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,This document presents highlights from the first major publica- '
tion from a natitonal research and reporting series being conduc

at The University of Michigan's Institute for Social Research.*

The series, “ntitled Monitoring the Fugure: A Continping Study .
of the Lifestyles and Values of Youth, is funded through a rey -
search grant fram the National Institute on Drug Abuse. Q .

The two major topics treated here are the current prevalence, of : >
-8rug use among American high school seniors,.and the trends in ‘

use since 1975. Also reparted are prevailing attitudes and beliefs

among American high school seniors concernirg vario‘f;s types of drug

use. . . o . e 0

Eleven, separate classes of drugs are distinguished: marihuana .
(including hashish), inhalants, hallucinogens, cocaine, heroin, :
natural and synthetic opiates other than heroin, stimulants, seda-
tives, tranquilizers, alcohol, and cigarettes. (This particular: -
‘orgamization of drug use classes was chosen to heighten compara-,-,
bility with a parallel publication based on a national héusehoTd:
survey on drug abuse.) In the complete volume from which- these
highlights are excérpted, a full.chapter is devoted teTeaclr of |
the eleven drug classes. . o

. 4 Yoy .
Except for the findings on “alcohol and"cigargttes,- ﬁirt&&lly_ all
of the information repoyted here deals with 1llicit drug use., .
Respondents were asked to exglude any_.occasiofis dh which, they had
used.any of the psychotherapeutic drugs under gnedical supervision. -
Data on the medically supervised use’of such drugs are contained .
.in the larger volume. ) .
- 4 . i
‘We have 'chosen to fochs considerable attention on drugruse at the ) &ﬁ
higher frequency levels ‘rather. than simply reporting proportions ¢ A} Ve

¥

S

who have ever used various drugs. This is done to help differen- i
tidte levels of seriousness, or extent, of drug involvement:
While we may yet lack any public consensus of what levels of use

- ) >
r '[\ : . < ‘ N ’ 4 A

-~ . - . i A .

{ ‘ -
*Those‘ interested in obtaining a copy of the 1arge{ volune .,
may write to the National Clearinghouse for Drug Abuse Informagion, .
National Institute on Drug Abuse, 5600 Fishers lane, «Rockviid€, .
Maryland 20857. ) : , RPEPC I
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

+ it contains data on.perceptions *of drug availability, on grade .of )
“~first use, and on. probabilities of  future use. Me_thodologicailTa
e

. . . .
v

. o . . - '

. \ . s e
. constitute '"abuse,'' there is, surely a consensus that heavier

levels of use“are more likely to have detrimental effects for’ the
user and sogiety than are lighter levels. Therefo®e, it is im-
portant to deal not only with the breadth but also with the depty
of youthful involvement in drug use. .

QuY(e a.number of topics are included in the larger yvolume which
could not, be included in these highlights. In addition to’de-
tailed.treatment of each of the ‘eleven categories. of drug’ usage,

1 4

issues treated there include detaifed sampling procedures, fi

- procedures, procedures- to protect Jonfidentiality, questionnaire

content, representativeness, validfty, Treliability, response
rates, sampling errors apdlccnfi ce. intervals. * -,

§ ' ‘ Y N
- ‘l. L ‘I

w ‘
' s’ ‘ . '

Young people are often at the leading edge of social change. This
has been particularly true in the case ‘of drug use. The surge ip
‘i1licit drug use during the last decade has proven to be primarily
a youth phenamenon, with.onset of use most likely to occur during .
adolescence. From.one year to the next particular drugs rise oy .

. -
Purposes and Rationale

fall in popularity,”and related prpblems occur for yduth, for —
their families, for goveimmental agenci'es, and for society as a .
whole. . , : : ) ;¥

- ¢

+ \One of the major purposes of the Monigpring'thc Future series is
* to develop an accurate picture of the current situation and of

current trends. A .rasorably accurate assessment of the'basic
size and contours 'of the problem of §1licit drug use among young
Americans is an important starting place for rational public de-
bate and policymaking.” In the absence of relfable prevalence
data, substantial misconceptions can develop and resources can ’he
misallogatéd.  In the absence of reliable data on trends, early
detection and localization of emerging problems arc more diffi- -
cult, and asscssments of the impact of major historical and.
policy-induced cvans arc much more conjectural. * 3

