rates for L3S0, stimulants, barbiturates, tranqui-
lizers, and in 1985 {for the first time) in gpiates other
than heroin. For the most part, however, their rates
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of use are not much below average. LSD shows the
largest proportional difference, with an annual prev-
alence of 2.2% vs. 3.3% for all respondents one to four
years past high school. The comparable figures for
stimulants are 12% vs. 14%, for barbiturates 1.3% vs.
2.2%, for tranquilizers 3.5% vs. 4.5%, and for opiates
other than heroin 2.4% vs. 3.6%.

¢ Regarding alcohol use, today's college students have
above average annual prevalence compared to all high
school graduates in their age cohort (92% vs. 89%), a
slightly above average monthly prevalence (80% vs.
75%), and a slightly below average daily prevalence
(5.0% vs. 6.0%). The most important difference,
however, lies in the prevalence of occasions of heavy
drinking {five or more drinks in a row in the past two
weeks) which is 45% among college students, versus
41% for the total group of respondents including the
college students.

¢ By far the largest difference between college students
and others their age occurs for cigarette smoking. For
example, their prevalence of daily smoking is only 14%
vs. 24% Jor all high school graduates that age,
including the college students. Smoking at the rate of
half-a-pack-a-day stands at 9.4% vs. 18.5%, respec-
tively. Recall that the high school senior data show
the college-bound to have much lower smoking rates in
high school than the noncollege-bound: thus most or
all of the differences observed at college age actually
preceded college attendance.

Sex Differences in Prevalence Among College Students

While tabular data are not provided for male and female college
students separately (except for Table 31, giving differences on the
illicit drug use indexes), sex differences are plotted in Figure 39 through
51 for the various drugs.

@ It may be seen that most of the sex differences among
college students replicate those discussed earlier for
all young adults (one to eight years past high school),
which in turn replicated sex differences in high school
for the most part. That means that among college
students, males have higher annual prevalence rates
for most drugs, including marijuana {(47% vs. 37%),
LSD (2.8% vs. 1.3%), cocaine (20% vs. 15%), stim-
ulants (13% vs. 11%), and opiates other than heroin
3.5% vs. L.4%).

e Males also have higher prevalence rates on several
other drugs, but both sexes are so close to zero that
the absolute-differences are now negligible. These
include methaqualone (1.5% vs. 1.2%), barbiturates
{1.6% vs. 1.1%] and heroin {0.2% vs. 0.19%).
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e As is true for the entire young adult sample,
substantial sex differences are to be found in dail
marijuana use {4.9% for males vs. 1.6% for !emalesi‘,
daily alcohol use {7.4% vs. 3.1%), and occasions of
drinking five or more drinks in a row in the prior two
weeks (57% vs. 34%), The three to one male-female
ratio in daily marijuana use is noteworthy and is
greater than is observed in the sample of all young
adults. In essence, it means that the great majority of
daily marijuana use in college is to be found among the
males.

e Other than the finding on daily marijuana use, the only
other drug-using behavior which shows a sex difference
appreciably different than those observed in the
sample of all young adults involves cigarette smoking.
While the male and female rates were very close
among all young adults, among college students there
is an appreciable sex difference in smoking rates. The
half-a-pack-per day rate is considerably higher for
college women than men (11% vs. 7%, respectively} as
is the daily figure (18% vs. 10%} and the monthly
prevalence figure (26% vs. 19%). For whatever reason,
college women are quite a bit more likely to be
smokers than their male counterparts.
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TABLE 28

Trends in Annual Prevalence of Twelve Types of Drugs
Among College Students 1-4 Years Beyond High School

Approx, Wid. N =

Marijuana
LSD

Cocaine

Hergin

Other Opiates®

Stmulants® b
Stimuiants, Adjusted™

Sedatives®

Barbituratas®
Metheaqualone

Tranquilizers®
Aleohol
Cigarettes

Percent who used in past 12 monthe

1980
(1040

512
6.1
16.9
Q.4
5.1

22.4
NA

8.3

29
7.2

8.9
90.5
NA

1881
{1130)

51.3
4.6
15.9
0.2
4.4

22.2
NA

78

2.8
6.5

4.8
815
NA

1982

(1150)

44.7
8.3
17.2
0.1
3.8

NA
2n1

8.0

3.2
8.6

4.7
82.2
NA

1883

(117¢)

45.2
4.2
17.2
0.0
3.8

NA
17.3

4.5

2.2
3.1

4.8
918
NA

1884
(2110)

40.7
3.7
18.4
Q.1
38

NA
15.8

X

1.8
2.5

.5
80.0
Na

1685
(1080)

41.7
2.2
17.3
0.2
2.4

NA
1.9

2.5

1.3
14

3.5
2.0
NA

‘8485
thange

+1.0
~1.5s
+0.9
+0.1
~1.4

NA
~3.92

~0.9

~-n8
=Ll

0.0
+2.0
NA

NOTES: Level of significance of differsnce between the 1wo most recent yoars:

& =.05, 35 =.01, ses =.001.
NA inditates data not available.

BOnly drug use which was not under a doctor's orders is included here.

bAdjust.ed for the inappropriate reporting of non-prescription stimulanty,
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TABLE 29

Trends in Thirty-Day Prevalence of Twelve Types of Drugs
Among College Students 1-4 Years Beyond High School

Percent who used in last 30 days

1980 1881 1982 1983 1984 1985 cf._..n':ln e

Approx Wi, N = (1040} (11830)  (1150) (1170} (1110) (1080}
Marjpuana 34.0 3a.2 26.8 28.2 23.0 23.6 +0.6
LSD 1.8 14 1.7 0.8 0.8 0.7 -0.1
Cocaine 8.9 1.8 7.8 6.4 1.8 6.9 -0.7
Heroin 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other Qpintes™ 18 1.1 1.0 11 14 0.7 -07
Stimulants® b 134 12.3 NA NA Na NA NA
Stimulents, Adjusted™’ NA NA 9.9 7.0 5.5 4.2 -13
Sedatives™ 3.7 3.4 2.5 11 10 0.7 -0.3
Barbiturates” 0.9 0.3 0.8 0.5 0.7 0.4 -0.3
Methaqualone 3.1 3.0 1.9 0.7 0.5 0.2 -0.3
Tranquilizers® 2.0 1.4 1.4 11 1.2 14 +0.2
Alcohol 81.8 £1.9 82.8 80.3 79.1 80.3 +1.2
Cigarettes 258 25.9 24.4 24.7 215 22,4 +0.8

NOTES: Level of significance of difference between the two most recent years:
5 =.05, &% =.01, sss =.001.
NA indicates data not available,

nOnl_y drug use which was not under a doctor’s ordere is included here.
Adjusted for the inappropriate reporting of non-preseription stimulants.
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TABLE 30

Trends in Thirty-Day Prevalence of Daily Use of Twelve Types of Drugs

Amaong College Students 1-4 Years Beyond High School

Percent who used daily in last 30 days

1580 1981 1982 1983 1984

Approx. Wid. N = (1040) {1130} (115D) (1170} f1110)
Muarijuana 7.2 5.8 4.2 3.8 3.8
LSD 8.6 0.0 6.0 0.0 o8
Cocaine 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.4
Hoertin 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other Opaates® 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1
Stimulants® 0.5 0.4 NA NA NA
Stimulante, Adjuated®®? NA NA 0.3 n.a 0.2
Sedatives® 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1

Barbiturates” | 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1

Methaqualone 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tranguilizers® 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1
Aleahol 6.5 5.4 8.1 8.1 8.8

Five or more drinks in o row

in last two weeks 43.9 43.6 44.0 43.1 45.5
Cigarettes 18,3 17.1 18.2 153 14.8

Half pack or more per day
in past 30 days 12.7 119 10.5 8.6 10.2

—
bl
0
=

|

{1080)

3.1
0.0
0.1
0.0
0.0

NA
0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
5.0

44.6
14.3

9.4

‘84 —'85
ghange

-0.5
0.0
-0.3
0.0
—-0.1

NA
-0.2

-0.1

=0.1
0.0

0.1
- L6
=09

0.5

NOTES: Level of significance of difference between the two most recent years:
& =,05, st =.01, css =.001.
NaA indicated data not nvailable.

.Only drug use which wag not under a doctor's orders is ingluded hare.
bAdjusted for the inappropriate reporting of non-prescription stimulants.
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TABLE 31

Trends in Annual and 30-Day Prevalence of An Illicit Drug Use Index
Among College Studenis 1-4 Years Beyond High School
by Sex

) "84 —'85
1980% 981" 1982 1583 1984 1985 change

Percent reporting use
in last twelve months

Any lllieit Drug 562 55.0 49.5 48.9 45.1 46.3 +1.2
Males 58.9 56.2 54.5 53.4 8.4 50.9 +2.5
Famales 53.3 54.0 44.9 46.7 41.9 42,7 +0.8

Any Iheit Drug Other than Marijuana 323 318 30.0 29.9 7.2 26.7 -0.5
Males 33.7 32.8 334 33.5 29.2 29.7 +0.5
Females 31.1 30.9 26.9 26.7 25.2 z4.4 -0.8

Any llheit Drug Other than

Mearijuana or Stimulants 25.2 22.6 223 23.6 21.1 21,4 +0.8
Males 28.4 25.7 25.7 26.6 253 24.4 ~0.8
Females 221 198 19.3 21,1 17.0 19.0 +2.40

Porcent reporting
use in last 30 days

Any lllicit Drug 354 37.6 .3 29.4 21.0 28.1 -0.9
Males £2.9 40.6 377 33.8 a0.4 9.9 -0.5
Females 24.0 34.9 258 25.5 28.7 23.2 -0.5

Any Illicat Drug Qther than Marjjuana 20.7 18.6 17.1 139 13.8 11.8 -2.0
Males 229 i8.6 20.2 16.0 18.1 12,7 —-3.4
Females 18.6 185 14.2 12.2 11.6 11.2 -0.4

Any llheit Drug Other than

Maryuana or Sumulants 12.8 1.5 11.2 9. 10.7 8.1 —16
Males 15.2 13.3 13.1 12.1 135 10.8 ~-2.9
Famales 10.1 9.9 8.5 7.8 8.0 8.0 0.0

Approximate Waighted N's

All Respondents = (1040) (1130) {1150} {1170} {1110} (1030}
Males {5200 (580) {550) (550) (540) (4590)
Females (520) {60D) 610 {820 (570) (600}

NOTES: Level of significance of difference between the two most recent yosrs:
& =.05, ss =.01, ses =.001.

BRevised questions about stimulant use were introduced 1n 1932 o exclude more completely the
mnappropriate reporung of non-prescniption stimulants. The date i italies are therefors not strictly
comparable o Lhe other data.
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FIGURE 39

Any Illicit Drug: Trends in Annual Prevalence Among College Students
1-4 Years Beyond High Schaol
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FIGURE 40
Any Illi¢it Drug Other than Marijuana: Trends in

Annual Prevalence Among College Students
1-4 Years Beyond High Schoal

COLLEGE STUDENTS VS TOTAL

90 A TOTAL SAMPLE -4 YRS PAST H.8
B FULL-TIME COLLEGE STUDENTS

PERCENTAGE

e
&

n "‘:-:"-_"—"&-::_:_“:____. a

104

o T T T T T ——
80 81 az 83 84 a8s

MALE VS FEMALE COLLEGE STUDENTS
160
goﬁ O MALES
® FEMALES
80
70
00-1
309
40

$0- g o —,

o ——e——»
20

10'1

PERCENTAGE

I'Il 81| lll BIS !I4 ;';
YEAR OF ADMINISTRATION

NOTE. The dotted lines between 1981 and 1982 denote the change in the
amphetamine question.

187



PERCENTAGE

PERCENTAGE

Any Illicit Drug Other than Marijuana or Stimulants: Trends
in Annual Prevalence Among College Students

FIGURE 41

1-4 Years Beyond High Schonl
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FIGURE 42a

Marijuana: Trends in Annual Prevalence Among College Students
1-4 Years Beyond High School
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PERCENTAGE

PERCENTAGE
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FIGURE 42b

Marijuana: Trends in Thirty-Day Prevalence of

Daily Use Among College Students
1-4 Years Beyond High School
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PERCENTAGE

PERCENTAGE

FIGURE 43

LSD: Trends in Annual Prevalence Among College Students
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FIGURE 44

Cocaine: Trends in Annuzl Prevalence Among College Students
1-4 Years Beyond High School
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FIGURE 45

Other Opiates: Trends in Annual Prevalence Among College Students
1-4 Years Beyond High School
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FIGURE 46

Stimulants: Trends in Annual Prevalence Among College Students
1-4 Years Beyond High School
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FIGURE 47

Barbiturates: Trends in Annual Prevalence Among College Students
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FIGURE 48

Methaqualone: Trends in Annual Prevalence Among College Students
1-4 Years Beyond High School
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FIGURE 49

Trangquilizers: Trends in Annual Prevalence Among College Students
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FIGURE §0a

Alcohol: Trends in Annual Prevalence Among College Students
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FIGURE 50b
Alcohol: Trends in Thirty-Day Prevalence of

Daily Use Among College Students
1-4 Years Beyond High School
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FIGURE 50c

Alcohol: Trends in Two Week Prevalence of 5 or More

Drinks in a Row Among College Students
1-4 Years Beyond High School
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FIGURE 61a

Cigarettes: Trends in Thirty-Day Prevalence Among College Students
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FIGURE 51b
Cigarettes: Trends in Thirty-Day Prevalence of

Daily Use Among College Students
1-4 Years Beyond High School
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FIGURE 51¢
Cigarettes: Trends in Thirty-Day Use of Half-Pack a

Day or More Amung Cellege Students
i-4 Years Beyond High School
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RECENT TRENDS IN DRUG USE
AMONG COLLEGE STUDENTS

Since the drug-using behaviors of American college students in the late
1960's and early 1970's represented the leading edge of what was to
become an epidemic of certain types of drug use in the general
population—especially with regard to the use of marijuana and LSD—it
is interesting and important to note what has happened to those
behaviors among college students in recent years.

In this section we continue to use the definition of college students as
high school graduates one to four years past high school who are
enrolled full time in a two year or four year college at the beginning of
March in the year in question. For comparison purposes we also provide
trend data on the entire respondent group one to four years past high
school, including the college students. (See Figures 3% through 51.)
Because the rate of college enrollment declines steadily with number of
years beyond high school, the comparison group is slightly older on the
average than the college-enrolled component of that group. However,
this should influence the comparisons of the college-enrolled with the
total group rather little, since few of the drugs show an age effect in
their usage rates.

It should also be remembered that the difference between the enrolled
and total group shows the degree to which college students are above or
below average among all high school graduates in this age band. Were
we able to include the high school dropout segment in the “total”
calculation, any differences with the college-enrolled would probably be
accentuated.

For each year there are approximately 1100 respondents comprising the
college student sample {see Table 31 for N's per year) and roughly 2800
respondents comprising the total age group one to four years past high
school. Comparisons of the trends in these two groups are given below.

Trends in Prevalence 1980-1985: College Students

¢ Trends between 1980 and 1983 in the use of any illicit
drug other than marijuana or amphetamines are very
paralle! for those enrolled in college and for all
respondents of the same age (i.e., 1 to & years past
high school), with both groups showing slight declines.
The same is true for use of any illicit drug and use of
any illicit drug_other than marijuana, but part of the
1980 to 1982 decline in these two measures is due to
the artifactual over—reporting of amphetamine use in
1930 and 1981, which was subsequently removed by a
change in question wording in 1982. Since 1982 there
have been parallel slight declines for both the college-
enrolled and those not enrolled, on all three measures
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of illicit drug use. For example, annual use of any
illicit drug among college students declined from 50%
in 1982 to 46% in 1985, and monthly use dropped from
319% to 26%.

* Also, for most individual classes of drugs, the trends
since 1980 among those enrolled in college tend to
parallel those for that age group as a whole, as well as
the trends observed among seniors. That means that
for most drugs there has been a decline in use over
that time interval

¢ For example, there was a decline in the annual
prevalence of marijuana among college students
between 1980 and 198% from 51% to %1% but the
decline halted in 1985. These changes are highly
parallel to the changes observed for the age group as a
whole and proportional to the degree of change
occurring among seniors.

e Daily marijuana use among college students fell
significantly between 1980 and 1985, from 7.2% to
3.1%, as it did for the age group as a whole and as it
did arnong high school seniors.

e In proportional terms, one of the largest declines
observed among college students is for L3D, with
annual prevalence falling from 6.3% in 1982 to 2.2% in
1985. This is a proportionately larger drop than was
observed armong seniors, but parallels pretty closely
the age group as a whole.

o An appreciable decline also occurred for stimulant use,
for which annual prevalence dropped from 21% in 1982
to 12% in 1985. Proportionately this also is a
considerably larger drop than among senijors, but is
fairly parallel to the overall change among those of
college age.

o Methaqualone showed a dramatic drop among college
students, going from an annual prevalence of 7.2% in
1980 to 1.4% in 1985. Again, this drop has been
greater than among high school students, though only
slightly greater, and parallels the changes in this age
group as a whole.

e Barbiturate use was already quite low among college
students in 1980 (at 2.9% annual prevalence) but it fell
more than half to 1.3% by 1985. This proportional
decline was, once again, more sharp than among high
school students, but this time a little less sharp than
among the young adult sample taken as a whole.

e The annual prevalence of tranquilizer use dropped by
half in the period 1980-1984, from 6.9% to 3.5%. No
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further decline was observed in 1985. Again, this is a
larger proportional drop than among high school
seniors, but about average for the entire age group.

Unlike what happened among high school seniors, the
use of opiates-other-than-heroin did not rise in 1985
among college students; rather, it fell to an annual
prevalence of 2.4%, from 3.8% in 1984. This rate is
considerably below the 1980 figure for college students
of 5.1%, and the overall decline closely parallels what
has been happening among young adults generally.
High school seniors, by comparison, have shown no
decline since 1980 in the use of this class of drugs.