»*

Iy >

The Monitoring the Future s$tudy has a number of purposes othet

than prevalence and trend. estimation--purposes which are not
addressed in this volume. Among them are: gaining a better
understanding of the lifestydes-and valye orientations associ-
ated with various pattc#hs ﬁ% drug use and monitoring how those
orientatiens ara shifting, over, tipe; determining the immediate
arid more general aspects of the social enviromment which are
associated with drug use and ubusc; determining ﬁﬁw drug use is
affected by major transitions in social.enviromment (such as
entryctinto military service, Givilian anployment, .college, un-
employment) or in social rqﬁcs (marriage, parenthood); distin- \
guishing age effects from, ohort and period effcets in determin-
ing drug use; detemmining the effects of social legisiatione

.
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| in particular marihuana decriminalization--on all’ typgs of drug
‘use; %ﬂetemining the changing connotatians of drug use and.
- changing’ patterns of multiple drug use among yputh- o

This wolume, whioch .is' the first in a series, is intended to pro- 1 o0
—aide a.relatively accurate picture of the drug experiences and - n
_attitudes of éach high school-class in the United States, beginh- A
" ming with the class of _1975: 'More importantly, it is intended to N
monitor accurately changes fram-one year to another, both for -
"* high school seniors as a whole and for particular subgroups.
" The movement towArd social reporting’ continues to ‘gain momentum ’
in, this country. Perhaps ho area is more clearly appropriate - .. .
- for the application of eystematic research and reporting than the -
dryg field, given its rapid rate of change; its importarice for
- the well-being of the nation, and the amount of legislative and oL ®
-administrative intérvention addressed to jt.. This study. is in-
tended to ‘contribute to such a system of social reporting and
research. . / . '
. 4 . P
) - , . * - , !

"Research Design and Procedures

The basic research design involves data collections. from high’ -
~ school seniors during the.spring of each year, beginning with the ..
class 1975. Each ‘data collection- takes place ’in approximately
125 public and private hjgh schools selected to provide an accu- (
ratg cross section of high school seniors throgghout the United '
-~ Sgdtes. - : r . ‘
. < N f - Ve /
Reasons for Focusing on High School Seniors. Thére are ~seve;ra'.l\
- - Teasons for chogpsing the senior year of high' school as an optimal (
point for monitéring. the dru} use and related attitudes of youth.
First, the campletion of high school represents the end of an’
important developmental stage in this society, %ince it demar- J
cates both the end of universal pyplic education.and, for nany, *
the-end of living ;W the parental home. Therefore, it is a . ‘
logical point at which to take stock of the dmmulated influences
of these two. enviromments on American youth. I}‘urthef, the comple
tion of higH school reffresents the jufping-off @oint frem which .
young people diverge into widely differing "social enviromments { .t
. ahd experiences. Finally, there aré some important practical
advantages to building a system of data collections around samples .
of high schodl seniors. The last year of high schoo ‘onstitutes
‘the final point at which a reasonably good national le of an
‘age-specific cohort can be drawm and studied economically. The ' L
« need for systematically repeated, large-scale samples fgan which’
‘to make Teliable estimates of change requires that considerablb,’
stress.be laid on efficiency and feasibility; - the present design
meets those Trequirements. =

-

One limitation in the design is that it does not ihclude in the "

. target population®Hose ypung men and women’who drop out of high

- N S g N s ~(

¢ 238-317078-32 L ff
\ ' : o t




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. cohort, The omission of high school drepouts does introdice .

 Sampling Procedures. The procedurk for securmg a natmm;y
-, sample of high school seniors is a multi-stage‘one. Stage”’l
* the selection of particulag geegraphic areas, Stagé 2 is the

- selection of one or more. hixh schools in eac}{ area, and Stage 3

- il
. - - 4
v . \ R . . .

school/befdre graduation--between 15 and 20 percent of each age

.

biases in the'estimation of cwrtain characteristics,of the entiré .
age group; however, for most purposes, the small proportion of . .

"L dropouts sets Duter limits on the bias.. .Further, sinceé the bias.

from missing dropouts should xemain just about ‘constant’ fram Year
ta year, thﬁ;n omiSsion 'shduld introduce little or no’bias into
the Various Xypes of change being estimated for the majority of

- the populatfon. In fact, we suspect. that the changes observed - °

over time for those W dre high school graduates-are likely to
parallel the chapges £0r dropouts .in most instances.

. t - oot
. . . ' . ) . . ’
. V] - + .

L

is the selection of senlcys’wn:hln,each mgh school ;" ‘ 4 '

This threc-stage sampllnf> procedure t'mldcd the follbwing -numbers

of participyting schools and students: : . . ‘/:_/
. j N 3 ' ' (‘ .
o . N\, Class | C(lass Class «
) : N of.. of - +of | N
L 1975 1976, © 1977 3 .
Number of public schools 1T e 18 . 108 -
Number of privdge schools . 14 | 15 16
.2 X . N - |
Total number of schoo . 125 s 123~ 24 M
. Voo .
. \
Total ndmber of students 15,791 16,678- ~ 18,436
. . 3 g

Questionnaire Administration. About ten days .before_the admini- -
stration students-are given flvers explainigg the study. The

actual questionnaire adpinistrations are conducted by the local
Survey Research Center .representatives .and thelr assistants, fol- - .
lowlhg standArdized procedyres deta®™ed in a pI'O_]C‘(,t instruction
mamial. The questionnaires} are administered in classrooms during

a normal-class period whepeyer possible; however, cirgumstances *

in somtf‘s(.hools rcqunc thef usc-&r argcr group admmlstr"zt'lonq

v~

-

Questionnaire Format. Hcc,ausc many quc-t10n5 are necded to cover

' (111 0\f the topic arcas in the study, mich of the qucstlonnalre
‘content is divided into five different questionnaire forms (which ¢ .

arc’ distributed to participants in an ordered sequence that 7
insures five virtually identical subsamples). About one-third of -
each questionnaire form cohsists of key or 'core" variables which
ar¢ common to all forms. ALl dcmogmphu variables, and ncarly
all of the dvug usé variables included in th{;rcport, are in-

cluded An this ''core' set of measures. . f
. - [ e
l -
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_.Representativeness and Validity -

*%chool Pagticipation! Schools are invifed ‘to-participate in the

study for a two-year period, q{n‘d with only one exception each .\
, 'school in the original sample,’ after partitipating for ofie year
~ of the'study, has agreed to participate for a second yeax, De-

the year, from 66% to 80% of the schoels initially
: P K j '
- g*similar school (ingte

s t06~d0 50} for-each;school-refusal; -
g *of size, geographic area, urbanicity, .
et¢.) fs recruitéd as a replacement. The selection of replice-
~-ment sthools almost entirely removes problems of bias ip region,
“urbanitity, and the like that might result from certain schools
. refuging to partiTipate. - Other potential biases are more subtle,
" however.” 1f, for example; it turned out that most schools with

- wdryy problems” refused to participate, that would seriously bias °
the sample. And if any other single factor were dominant in most’

- yefusals, 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 happéenstance ‘everts; only’
a small,proportion sp?:ifically object to the drug content of - °
the sugvey. . Thus ‘we teel fairly confident that schéol refusals
+ - have not s’“erioxjf&y biased the surveys. -
. - e AR
Studént Participation. Completed guestionna'ires are obtained:_
~ fram about three-fourths-of all sampléd students in participat- -
ing schools. The single most important reason that students are
‘missed is absence from Tlass at the time of data collection; ‘in
most cases it is not workable.to schedule a special follow-up
data collection ‘fer absent syfidents. . Students with fairly high
.‘'rates of absenteeisi also repBrt above*average rates of drug use;
therefore, there is some degree of bias jntroduceéd by missing the
absentees. That bias cauld be largely corrected through the use,
of special weighting; however, it was decided not to do so .
° begause the bias in pverall drug use ¥stimates was determined to
be quite small, and because the rfecessary weightirg procedur,as
. ‘would have introduced undesirable camplications (Appendix A of

. the mainu‘lreport provides a discussion #f this point). Of course,

same students are not ‘absent, but simply rafuse “to complete or
_turn in the questionnaire... However, interviewers in.the field
estimate this proportion -at below 3 pefcent, d perhaps,as low
as 1 percent. ?n '

&

Accuracy of the Sample.” For purposes of this‘introduction, it is,
., sufficient to note that drug use estimates based on the total
sample for 1977 have confidence intervals that average about +1%
(as shown in Taple 1, confidence intervals’vary, from +2.0% to .
"+ smaller than +0.4%, depending on the drug). THis ‘means that had -
" "“we been able to ‘invite gkl schools and all seniors in the 48 :
coterminous states to ¥articipate,.the results from such a massive
survey should be within about one percentage point of our present
et e

. e -
‘w
'
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<,
. . .