Like the high school seniors, college students showed a
relatively stable pattern of cocaine use between 1930
and 1984 and a small increase in annual prevalence in
1985 (from 16% to 17% among college students, which
is not statistically significant). For the whole age
group cocaine use remained quite stable throughout
the intervaj 1980-1985, with the result that college
students caught up to their age peers with their slight
increase in use.

It is in regard to alcoho! use that college students
appear to be showing shifts in use which are different
from those observed either among their total age
group or among high school seniors. Both of the latter
groups have shown some drop in the frequency of
having five or more drinks in a row during the two-
week interval preceding the survey, but college
students have not shown this decline. Indeed, they
report their highest rates in 1984 and 1985. Thus it is
clear that more college students report occasions of
heavy drinking than other young adults, and that
pattern of drinking may be on the increase among
college students at the same time it is showing some
fallotf among their age mates and among high school
students.

College students also have a thirty-day prevalence of
alcohol consumption which is higher than their peers.
The difference has changed rather little since 1980,
although some divergence does appear in 1985.

Cn the other hand, college students generally have had
slightly lower rates of daily drinking than their age
group taken as a whole, and this fact has changed
rather little in the past five years, insofar as both have
shown some decline in daily use. In 1985 daily drinking
among college students stands at 5.0%, compared with
6.0% for their age group and 5.0% for high school
seniors.
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e Cipgarette smoking among American college students
has declined modestly in the period 1980-1985. Thirty-
day prevalence fell from 25.8% to 21.5% between 1930
and 1934, then rose slightly (to 22.4%) in 1985 as
happened among seniors. The daily smoking rate fell
from 13.3% in 1980 to 14.3% in 1985, though the rate
of decline decelerated after 1983. While the rates of
smoking are dramatically higher than average for the
entire age group (including those not in college) the
trends are highly parallel.

Among seniors, however, the trend line for daily use
during the 1930-1985 interval has been fairly tlat.
This divergence of trends between high school and
college age graduates is due to the strong cohort
effects, discussed earlier, which are observed in
cigarette smoking. The recent levelling among high
school seniors leads to the prediction that there wil] be
a levelling in the college years {barring the averlay of
any important historical events), as seems toc be
developing already.-

e In sum, the trends in substance use among American
college students appear to parallel closely those
occurring among their age group as a whole, though
there are some important differences in absolute
levels. The major exception cccurs for occasions of
heavy drinking, which appears to be falling among
those not enrolled full-time in cellege {as well as
among high school seniors) but, if anything, is rising
among college students.

The trends among college students are highly parallel
for the most part to the trends among high school
seniors, although declines in many drugs over the last
half-decade (1980-1985) have been proportionately
larger among college students {and for that matter
among all young adults of college aga).

Sex Differences in Trends Among College Students

One trend which is not cbvious from the figures included here is the
fact that the proportion of college students who are female has been
rising slowly. Fernales comprised 50% of our 1980 sample of college
students, but 55% of our 1985 sample. Givep that there exist
substantiai sex differences in the use of some deugs, we are concerned
that over a longer time apparent trends in the levels of drug use among
college students might actually be attributable to changes in the sex
composition of that population. For that reason, in particular, we
present separate trend lines for the male and female components of the
college student population. Differences in the trends observed for these
two groups are illustrated in Figures 39 through 51, and are discussed
below:
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Trends between 1980 and 1985 in the use of any illicit
drug other than marijuana or amphetamines are very
parallel for male and female college students, with
both groups showing slight declines. Female college
students show a sharper decline between 1931 and 1982
in use of any illicit drug and use of any illicit drug
other than marijuana, but part of the decline is due to
the artifactual over-reporting of amphetamine use
prior 10 1982. Since 1982 (when the revised amphet-
amine questions were introduced) there have been
paralle] slight declines in both groups for all three
measures of illicit drug use. For example, annual use
of any illicit drug among male college students
declined from 55% in 1982 to 51% in 1985, and the
corresponding figures for female students are #5% and
43%.

For several specific drugs, trends in the annual
prevalence of use for male and female college students
have also been highly parallel. These include mari-
juana, cocaine, tranquilizers, heroin, and alcohol.

For another group of three drugs—LSD, methaqualone,
and barbiturates—there has been evidence of a con-
vergence in usage rates between the sexes. In all
three cases, both sexes are moving toward conver-
gence near 0%.

LSD, for example, shows an almost complete elimina-
tion of a sizeable sex difference in 1980 (with males
higher), primarily due to a large drop in use by males.

A substantial sex difference in methaqualone use
(males higher) also was erased over the interval, as use
by both sexes declined, but with males declining
substantially more.

A 1930 sex difference in barbiturate use {males higher)
was virtually eliminated by 1982: both sexes have
declined in parallel since.

Stimulant use also shows some convergence of use
between 1982 (when the revised questions were first
introduced) and 1985. While use by both sexes is
dropping, males (who have consistently been higher)
have dropped more.

Ameng the lllicit drugs, only in the case of gpiates
other than heroin is there evidence that there has been
any divergence between the sexes. Between 1983 and
1985 use by females declined steadily while use by
males first rose and then fell same.

Regarding alcoho! use, annual prevalence has remained
virtually identical for the two sexes throughout the
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period. However, there has been some evidence of a
divergence in 30-day prevalence since 1982, with
females dropping and males rising overall. Roughly
the same has been true for daily prevalence (although
both sexes dropped in 1985), Perhaps most important,
however, has been the divergence in occasions of
heavy drinking. We can see in Figure 50c that college
males account for the overall difference in trends
between college students and their larger age group.
Between 1982 and 1985 the prevalence of such heavy
drinking has risen from 32% to 57% among college
males, whereas among college ferales it has dropped
from 37% to 34%.

The case is less clear for cigarettes. Since 1930
cigarette smoking has consistently been higher among
females than wmales in college. While the sex
differences appeared to narrow during the middle of
that five year interval, they are about as large in the
1985 survey as they were in 19230.
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OTHER FINDINGS
FROM THE STUDY

Each year this section presents additional recent findings from the
Monitoring the Future study. Some of these have been published
elsewhere; however, the first two analyses included here—on the use of
non-prescription stimulants and daily marijuana use—are not reported
elsewhere.

The Use of Non-Prescription Stimulants

As is discussed in other chapters of this report, between 1979 and 1981
we observed a substantial increase in reported stimulant use by high
school students. We had reason to believe that a fair part of that
increase was attributable to non-prescription stimulants of two general
types—"Jook-alike" drugs {pseudc-amphetamines, usually sold by mail
order, which look like, and have names which sound like, real
amphetamines) and over-the-counter stimulants (primarily diet pills and
stay-awake pills). These drugs usually contain caffeine, ephedrine,
andfor phenylpropanolamine as their active ingredients.

Beginning with the 1982 survey we introduced new gquestions on some
questionnaire forms in order to more accurately assess the use of
amphetamines as well as to assess the use of the "look-alikes," diet
pills, and stay-awake pills of the non-prescription variety. For example,
on one of the five questionnaire forms respondents were asked to
indicate on how many occasions (if any) they had taken non-prescription
diet pills such as Dietac, Dexatrim, and Prolamine (a) in their lifetime,
(b} in the prior twelve months, and (c) in the prior thirty days. (These
correspond to the standard usage questions asked foc all drugs.} Similar
questions were asked about non-prescription stay-awake pills {such as
No-Doz, Yivarin, Wake, and Caffedrine) and the "look-alike" stimulants.
(The latter were described at some length in the actual question.)

On three of the five questionnaire forms in 1982 and 1983 {and in all
questionnaire forms thereaiter) respondents were also asked about their
use of prescription amphetamines, with very explicit instructions to
exclude the use of over-the—counter and "look-alike" drugs. These
questions yielded the data described in this volume as "stimulants,
adjusted." Here we will refer to them as "amphetamines, adjusted," to
distinguish them more clearly from the non-amphetamine stimulants.