%



¢ .
findings for most drugs at least 95 tifes out,of 100. We consider
this to be a high level of accuracy, and one that permIts the de-
~tection of fairly small.changes from one year to the next.
™ 2 t N )

. Consistency and the Measurement of Trends. ‘One other pdint is i,

- worth notihg in a discussion of the validity of our+findings. The V
“ ‘Monitoring the Future project is, by intention, a study designed -

" to- be sensitive to changes from one time to another. Accordingly,

. the measures and procedures have been standardized and applied
fconsistently across each data collection. To the extent that any’
biases remain because of limits in school and/or student partiti-
pation, and to the extent that therc are d@stgy’cions (lack of !
validity) in the-responses of some students, it seems very likely
that sukth problems will exist in. much the same way from one year
to the next. In other ds, biases in the survey estimates will
R - ted to be consistent fromone year to another, which means that

) our measurement of trends should be affected very little by any
- _such hiases. ’ . - i . ’ )
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PREVALENCE OF DRUG USE ]

’ 6’ #

This section sumiarizes the levels of drug use reported by the
class of 1977. 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, recgion,of the country, and population
densitylor urbanicity). 7

. ‘ e

. .

- Prevalence of Drug Use in.1977: All Seniors

Lifetime, Monthly, and Annual Prevalence

e Uix in every ten seniors (61.6%) report illicit drug
- use at, some time ,in their lives. However, a substan-
tial proportion of ‘them have used only marihuana
(25.8% of the sample, or 42% of all illicit users).
e About one-third of the ceniors (35%87) report using
an [llledt drug other than marihuana at some time.*

e " Figure A gives a ranking of the various drug classes
on the basis of their ljfetime prevalence figures.

. e Marihuana i by far the moat widely used illicit
/ drug with 56% reporting some use in their lifetime,
48% reportjng some use in the past vear, and 35% use
in the past month. :

e The most widely used of the other illicit drugs are
stimulants (23% lifetime prevalence) followed by two
" other classes of psychotherapeutic drugs: tranquil-
izers (18% lifetime prevalence) and sedatives (17%
lifetime prevalence.)**

e Next come haliucinogens (such as LSD, THC}!PCP,
mescaline, peyote) which have been used by about one
in every seven students (14% lifetime prevalence).

S » ‘

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i *Jse of "other illicit drugs" includes any use of hallucino-

gens,,éocaine, or heroin or any usec of other opiates, stimulants,
- sedatives, or tranquilizers not under a doctor's orders. )

~ #x0nly use which was not medically supervised is included in
the figures cited in this chapter. ~

o

256-217 (Y - 78 = 3} v

M



TABLE 1

. Prevalence (Percent LCver ‘Used) of Eleven Types of Drugs: Observed
) Estimates and 95% Confidence Limits, Class of 1977

’ f

(Nx= 17116)

< ) il
: ) g Lower Observed . Upper
L oy L Limith estimate Limith
. Marihuana ) b 56.4 58.4
. 1‘Inha,1zglts ) - 19,8 11.1 11.9
| " Hallucinogens 1o, 13.9 15.1
Cocatne a.i 10.8 . 17.9
Heroin - s 1.8 C oo
Other Opiates” \‘/ g.i 10.3 11.1
' Stimulants® vrr 23.0 - BN
_ Sedatives® R o174 18.7
‘ Tramilfidizers” ' e 18.0 19.4
' _ Alcohoy ap.e 92.5 93.7
Cigarettes . AN 75,7 TS

a . . L
“Only drug use which was not under a doctor's orders is included
<" herc. . »

b. ' . : . , . oy
The 955 confiderice interval is an estimate of the range within

which the true value tor all seniors :1/~tho Uni?d States lies.
Sampling theery indicates that the trge value sHould be within
the 955 conf}dcntc interval 9% out o) 100 times. :

Y,

O
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T FIGURE A f N\ v
Lifetime, Annual, and Thirty-Day Prevalence of Use, —_—
: (and Recency of Use) for Eleven Types of Drugs, Class of 1977 . A
v C - | :
)
. s ] \ L - Y .
100 . ’ - v : . «
. KEY - ] ) 93 /o)
90
Used Drug, but Not
o in Past Yeor.
8o £ E ol 1] | Used inPast Year, 76%)“
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About one in every nine or ten students h sed
«.oalants (11%), cocaine (11%), ar

t.-roin (10%).
L. 3

nly 1.8% of the sample admitte l?*

heroin, the most infrequently

piates other than

‘T using any
iy, #® ’

These illicit drugs remain in about the same order

when ranked by their prevalence in the most recent.mo
and in the most recent year, as the data in Figure A
The major change in ranking occurs for

thhalants, ‘which, unlike any other drug, are used in
the senior year by only a small proportion of those

)illustratq.

who -had ever used ‘them.

This occurs because inhalants

‘tend to be used primarily at an earlier age.

*Use of either of "the two major licit drugs, alcohol .

.and cigarettes, is still more widespread than use of

any of -the illicit

drugs.

Nearly all students have .

tried .alcohol (93%) and the great majority (71 ) have
used it in the past ‘month.

and 38%

) /Daiiy Prevalenee

~

-

_ Some 76% report hav1ng tried C1garettes at some t1me,
smoked at least sope in the past month.

Frequent use of these drugs is of greatest concern
fram a health and safety viewpoint.
Figure B show the prevalence of daily or near daily

use of the various
except cigarelttes,

For cigarettes,’

ilasees of drugs:

Table 6-and

For all drugs,

espondents are consddered da{ly
users if they indigate that they had used the drug
on twenty or more occasions in the preceding 30 daysi

more c1ga5ettes per day.

they explicitly state use of one or

[

The” displays show that ciparettes are used daily by
more of the. rospondcnt\ (29%) than*any of the other-
fact, 19.4% say they smoke half‘a—
vack or more per. dav.

ﬁrug classes. In

n ‘az’tu-uluuu importint

now nced i

group (3.1%).
- .)tdnzif at .17,
Desa than 19

any of the i1llicit

Ly by a .:uL tantial

v

drugs other

50 report’ usuperyised daily u

L2%, and

dld LOmdeJhlo figure for tro o
for opiates other

10

L

.

Sindling 1o that'marilugna is
Sraction of thé¢ age
’“l.wﬁ proportion us z',ng afeohol dgfily

¢

of the respondents report daily use of -

than marihuana. Still,
mphetamines, and
ors 1s .3%, for

than heroin .2%.

q}h
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R {ile very low, Lhcsgf;:;lres are not inconsequential
{ consgtdering) that 1% of each high school tlass repre-
sents about/ 30,p00 individuals. . =~
R
e Not surprisingly, given the strenfth and duration of
their effects, jhallucinogens are used on a daily basis

by only.about {1% of the sample. Cocaineialso is used )
daily by only about .1% of the sample.

— |
' e Virtually no r&spondents (less than .05%) rapért.&éily
‘ use of inhalants or heroin in senior year. However, ‘
in the opinion of thqfiﬁvestigatoré heroin is the drug - °
most likely to be underreported in surveys, soO tge
. ) absolute prevalence figures may be somewhat understated.

v
'

Prevalenc@@Comﬁ@?isons for Important Subgroups '
- 7 T

»

Sex\Di fferences ' _ : o S :

e _ n general, higher prbportions of males than females .
are impolved in drug use, especially heavy drug use; 4
howevgr, this picture is a complicated one (see Table 2).

- .. e Overall marihuana use 1is somewhat higher among males,

and daily.use of marihuana is_substantially higher
among males *(12.4% vs. 5.6% for females in 1977).

e On most other flliéit drugs males have considerably
higher prevalence rates. The annual prevalerice for
inhalarfts,, cqeaine, and heroin tends to be two to
three times ds high among males as amopg females.

Males also have substantially higher rates of use for
f:%§¥a11ucinogcns, opiates other than heroin, and sedatives.

o - -

- ®HFurther, males account for a disproportiopate number of

.the heavy users of these drugs. - =
7 . . ‘
e Annual prevalence for the use of stimulants is about N
equal. for both scxes, though more of the frequent
‘- users are female than male. Slightly,more female= 3
than males also are using tranquilizers, bat -
quent use occurs about cqually for bot™ -
ot ke i _7‘«’1}& that rost o St drugs an s
sope meles Fhan remales, about equal propor uf
hoth gores raport at least some tllicit use ‘rugs
dhop than mariieew Jduring the last year (e Flgure
n). 1f one thinks of poidg beyond marihuana as an

important threshold point in the sequence of illicit
drug use, then equal proportions of both sexes (26%
for males vs. 250 for females) wfrc willing to Cross
that tiweshold af leastronce durdng the vear. The

(89}
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TARLF 7 .
. | | N ‘ .
Apnvua Prevalence of Use of Eleven Types of Drugs by Subgroups, Class of 1977 .