Prevalence of Use in 1985

e Table 32 gives the prevalence levels for these various
classes of stimulants. As can be seen, a substantial
proportion of students (29%) have used over-the-
counter diet pills and 7% have used them in just the
past month. Some G.9% are using them daily.
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TABLE 32

Various Stimulants: Trends in Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day Prevalence by Sex

Lifetime Prevalence
Total
Males
Females
Annual Prevalence
Total
Malen
Females
30.0ay Prevalencs
Total

Maies
Females

Class

of

1982

9.8

16.5
423

20.8

10.7
20.5

9.8

5.0
14.0

Class

1983

34

17.4

20.56

10.6
30.0

8.5

4.0
13.7

(Entries are percentages)

Diet Pills Stay-Awake Pills Look-Allkes
Class Class Class Cinss Class Class Class Class Class Class

of of '84-'85 ol of of of '34—'85 of of of of
1984 1985 change 1982 1983 1984 1885 change 1882 1933 1984 1985

28.7 387 -1.0 18.1 204 227 6.3 +3.6se 15,1 148 153 142
148 148 0.0 20.2 223 232 2B.0 +4.84 136 142 141 141
43.1 415 —18 186 182 217 148 +3z 151 144 152 138
188 168 -8 118 12.3 139 8.2 +4.0ssm 10.8 9.4 8.7 8.2
0.2 9.0 -0.2 128 138 154 18.7 +4.3s 8.5 9.2 9.7 8.3
275 244 -3l 10.0 105 125 17.0 +4.5ss 10.7 BB 85 1.8

9.9 7.3 —2.6ss 5.5 53 5.8 72 +14 5.8 52 4.4 38
4.5 T 11 6.0 5.5 6.2 7.7 +156 4.0 4.5 4.5 3.8
4.2 107 -—3.5% 4.7 4.5 5.5 8.7 +1.2 5.2 5.9 3.8 3.1

'84-'85
change

-11

0.0
-1.4

=15

—-14

-08

-0.7
=0.7

NOTE: Level of significance of difforence batween the two most recont classes: s = .05, ss = 0], s8s = .001.
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e Very similar propertions are using actual ampheta-
mines (adjusted): 26% lifetime, 7% monthly, and 0.4%
daily prevalence.

e Only about half as many students are knowingly using
the “look-alikes" as are using diet pills or ampheta-
mines (adjusted): 14% lifetime, 4% monthly, and 0.4%
daily prevalence. Of course, it is probabie that some
proportion of those who think they are getting real
amphetamines have actually been sold “look-alikes,"
which are far cheaper for drug dealers to purchase.

e Stay-awake pills have also been used by a fair number
of students: 26% lifetime, 7% rnonthly, and 0.4% daily
prevalence.

e The revised questions on amphetamine use yjelded
prevalence estimates in 1983 which were about one-
quarter to one-third lower than the original version of
the question, indicating that the distortion in the
recent unadjusted estimates was due to the inclusion
of some non-prescription stimulant use.

Subgroup Differences

e Figure 52 shows the prevalence figures for these drug
classes for males and females separately. It can be
seen that the use of diet pills is dramatically higher
among females than among males. In fact, the
absolute prevalence levels for females are impres-
sively high, with some 42% reporting some experience
with them and 11%-—or one in every nine females—
reporting use in just the last month. For all other
stimulants the prevalence rates for both sexes are
fairly close.

e A similar comparison for those planning four years of
college (referred to here as the "college-bound"}, and
those who are not, shows some differences as well
{data not shown). As is true for the controlled
substances, use of the "look-alikes" and diet pills is
lower among the college-bound. For example, the
annual prevalence figures for the college-bound vs. the
noncoliege-bound respectively are 7% vs. 10% for the
"look -alikes," and 15% vs. 21% for the diet pills.

Use of stay-awake pillls is actually higher for the
college-bound: annual prevalence is 20% vs. 16% for
the nencollege-bound.

e There are no dramatic regional differences in the use
of diet pills or "lock-alikes." The West, however, is
distinctly higher in the use of stay-awake pills. Annual
prevalence is at 26% in that region, compared to 13%
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in the -Northeast and North Central, and 13% in the
South.

There are no systematic differences in use of non-
prescription stimulants associated with population
density.

The use of all of the non-prescription stimulants (i.e.,
diet pills, stay-awake pills, and "lock-alikes") is
substantially higher among those who have had
experience with the use of illicit drugs than among
those who have not, and highest among those who have
become most involved with illicit drugs (data not
shown). For example, 1% of those who have abstained
from any illicit drug use report ever using a " look-
alike" stimulant, compared to 5.4% of those who have
used only marijuana, and 35.0% of those who have used
some illicit drug other than marijuana.

Trends in Use

Because these questions were new in 1982, trends can
be directly assessed only since then.

However, it is worth noting that the 1982 figures for
amphetamines (adjusted) are higher than the
unadjusted figures for all years prior to 1980. (See
Tables 7 through 10.) This suggests that there was
indeed an increase in amphetamine use between 1979
and 1982—or at least an increase in what, to the best
of the respondent's knowledge, were amphetamines.

In recent years, there have -been increased legislative
and law enforcement efforts to curb the manufacture
and distribution of "lock-alike" pills. Perhaps as a
result, the use of these pills decreased slightly from
1982 to 1985; for example, annual prevalence went
from 10.8% to 8.2%.

Use of diet pills decreased slightly between 1932 and
1985.

Use of stay-awake pills has increased significantly in
recent years, particularly in 1985, with a lifetime
prevalence of 26% in 1983, up from 19% in 1932,
Annual prevalence increased significantly from 12% in
1982 to 18% in 1985. Monthly prevalence showed only
a small increase, from 5.5% to 7.2%.

Subgroup differences in trends for the most part
reflect the overall trends, although the West showed a
particularly large increase in the use of stay-awake
pills in 1985.
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FIGURE 52

Prevalence and Recency of Use, by Sex
Amphetamines and Non-Prescription Stimulants, Class of 1985
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The Use of Marijuana on a Daily Basis

In past reports in this series, we summarized a number of findings
regarding daily marijuana users, including what kind of people they are,
how use changes after high school for different subgroups, and what
daily users see to be the negative consequences of their use.® In 1932 a
special question segment was introduced into the study in one of the
five questionnaire forms in order to secure more detailed measurement
of individval patterns of daily use. More specifically, respondents were
asked {a) whether if at any time during their lives they had ever used
marijuana on a daily or near-daily basis for at least a month and, if so,
{b) how recently they had done that, {c} when they first had done it, and
(d) how many total months they had smoked marijuana daily, cumulating
over their whole lifetime. The results of our analyses of these questions
follow.

Lifetime Prevalence of Daily Use

e Current daily use, defined as use on twenty or more
occasions in the past thirty days, has been fluctuating
widely over the past eight years, as we know from the
trend data presented earlier in this report. It rose
from 6.0% among seniors in 1975 to 10.7% in 1978,
then down to 4.9% in 1985,

» For the Classes of 1982 - 1984, we have found the
lifatime prevalence of daily use for a month or more
to be far higher than current daily use—e.g., at 15.6%
or one in every six seniors in 1985. In other words, the
proportion who describe themselves as having been
daily or near-daily users at some time in their lives is
three times as high as the number who describe
themselves as current daily users. However, we
believe it very likely that this ratio has changed
dramatically over the life of the study as a result of
the large secular trends in daily yse. Therefore, it
wouid be inaccurate to extrapolate to the Class of
1978, for example, and deduce that their lifetime
prevalence of daily use was three times their 10.7%
current use figure. (An investigation of data from a
follow-up panel of the Class of 1978 confirms this
assertion.)

*For the original reports see the following, which are available
from the author: L.D. Johnston, “Frequent marijuana use: Correlates,
passible effects, and reasons for using and quitting,” in R. DeSilva, et
al., (Eds.), Treating the marijuana dependent person. New York: The
American Council on Marijuana, 1981. Alsc see L. D. Johnston, "A
review and analysis of recent changes in marijuana use by American
young people,” in Marijuana: The national impact on_education, New
York: The American Council on Marijuana, 1982,
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Utilizing data collected in 1985 from follow-up panels
from the earlier graduating classes of 1976 through
1984, we find that the lifetime prevalence of datly
marijuana use for these recent graduates {ranging in
age from about 19 to 27) is 23%.

Grade of First Daily Use

Qf those seniors who were daily users at some time,
over half (57%, or 9% of all seniors) began that
pattern of use before tenth grade. However, the
secular trends in daily use must be recalled. Active
daily use reached its peak among seniors in 1978, when
this 1985 graduating class was in fifth grade. Thus we
are confident that different graduating classes show
different age-associated patterns.

Nearly all who were to become daily users by the end
of high school had dane so by the end of grade ten
(79% of the eventual daily users). The percentages of
all seniors who started daily marijuana use in each
grade level is presented in Table 33.

Recency of Daily Use

Two-thirds (68%) of those who report ever having been
daily marijuana users (for at least a one month
interval) have smoked that frequently in the past year
to year-and-a-haif, while one-third (33%) of them say
they last used that frequently "about two years ago" or
longer. On the other hand, only 26% of all such users
{or 4.19% of the entire sample) say they have used daily
or almost daily in the past menth (the period for which
we define current dally users). The fact that only
4.1% of the entire sample report themselves to be
current daily users, versus the 4.9% estimate given
earlier in this report, suggests that some students have
a more stringent definition of "daily or near-daily use”
than the operational one used in this repert (i.e., use
on twenty or more occasions during the past month).