A

Loy % Evg ;i
SRUREN 1
H m %=1 .

EERERERN 30

—

Dsmios ' 6 30 88 ¢ 08 64 13 4 10.8';87/"0’ 19.4
’ ) ‘ : ,.'.. ) ’ { o L
o [ L K
Wl - B2 518 3 2 13160 /R0 w2 00 1
fle . 0 L4 65 49 04 LS4 D4 o4 L4 B3 18
pHlege Flars: T |
Nme orwder dyrs ST 47, W6 81 LL &0 W5 RS WIoWME %9 o
Caplee 4 i 34029, 64 55 05 47 LS 8L 9D 865 L2
a L . ) U.., ' ) . . ’

gion: | ST ' 1 o

Northeast 35 4l W6 1907 66 68 10 04 N8 N2

North Central -~ 81 42 97 63 LB TS B IS L0 W4 N3
 Suth s 33 68 60 09 S2 By L3414 B0 88
st 08 30 82 102 05 60 160 75 %6 825 4ILS
opulation Density: | , o -
* Large S84 500 340 09 86 05 61 153 98 96 4. 1
* Other SIGA B9 36 41 7308 163 I WT 14 CE6 188
Non-SVSA L4215 S8 LD 624 189 103 10 834 1%5

4

LBasegl on 30-day preva:llence of a half pack a day of cigarettes, or more, Amual prevalnce is not available,
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d1fferencé 11es in ‘thé number,of dlfferent Nillicit

i gs taken by the male.vs. femaleusers, and the .
equencyen\th whig? they use. them. :

" @ Greater han occasional uSe of alcohal tends to be-
dlsproporGIOnately concentrated ’ among males. ‘Daily -

o ‘wse, . for example,' is reported by 8.6% of the mades’

Yy bUt~hy only 6% of the females. :

. . »

(3 Flnally, for c1garettes, thete Ls pract1ca11y no sex . -
*difference in the prevalence of smoking. a half-a-pack
‘ or more daily (19.7% for. males vs. 18.9% for fena%q”)g
L although among these regular.smokers males appear %to |
consume a somewhat higher quantity of cigarettes.

~ o . . ’ )
o Différences Related to Co}le&e.Plans% - ‘ \’ .
. .- s
. i Overall, seniors who are expecttng to complete Sfour
years of colldge (referred to here uas the "eollege-
s, bound") have lower ratas of illicit drug use than
’ ‘ . those who, are not (see Tﬂblg 2).
- A ) ‘Annual mar1huana use 1s reported by 439 of the Lollege—

bouﬁd and 51% of the noncollegd-boupd.

hebe two groups using illicit drugs other than
marihuana: In 1977 only 21% of the college -bound, #
teported any such behavior in the prior year vs. 30% <
of the noncollege bound. .

://fﬁ:ge is a 5ubbtantlal difference in the proport1on of
1

R
e For all of the specific illicit drugs, “annual preva-
lence is Tower for the college-bound:y in fact()the‘
prevalence rates tend to.be about half again as large
(or more) for the ndncollege-bound ds for the college?
. bound on all illicit drugs except marihuana and ~
o stranquilizers, as Table 2 illustrates.

*

® fFrequent hee of W1l of the 1llicit.&ugss is even more
disproportionately concentrdted among students not
planning four Jearﬂ~of college.
4
Frequent alcohol use is also more prevalent among the
noncollege-bound. For example, drinking on a daily
basis is twice as common at 8.0% for the noncollege-
¢ bhound vs. 4.0% for the college-bound. On the other
hand, there arc practically no differences b en
\w the groups in, annual or monthly prevalence; ” of -
the nO”COILGgi%}SUHd vs. 87% of the collcge—hound '
used alcohol at least once during thg past year,: 73%
ve, 69% used 1t at least once in the past month.:
’
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s, o ¢.. The ;t‘rgest) difference of all betwecen the college-’plans
. groups ‘involves datly-sm kinki Only 11% of the college-

‘ " . .bqund 'sméke.;a hglf- a-pack or mqre daily, compared with
*« ., ' 27% of the nongollegé-bouhd. L
. / he

. B W . ~ -
\. ) !1\ ) . \ . A ] LI <,

Ty
‘

. . Regional Differences. ' - ' TR oY

‘ L]

P e In general, there are mot very great }egio'nal differ-

2N v emteyin 1977 in rates-of'illicit drug usesamong high

| SR “schodl seniors. The highest,rate 'is ip the Northeast, *
4 . .e> .  where 57% sdy-tHey have used a driig ilfieitly ig the®
R past y%'a"r, follewed by the North ntral wi 1’1 52%, the

“ v .t West with 50%,-and the South with 46%.