Duration of Daily Use

It seems likely that the most serious long-term health
consequences asscciated with marijuana use will be
directly related to the duration of heavy use. Thus a
question was introduced which asks the cumulative
number of months the student has smoked marijuana
daily or nearly daily. While hardly an adequate
measure of the many different possible cross-time
patterns of use—a number of which may eventually
prove to be important—it does provide a gross
measure of the total length of exposure to heavy use.
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TABLE 33
Responses to Selected Questions on Daily Marijuana Use by Subgroups

Q. Thinking back aver your whols 4-Year

life, has there aver been & College Population

period when yau used marijuane Total Sax Plans Region Denaity

or hashish on a dally, or almost

daily, basis for at lenst a month? North North Large  Other Non-
Male Femals No Yoz East Central South West SMSA SMSA SMSA

No 84.4 82.3 88.0 80.4 4 70.1 83.7 9i.1 81.5 ale 84.0 872

Yes 15.8 17.7 12.0 18.6 106 2089 18.3 8.b 18.6 18.1 180 128

Q. How old wers yau when you first smoked
marijuana or hashish that frequently?

Grade 6 or earliar 1.4 i4 0.6 L4 08 2.0 1.7 0.9 05 2.4 0.9 1.0

Grade Tor 3 4,1 4.7 29 5.8 13 4.4 4.3 2.4 5.7 4.3 4.4 a1

Grade 9 (Freahman) 34 3.4 3.0 4.5 2.4 8.5 3.2 1.6 2.7 5.3 3.0 2.5

Grade 10 (Sophomore) 3.4 26 3.0 4.0 2.4 4.0 2.8 2.3 5.5 3.5 39 a5

Grade 11 {(Junior) 2.7 35 2.0 3.3 2.1 29 3.4 1.2 2.9 2.4 2.9 2.8

Grade 12 (Senior) 0.7 LX) 2.5 0.8 0.7 0.1 1.1 0.5 1.3 0.2 0.8 0.8

Nover used daily 34.4 82.3 88.0 0.4 89.4 79,1 83.7 811 815 BL.B 840 87.2
Q. How recently did you use marjjusna

or hachish on a dally, or almost

daily, basis for at loast a month?

During the past month 4.1 4.7 2.3 6.2 2.5 4.8 4.5 2.8 4.8 4.7 4.9 2.3

2 months ago 1.8 24 0.8 25 0.9 L7 .4 1.2 1.2 L5 1.6 3.0

3 to B monthe age 24 .7 1.8 1.8 2.1 3.3 2.3 1.3 2.8 3.0 1.8 2.4

About 1 year ago 25 26 2.0 3.0 1.8 3.6 2.1 1.7 3.0 2.8 28 1.8

About 2 years ago 2.3 8 2.9 4.1 1.8 4.3 3.0 0.9 3.7 20 3.1 2.3

3 or more yoors ago 2.3 25 1.7 2.9 1.4 3.2 2.0 1.2 3.2 3.2 1.8 2.2

Never used daily 84.4 82.3 88.0 80.4 89.4 78.1 837 1.1 815 819 84.0 87.2
Q. Over your whole lifetime, during how

many months have you used marijuana

or hashish on a daily or near-daily basts?

"Less than 3 months 4.4 4.7 3.9 439 3.8 8.3 4.6 2.4 5.2 8.0 41 a7
3 to B months 33 2.4 2.9 4.1 2.2 4.6 3.6 1.7 a7 3.4 3.6 2.8
About 1 year 23 2.5 1.8 3.2 1.9 2.9 26 0.9 3.0 2.0 2.4 2.1
About 1 and 1/2 yenrs 1.0 1.4 0.6 1.5 0.5 0.9 1.3 0.5 2.0 0.3 1.3 1.0
About 2 years 2.2 23 1.9 2.8 15 2.8 1.8 LT 2, 2.5 2.1 1.8
About 3 {0 § years 1.8 24 0.8 20 1.3 2.7 1.6 17 1. 2.5 2.0 0.8
6 or more years 0.6 0. 0.1 1.0 0.1 0.8 1.1 0. 0.2 0.9 0. 0.
Never used daily Bd.4 32.3 88.0 804 88.4 78.1 B83.7 91.1 B1.5 819 840 871

N= (3152) (1442) (1585) (1087) (178¢) (739) (870) (942) (B0O) (817)  {1364) (97D

NOTE: Entries are psrcentages which sum vertically to 100%,



e Table 33 gives the distribution of answers to this
question. It shows that almost two-thirds (64%) of
those with daily use experience have used “about one
year" or less cumulatively—at least by the end of
twelfth grade. In fact, more than & quarter {28%) have
used less than three months cumulatively.

e On the other hand, over one-fourth (29%, or 5% of all

seniors) have used "about two years" or more cum-
ulatively on a daily or near-daily basis.

Subgroup Differences

¢ There is some sex difference in the proportion having
ever been a daily user—I18% ifor males and 12% for
females, Furthermore, the cumulative duration of
daily use is distinctly longer for the males. These two
sex differences combine to account for the large male-
female difference in current daily use. There is also
some difference in their age at onset, with the males
tending to start earlier on the average.

» Whether or not the student has college plans is
strongly related to lifetime prevalence of daily use, as
well as to current prevalence. Of those planning four
years of college, 11% had used daily compared with
20% of those without such plans. And the college-
bound users show a distinctly shorter cumulative
duration of use, with a lower proportion of them still
using daily. Nevertheless, among those in each group
who did use daily, the age-at-onset pattern is fairly
similar.

¢ There are some large regional differences in lifetime
prevalence of daily use, all consistent with those found
for current daily use. The Northeast is highest, with
21% having used daily at some time, the West and
North Central are in the middle at 19% and 16%
respectively, and the South is the lowest at 9%.

e The subgroup differences associated with urbanicity
are likewise similar to those found for current daily
use. Lifetime prevalence of daily marijuana use is
18% in the large cities, 16% in the smaller cities, and
13% in the non-urban areas.

Trends in the Use of Marijuana on a Daily Basis

® Compared to the class of 1982, significantly fewer
seniors in the class of 1984 had described themselves
as having been daily or nearly daily users of marijuana
at some time in their lives (21% vs. 16%); in 1985 the
proportion was essentially unchanged (169).
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TABLE 34

Trends in Daily Use of Marijuana in Lifetime

by Subgroups
Parcant reporting first use
Peroent ever used pripr to tenth grads
Class Class Class Class Class Cluss Clags Class
of of of of '84-'88 of of of of
1582 1883 1984 L85 change 1982 1983 1984 1885

All seniors 20.6 18.8 8.3 158 -0.7 13.1 1.1 10.8 a8
Sex:

Male 20.1 18.1 17.2 17.7 +0.5 12.8 13.1 1.8 8.8

Female 18.0 135 12.9 130 -0.9 11.5 a3 4.0 6.5
College Plans:

Nons or under 4 yra 226 20.3 18.9 19.6 +0.7 14.2 13.5 12.3 118

Completo 4 yrs 13.8 105 10.7 10.8 ~0.1 8.3 8.5 6.8 5.5
Ragion:

Northeast 25.1 20.4 24.1 0.9 —-32 17.3 1.9 17.2 12.9

North Central Ll 16.9 12.8 8.3 +3.5 13.3 12.4 8.4 9.1

South 15.7 12.7 140 8.9 —5.1s8 8.2 8.3 8.5 5.0

West 20.8 21.4 17.8 8.5 +09 12.8 13.9 12.1 8.9
Population Density:

Large SM8A 3.8 20.0 15.4 18.1 -1.3 15.8 13.7 13.4 12.0

Othear SM3A 30.3 14.2 18.8 16.0 ~0.8 125 12,0 1056 8.3

Non-SM8A 7.9 12.8 13.2 12.8 —0.4 11.7 8.2 8.5 6.0

‘84 ~"85
change

—-2.1s

=04
-3
-19

NOTES: Lavel of significance of difference batwesn the two most rocent classes: 8 = 05, ss = .01, ass = .001.



o Between 1982 and 1935, the decline was stronger
among females {from 18% in 1982 to 12% in 1985) than
among males (20% to 13%).

e Both the college-bound and noncollege-bound groups
declined between 1982 and 1985 by about 3% each.

o Lifetime prevalence is down in all four regions
between 1982 and 1985, with the South showing the
largest decline (from 16% in 1982 to 9% in 1985). The
other regions are down by 2-5%.

e All three population density levels showed 1982 to
1985 declines of 4-6%.

e The trends in daily use of marijuana at earlier grade

levels parallel very closely the trends in lifetime
prevalence (see Table 34).

A Further Look at Cocaine Use*

In the cited chapter on cocaine, and in a subsequent NIDA-sponscored
press science briefing, we provided some information about the levels of
and recent trends in cocaine use among America's adolescents and
young adults, as well as some of their attitudes and beliefs about the
drug, and their reasons for using it. We also examined cross-time
patterns of use through 1984, certain predictors of use, and some of the
conditions of the social and physical environments which are associated
with use. Most of the results have been presented earlier in the present
report; here we will very briefly summarize the findings.

e Overall, we found leveis of cocaine use ameong seniors
to be relatively stable for the years between 1980 and
1984, after a period of rapid increase between 1976
and 1979. The increase was particularly strong in two
regions of the country, the Northeast and West, as
shown in Figure 15. (Figure 15 contains data updated
through 1985.) Exposure to use and use by friends
moved in parallel to self-reported use, as would be
expected, assuming valid measures. Perceived avail-
ability also moved in tandem with these other
measures.

o The great majority of the 1984 seniors believed regular
use to be dangerous, and 30% disapproved of even
experimenting with cocaine. Use was found most

*O'Malley, P.M, Johnston, L.D., & Bachman, J.G. "Cocaine use
among American adolescents and young adults." In N.J. Kozel & E.H.

Adams (Eds.), Cocalne Use in America: Epidemiologic and Clinical
Perspectives (NIDA Research Monograph 61) (ADM) 83-1414.

Washington, D.C.: National Institute on Drug Abuse, 1983,
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frequently in the West and Northeast regions of the
Ccountry, in more urban areas, among males, and among
those who are not college-bound. Neither
socioeconomic status nor persanal income was very
strongly associated with use; but a history of truancy,
going out frequently in the evenings, and having
relatively low religious involvement were. Cocaine
users tended to use other illicit drugs (particularly
marijuana) and to be smokers and heavy drinkers much
more frequently than nonusers. Thus there -was little
evidence that cocaine involves a separate drug-using
syndrome. In fact, it is not uncommon for cocaine
users to concurrently use marijuana or alcchol or both.

e When taking cocaine, high school students most often
snorted it, though some (24% of recent users) smoked
it while only 4% of the users injected. It was almost
always used with other people present, often at a party
but more often with just one or two people present.
Most use occurred in the evening, with very few young
people using at school and a minority ever using at
home or in a car.

e Among the reasons most often cited for using <ocaine
are: "to see what it's like,” "to get high," and "to have
a good time with my friends." Only about 1% of
recent users say they use it becayse they are "hooked,"
and only about 4% say they have tried to quit and been
unable to do so. In fact, most of those who used in
high school do not show a cross-time progression to
heavier use in the three ta four years following
graduation, which suggests that dependence either
develops rather slowly or develops with relatively low
frequency among moderate and light users.

Self-Reported Reasons for Using Drugs

The reasons that high school seniors use drugs and alcohol was the
subject of an extended article appearing in the Journal of Drug Issues.*
On one of the study's five questionnaire forms, respondents were asked
to indicate which of a list of thirteen or more reasons were the most
important reasons for their use of each of a number of licit and illicit
substances they had used in the previous twelve month period, The
respenses of those who had used only once or twice in their lifetimes,
and had used in the past year, were examined separately from those of
the more frequent users, to provide some perspective on the differences
in motivation associated with initial use versus continued use.

+L.D. Johnston and P.M. QO'Malley. "Why do the nation's students
use drugs and alcohol: Self-reported reasons from nine national
surveys." Journal of Druj Issues, 1936, 16, 29-66.
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In answer to one of several research questions
addressed in the analyses, we found that, among the
set of reasons offered to respondents, there was a
tendency for clusters of reasons (or factors) to emerge
that are similar across the different drugs. There
seemed to be a social or recreational factor consisting
of the reasons "to get high" and "to have a good time
with friends." Several seif-reported reasons having to
do with using drugs to cope with negative affect also
tended to cluster, including "to get away from my
problems,” "to deal with anger and frustration,” "to get
through the day," and "to relax or relieve tension.
Using a drug "to increase the effects of other drugs”
tends to be correlated with using "to decrease the
effects of other drugs,” probably due to the fact that
both are indicators of the respondent's degree of
multiple drug involvement.

Across the full set of substances, the reason most
often given for using any of them is "to have a good
time with my Iriends,'_’x(mentioned for at least one
drug by 65% of those reporting using any of them). A
substantial but smaller proportion mention the
correlated reason "to feel good or get high" (49%) as a
reason for using one or more of the drugs. Clearly,
these social-recreational reasons comprise a major
reason for adolescent substance use, particularly for
continued use as opposed to initial use. “To relax or
relieve tension" was also mentioned by slightly less
than half (4i%). Alcohol and marijuana are the two
drugs used by the most seniors for both of these
reasons.,

The cluster of reasons related to coping with negative
affect tend to be mentioned by a relatively large
proportion of the users of the various central nervous
system depressant drugs, and particularly by the mare
frequent users of alcohol, barbiturates, and
tranquilizers. In fact, both the proportion and absclute
number of daily alcohol users who mention such
reasons for their use has been rising—perhaps the most
disturbing finding to emerge from these analyses,

For each drug, the more frequent users indicate a
greater number of reasons for their use than less
frequent users. The social-recreational reasons in
particular are mentioned considerably more frequently
by frequent users, as well as by those having to do with
coping with negative affect. For the central nervous
system stimulants, amphetamines and cocaine, there is
a considerable increase as a function of level of use in
the mentions of "to get more energy," "to stay awake,"
and "to get through the day."
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e We think it likely that this multiplication of purpeses
at increased levels of use reflects both a self-selection
of the more psychologically "needy" {or otherwise
motivated into heavier use), as well as the result of
heavier users learning from their experiences about
the ends that can be achieved with a given drug. One
conclusion seems clear, however: many of the more
frequent users (and particularly the daily marijuana
and alcohol users) are using these substances for
psychological coping—that is, to deal with negative
affect, boredom, and {for the stimulants) to gain more
energy.

@ A comparison of males and females shows far more
similarities in their reasons for using the various
substances than differences. The few differences that
exist generally show females somewhat less inclined to
be using drugs for social-recreational reasons and, at
higher frequency levels of use, somewhat more likely
to mention reasons having to do with coping with
negative affect, or with self-medication or other
functional reasons. This finding may help to explain
the finding reported earlier in this monograph, that
nearly equal proportions of males and females have
had some experience with illicitly-used substances
despite the fact that, on individual substances,
prevalence and frequency levels tend to be distinctly
lower among females than among males.

e As for there being any changes across time in the
patterns of reasons given by students for their use of
these various substances, we find only a limited
amount of change. The major exception has been for
amphetamines, where there has been some shift away
from social-recreational reasons for use and a shift
toward more instrumental reasens ("to lose weight,"
"to stay awake™) and coping reasons ("“to get through
the day," "to get more energy”). The fact that the
underlying prevalence of use for most of these
substances has been shifting during the historical
period in question, means that a shift in the proportion
of recent users giving a particular reason may tell a
different story than trends in the proportion of the
entire population giving that reason. Therefore, both
types of data were examined.

¢ We conclude from these various findings that the type
of information gathered by self-report from respon-
dents on the reasons for their using various substances
can be very useful in helping to develop an under-
standing of the behavior in a given population or sub-
population and for adding some qualitative under-
standing of some of the cross-time trends in use. In
general, the findings tend to be highly replicable
across independent samples, to show a high order of
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. construct validity, and to show orderly patterns of

change. It should be noted, however, that large
samples are required to attain these outcormes in
surveys of the normal population, given the refatively
low frequency with which many of the illicit
substances are used.

One use of such data, which we view as holding
promise, is to characterize subgroups of users of a
particular substance based on their pattern of reasons
for use. One would expect that somewhat different
predictors, outcomes, and natural histories might be
distinguished for such differentiated subgroups. For
example, people who are primarily social-recreational
users of a drug might have quite different charac-
teristics than those who are primarily using it for self-
medication or other instrumental purposes. No doubt
"pure types" will be in the minority, but we never-
theless believe that such an approach to differen-
tiating subgroups of users holds considerable promise.

Another clear implication from the data is that the
frequently observed tendency to conceptualize and
discuss illicit "drug use" in unidimensional or mono-
lithic terms can be misguided. The different
substances tend to have qualitatively quite different
profiles of reasons for which they are used. While
there does exist a fairly high degree of covariation
among the usage measures for the various substances
—undoubtedly due in considerable part to such general
underlying factors as propensity for risk taking,
willingness to violate social norms, inclination to use
chemicals to alter mood and consciousness, and
involvement In social-recreational drug wuse in
particular—there is still an appreciable amount of
variance in the use of each substance that is not
explainable by use of the other substances. A better
understanding of the more specific and unique reasons
for using particular classes of substances may enhance
our ability to predict, explain, and understand
substance use in all of its forms.
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Implications for Prevention

In a recent chapter for a NIDA research monograph we discussed some
of the implications the results of the current study may have for
prevention strategy.* One is that the data on grade at first use suggest
that at present prevention programs need to begin at quite a young age
if they are to reach youngsters before some "critical mass" of them
have already begun to use drugs, and to proselytize to potential new
users. The point is made that the appropriate age for intervention may
vary over time and by drug. Since cocaine initiation continues into the
mid-twenties, continued prevention efforts with late adolescents and
young adults are called for in the case of that drug, at least.

The dramatic rise in perceived harmiuipess of regular marijuana use,
which occurred during the same historical peried in which daily use
dropped by half, strongly suggests that there may be more of a rational
decision-making component to drug using behaviors than has been
previously supposed. Of course, a concurrent change in attitudes and
related behaviors does not necessarily mean that the change in attitude
caused the change in behavior. Therefore in the chapter we pursue
further evidence that there is such a linkage by looking at trends in the
reasons seniors have given for either abstaining from marijuana use
altogether, or for quitting use. ("Quitters" were defined as those who
have used at least ence in the past, but not at all in the month prior to
the survey, and who said that they probably or definitely would not be
using in the future. "Abstainers" were defined as those who had never
tried marijuana.)

Figure 53 in this report gives the chapter original figures showing trends
in the frequency with which these two groups of seniors have been
checking "concern about psychological damage” and "concern about
physical damage" as reasons for their non-use. They show a
considerable increase over time in the frequency of mentions for these
two reasons in both groups——though particularly among quitters.

Since changes in price or availability might also account for a change in
use, we provide in Figure 54 trends on the Irequency with which these
reasons are mentioned. Clearly they have little or no power to explain
the change in dally use between 1978 and 1983, while the questions
about perceived dangers do. Taken along with the other data from the
study suggesting little or no change among all seniors in perceived
avaijlability for the past ten years, we take this as strong evidence that
"supply side" factors did not account for the downturn, which in turn
suggests that “demand side® factors could, and indeed did. We believe
the increase in the mentions of health concerns as reasons for
abstaining and quitting provides evidence, in addition ta that already
provided by the overall change in perceived risk, that these attitudes

*See Johnston, L.D. The etiology and prevention of substance use:
What can we learn from recent historical changes? In C.L, Jones and
R.]J. Battjes (Eds.), Etiology of Drug Abuse: Implications for Prevention
(NIDA Research Monograph 356) (ADM) 85-1335. Rockville, MD:
National Institute on Drug Abuse, 1985,
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FIGURE 58

Reasons Given for Abstaining From and Quitting Marijnana Use:
Possible Physical and Psychological Harm
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FIGURE 54

Reasons Given for Abstaining From and Quitiing Marijuana Use:
Cost and Availability

60
30+
40+

] ;\"M

Parcent

O Abstainers
O Quitters

B—8—=g—0—0=p=0

Too Expensive

NOTE: Weighted N’s for abatainers range from 1,198 to 1,808 yearly; weighted N's for those

who quit using marijuana range from 787 to 1,067.

76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 76 77 78 79 BO 81 B2 83

Not Available



account for much of the decline in daily use. (In an article currently
under review we will add still further evidence to support that
assertion.)

It is unfortunate that data on perceived risk have not routinely been
gathered for PCP, as well, since we think it likely that increased
knowledge about the very real dangers of that drug also played a role in
its substantial decline in use between 1979 and 1982. However, such
data are not.available to examine the hypothesis. Data on trends in the
perceived risk of L5D in the early 1970's may aiso have told a very
comparable story to that observed for marijuana in the late 1970's and
early 1980's.

If our contention is correct that the dangers perceived to be associated
with a drug influence the likelihood that young people will use it, there
are substantial prevention implications which derive from that fact.
One is that it is important for prevention purposes to establish
scientifically the facts about consequences. Another 15 that it is
important to communicate them in a credible way to young people. Ih
the chapter we argue that "the system” squandered whatever little
credibility it had with young people in the early 1970 by presenting
inaccurate and exaggerated claims in public service announcements
about the effects of many drugs. We argue that the importance of
retaining credibility cannot be overemphasized. In recent years it
appears that the "system" has gained credibility on this issue—in part
because the cautions have come from scientific research communicated
by the press. While we believe that a more active use of the electronic
media for prevention purposes is desirable at this juncture, we also
would caution that the mistakes of the early 1970's not be repeated.

Some ways in which surveys such as the present one might be used more
directly in the prevention process are also listed in the chapter.

1) It appears that young people often have an exaggerated
view of the proportion of their age group who use
drugs—a type of "collective ignorance.” Surveys, there-
fore, might be used to affect normative behavioral
expectations, by showing that "not everybody is doing it,"
whatever "it" may be, either among people of the same
age as the target audience, or among somewhat older
groups who may serve as role models.

2) Survey results may be used in a similar way to influence
perceived normative values, by showing, for example, that
most young people disapprove of even trying all illicit
drugs except marijuana.

3) The images of perceived social connotations of using
various drugs may be influenced by feeding back results on
the images most young people have of being users of
various drugs. The Monitoring the Future study, for
example, released findings on the ways in which smoking
tended to change the manner in which a senior is
perceived by his or her peers—changes which were nearly
ali unfavorable.
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4) The problems reported by users to have resulted from
their use of various drugs may be emphasized. For
example, we have reported elsewhere that of the daily
marijuana users in a recent survey, fully 42% thought the
drug caused them to have less energy, one-third thought it
made them less interested in other activities, one-third
thought it hurt their school and/or job performance, etc.

We conclude the chapter by noting that those trying to prevent drug
involvement on the part of young people are finally moving with the
current, instead of against it, and that the potential for achieving
appreciable results may be better now than at any time in the past
twenty years.

Other Data on Correlates and Trends

Hundreds of correlates of drug use, without accompanying interpreta-
tion, may be found in the series of annual veolumes from the study
entitled Monitoring the Future: Questionnaire Responses from the
Nation's High School Students.* For each year since 1975, a separate
hardbound volume presents univariate and selected bivariate distribu-
tions on all questions contained in the study. Many variables dealing
explicitly with drugs—variables not discussed here—are contained in
that series; and bivariate tables are provided for all questions each year
distributed against an index of lifetime illicit drug involvement. A
special cross-time reference index is contained in each volume to
facilitate locating the same question across different years. One can
thus derive trend data on some 1500 to 2000 variables for the entire
sample, or for important sub-groups (based on sex, race, region, college
plans, or drug involvement).

*This series Is available from the Publications Division, Institute
for Social Research, The University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan
48109.
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Appendix

ESTIMATES ADJUSTED
FOR ABSENTEES AND DROPOUTS

One question which has arisen over the years in regard to this study has
concerned the degree to which the prevalence and trend estimates
derived from high school seniors are an accurate reflection of the
reality which pertains for al! young people who would be in the same
class or age cohort, including those who have dropped out of school by
senior year. In 1985 we published an extensive chapter on this topicina
volume in the NIDA Research Monograph series.* We will attempt in
this Appendix to summarize the main points relevant to this issue of
sample coverage.

First, it should be noted that two segments of the entire class/age
cehort are missing from the data collected each year from seniors:
those who are still enrolled in school but who are absent that day (the
"absentees"}, and those who have formally left school (the dropouts).
The "absentees" constitute virtually all of the non-respondents shown in
the response rate table given in the Introduction to this volume (since
refusal rates are negligible) or about 18% of all seniors (or 5% of the
class/age cohort). Based on our review of available Census data the
dropouts account for approximately 15% of the class/age cohort.

The methods we used to estimate the prevalence rates for these two
missing segments are summarized briefly here. Then, the effects of
adding in these two segments to the calculation of the overall
prevalence rates for two drug classes are presented along with the
impact on the trend estimates. Two illicit drugs have been chosen for
illustrative purposes: marijuana, the most prevalent of the illicit drugs;
and cocaine, one of the more dangerous and less prevalent drugs.
Estimates for high school seniors are presented for both lifetime and
30-day prevalence for each drug.

The Effects of Missing Absentees

To be able to assess the effects on the estimates of drug use of missing
the absentees, we included a question in the study which asks students
how many days of school they had missed in the previous four weeks.
Using this variable, we can place individuals into different strata as a
function of how often they tend to be absent. For example, all students
who had been absent 50% of the time could form one stratum.
Assuming that absence on the day of the administration is a fairly

*Johnston, L.D. & O'Malley, P.M. lssues of validity and population
coverage in student surveys of drug use, In B.A, Rouse, N.J, Kozel, &
L.G. Richards (Eds.), Self-report methods of estimating drug use:
Meeting current challenges to validity. (National Institute on Drug
Abuse Research Monograph 57). Washington, D.C.: UJS. Government
Printing Office (ADM} 85-1402, 1985.
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random event, we can use the respondents in this stratum to represent
all students in the stratum, including the ones who happen to be absent
that particular day. By giving them a double weight, they can be used
to represent both themselves and the other 50% of their stratum who
were absent that day. Those who say they were in school only one-third
of the time would get a weight of three to represent the two-thirds in
their stratum who were not there, and sa forth.

Using this method, we found that absentees as a group have appreciably
higher than average usage levels for all licit and illicit drugs. However,
looking at 1933 data, we found that their omission did not depress any
of the prevalence estimates in any of the drugs by more than 2.7%, due
to the fact that they represent such a small proportion of the total
target sample. (The correction across all 13 drugs in lifetime
prevalence averaged only 1.4%.) Considering that a substantial
proportion of those who are absent likely are absent for reasons
unrelated to drug use—such as illness and participation in
extracurricular activities—it may be surprising to see even these
differences. In any case, from the point of view of instructing policy or
public perceptions, the small "corrections" would appear to be of little
or no significance. (The correction across all 13 drugs in lifetime
prevalence averaged only 1.4%.) Further, such corrections should have
virtually no effect on cross-time trend estimates upless the rate of
absenteeism were changing appreciably; and we find no evidence in our
data that it is. Put another way, the presence of a fairly slight
underestimate which is constant across time should not influence trend
results. Should absentee rates start changing, then it could be argued
more convincingly that such corrections should be presented routinely.

The Effects of Missing Diropouts

Unfortunately, we cannot derive corrections from data gathered from
seniors to impute directly the prevalence rates for dropouts, as we did
for absentees, since we have no completley appropriate stratum from
which we have "sampled." We do know from our own previous research,
as well as the work of others, that dropouts have prevalence rates for
all classes of drugs substantially higher than the in-school students. In
fact, the dropouts may not be too dissimilar from the absentees.

We have consistently estimated the proportion who fail to complete
high school to be approximately [5%; Figure ~-1 displays the
completion rate for the years 1972 through 1985 based on Census data.
As the figure indicates, completion rates {and the complement, dropout
rates) have been quite constant over this interval for persons 20-24
years old.* (Younger age brackets are more difficult 1o use because
they include some who are still enrolled in high school.) Monitoring the
Future probably covers some small proportion of the 13%, in fact, since
the survey of seniors takes ptace a few months before graduation, and

*1J.S. Bureau of the Census. Current Population Reports Series P-
20, various numbers. Washington, DC: US. Government Printing
Ofifice, various years.
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FIGURE A-1

High School Completion by Persons 20-24 Years Old, 1972-1985
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not everyone will graduate, On the other hand, perhaps 1% to 2% of the
age group which Census shows as having a diploma get it through a
General Equivalency Degree and thus would not be covered in
Monitoring the Future. (Elliot and Yoss report this result for less than
2% of their sample in their follow-up study of 2617 ninth graders in
California who were followed through their high school years.)* So
these two factors probably cancel each other out. Thus, we use 15% as
our estimate of the proportion of a class cohort not covered.

Extrapolating to Dropouts From Absentees. To estimate the drug usage
prevalence rates for this group we used two quite different methods.
The first was based on extrapolations from seniors participating in this
study. Using this methods we developed estimates under three different
assumptions: that the difference between dropouts and the seniors who
participated in the study was equivalent to {a) the difference between
absentees and participating seniors, (b) one and one-half times that
difference, and (c) twice that difference. The last we would consider a
rather extreme assumption. (The method for calculating prevalence
rates for the absentees is the one described above.)

The second general method involved using the best recent national data
on drug use among dropouts—namely the National Household Surveys on
Drug Abuse.** While these surveys have rather small samples of
dropouts in the relevant age range in any given year, they should at
least provide unbiased estimates for dropouts still in the household
population.

Using the first method of estimation, we found that, under the
assumption that dropouts are just like absentees, no prevalence rate was
changed by more than 5% over the estimate based on 1983 seniors only,
even with the simultaneous correction for both absentees and dropouts.
The largest correction in 1933 invelved marijuana, with lifetime
prevalence rising from just under 60% to 64%. Even under the most
extreme assumptiom—which resuits in exceptionally high prevalence
rates for dropouts on all drugs, for example 90% lifetime prevalence for
marijuana—the overall correction in any of the prevalence figures for
any drug remains less than 7.5%, Again, marijuana shows the biggest
correction (7.5% in annual prevalence, raising it from 6% uncorrected
to 54% corrected for both absentees and dropouts). As we would have
expected, the biggest proportional change occurs for heroin, since it
represents the most deviant end of the drug-using spectrum and thus
would be most associated with truancy and dropping out.

*Elliott, D. and Yoss, H.L, Delinquency and dropout. Lexington,
MA: DC Heath-Lexington Books, 1974,

**Fishburne, P,M., Abelson, H.l., and Cisin, . National Survey on
Drug Abuse: Main Findings 1979 (National Institute on Drug Abuse].
Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office (ADM) 80-976, 1980.
Also see Miller, 1.D., et al. National Survey on Drug Abuse: Main
Findings 1932 (Natlonal Institute on Drug Abuse). Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office (ADM) 83-1263, 1983,
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Extrapolating From the Household Surveys, The second method of
estimating drug use among dropouts was by comparing the household
survey data on dropouts with the data from those remaining in school.
We conducted secondary analyses of the archived data from the 1977
and 1979 National Household Surveys. Analyses were restricted to the
age range 17 to 19 years old, since about 95% of the Monitoring the
Future respondents fall in this range. Of course, the numbers of cases
are small, In the 1977 survey there were only 46 dropouts and I75
enrolled seniors in this age group. In the 1979 survey 92 dropouts and
266 seniors were included.

For marijuana, the estimated differences from the household survey
data came out at a level which was at or below the least extreme
assumption made in the previous method (where dropouts are assumed
to have the same drug use levels as absentees). While this may have
been comforting to the authors of the present report, we must admit
that we believe the household sample underrepresents the more drug-
prone dropouts to some degree. Those without permanent residence
and those in the prison population, to take two examples, would be
excluded from the sample coverage in a household survey. Thus we
concluded that estimates closer to those made under the second
assumption in the previous method may be closer to reality—that is,
that dropouts are likely to deviate from participating seniors by one and
one-half times the amount that absentees deviate from them.

Again, we emphasize that there are a number of reasons for dropping
out, many of which bear no relationship to drug use, including economic
hardship in the family and certain learning disabilities and health
problems. At the national level, the extreme groups such as those in
jail or without a permanent place of residence are undoubtedly very
small as a proportion of the total age group and probably even as a
proportion of all dropouts. Thus, regardless of their prevalence rates,
they would be unable to move the prevalence estimates by a very large
proportion except in the case of the most rare events—in particular,
heroin use. We do believe that, in the case of heroin use—particularly
regular use—we are very likely unable to get a very accurate estimate
even with the corrections used in this paper. For the remaining drugs,
we conclude that our estimates based on participating seniors, though
somewhat low, are not bad approximations for the age group as a whole.

Effrcts of Omitting Dropouts On_Trend Estimates, Whether the
omission of dropouts affects the estimates of trends in prevalence rates
is a separate question, however. The relevant issues parallel those
discussed earlier regarding the possible effects on trends of omitting
the absentees. Most important is the guestion of whether the rate of
dropping out has been changing in the country, since a substantial
change would mean that seniors studied in different years would
represent noncomparable segments of the whole class/age cohort.
Fortunately for the purposes of this study, at least, the data in Figure
A-l indicate a very stable rate of dropping out from 1972 to 1985.
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Given that there appears to be no sound evidence of a change in the
dropout rate, the only reason that trend data from seniors would deviate
from trends for the entire class cohort {including dropouts) would be if
the constant proportion who have been dropouts for some reason showed
trends contrary to those observed among seniors; and even then,
because of their small numbers, they would have to show dramatically
different trends to be able to change the trend "story" very much for
the age group as a whole. There has been no hypothesis offered for such
a differential shift among dropouts which these authors, at least, find
very convincing.

The one hypothesis which is occasionally heard is that more youngsters
are being expelled from school, or voluntarily leaving school, because of
their drug use; and that this explains the recent downturn in the use of
many drugs being reported by the study., However, it is hard to
reconcile this hypothesis with the virtually flat dropout rates over the
fourteen year period displayed in Figure A<, unless one posits a
pertectly offsetting tendency for more completion among those who are
less drug prone—hardly a very parsimonious set of explanations,
Further, the reported prevalence of some drugs has remained
remarkably stable throughout the life of the study (e.g., alcohol, opiates
other than heroin) and the prevalence of some has risen (cocaine and
until recently, amphetamines). These facts are not very consistent with
the hypothesis that there has been a recent increased rate of departure
by the most drug prone. Certainly more youngsters leaving school in
the 3Q's have drug problems than was true in the 60's. (So do more of
those who stay in.) However, they still seem likely to be very much the
same segment of the population, given the degree of association that
exists between drug use and deviance and problem behavicrs of various
sorts.

Summary and Conclusions

In sum, while we believe there is some underestimation of the
prevalence of drug use in the cohort at large as a result of the dropouts
being omitted from the universe of the study, we think the degree of
underestimation is rather limited for all drugs {with the possible
exception of heroin) and, more importantly, that trend estimates have
been cather little affected. Short of having good trend data gathered
directly from dropouts, we cannot close the case definitively,
Nevertheless, we think the available evidence argues strongly against
alternative hypotheses—a conclusion which was also reached by the
members of the NIDA technical review on this subject held in [982.%

.-.the analyses provided in this report show that failure to
include these two groups {(absentees and dropouts) does not
substantially affect the estimates of the incidence and
prevalence of drug use.

*Clayton, R.R. and Voss, H.L. Technica! Review on Drug Abuse
and Dropouts, Rockville, MD: National Institute on Drug Abuse, 1982,
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FIGURE A-2

Estimates of Prevalence and Trends for the Entire Age/Class Cohort,
Adjusting for Absentees and Dropouts
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Examptes of Revised Estimates for Two Drugs

Figure A-2 provides the prevalence and trend estimates of marijuana
and cocaine, for both the lifetime and thirty-day prevalence periods,
showing (a) the original estimates based on participating seniors only;
(b) the empirically derived, revised estimates based on all seniors,
including the absentees; and (c) estimates for the entire class/age
cohort. The last estimate was developed using the assumption judged to
be most reasonable abaove—namely that the dropouts differ from
participating seniors by one and one-half times the amount that the
absentees do, Estimates were calculated separately for each year, thus
taking into account any differences from year-to-year in the
participation or absentee rate. The dropout rate was taken as a
constant 15% of the age group across all years.

As Figure A-2 illustrates, any difference in the slopes of the trend lines
between the original and revised estimates are extremely, almost
infinitesimally, smail. The prevalence estimates are higher, of course,
but not dramatically so, and certainly not enough so to have any serious
policy-implication effects in the interpretation of the data.
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