- @ There is even Ie‘ss,regiqﬁgi ’\/-a‘r'ation in terms of the . .

N . percent using, some illicit drug=other than marihuana
e in the past yea'r':\ZS% in. the Northeast, 28% in the
. . - North Central, 26% 'in the West, and 23% in the South.-
Ao v Lo - -
ot ® - As Table 2 illustrates, the Northeast shows the highest

" » annual. zate’ on.marihuana and hallucinogens. The North -
. . Central shows the h,ighesit,’ra'tes on stimulants. The
West 'shoCls the highest anriual prevalence of cocaine
use, while the ‘South -shows the highest for tranquilizer
“ .. ' use and the lpwest for mirihuana, hallucinogens, ‘and-
;o stimulants. However, these findings should be. taken
.. with a grain of salt, since a number of the regional
R differences-are quite small. (Sée Table 2.)
\., » - > . X N \
@ - ® Alcohol use tends to be soméwhat lower in the South
- and West tHan it is in the Northeast -and North Central.

¢
LY

e The largest tegional differences occur for regular
¢ cigarette smoking. In the Northeast 243 say ‘they

: ”f : . smoke hdlf-a-pack or more per day of cigarettes com- 4
# pared with 20% in the North Central, 19% in the
. . . Sotth, and only 12% in the West. " . e
g / . - .
' Differences Related to Population Density .. )

. Three levels of population density (or urbanicity) <
-have been distinguished foz” analytical Jpurposes:
S (1) Large SMSAs, which-are the.twelve largest
- ~ Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas in the 1970
] - Census; (2) Other SMSAs, which are the remaining
' Standard Metropplitan Statistical Areas; and (3) Non-
SMSAs, which arg sampling areas nxt designated as

" metropolitan.
) » Overall illicit drug use is highéest in the largest:
Z metropolitan areas (56% annual prevalence), slightly
e ’ . s
; ]
¢ 15 TSN
Lo 4y

256217 0 - 78 - 4
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lower ip the other metgopblitan areas {52%),- and
lgWest: in the nonmetro§olitan areas’ (45%). -

v N P . - J
There is less variation in the’ proportion using

illicit drugs other than marihuana: 27% ual - .
} prevalence in the largest cities, 27% in the other

cities, and 24% in the normetropolitan areas.

For speciéic‘: drugst the greatest urbanicjty dif-
ferences seem to occur for marihuana, which has an
* annual prevalence of 53% in t;? large cities but.

only 41% in the nonmet‘ropoli% .areas (Table 2).

i » - .
The use of hallucinogens and cocaine also is posi-
‘sively correlated with urbanicity, though less
strongly. Annual valencq of alcchol use is
s . positively correlag&xbut daily drinking is not.
. v ’ : ]

¢ l
. N

. . . N
PR
»
- . o . . TN
. . =
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o 'RECENT TRENDS ' .
TN ’ -
< ) . . \ - © ’ s

This section §mixmriqés ,trén\ds' in drug ué,' tamparing /the clgéses e T
of. 1975, 1976, and 1977.° As<in the prg¢vious section, the data in- - _
clude lifetime use, use during the gaslt year, use durimg the past ;
month, daily use, and COlUp&)).‘j_.SOIl\S‘O key subgroups. ” / -
-0 * . e .hv v ' .
. d . s . ¥ . < S . ’
. ' Trends <in-Prevdlence 1975-1977: All Seniors - o - .
., ~Q ’

N By

+ Coa .
 F

Trendy in Lifetime, Annual, and Monthly Prevalence  ° o

S Te .T%e past two'years have witnessed an appreb%ablq"risé o y
E}\{ﬂ ' in marthuank uge without any bomcomitant inereage in . !
( / the proportiomusing other ttlicit subftances. While . ‘
T 47% of the alass!of 1975 used marihuang at least once .
ceel during theirvlifetime, fully 563 of thé class of 1977

oo " had done so (Table 3). .The cogresponding trend in ® .. °

annual marihuana prevalence is

from-40% to
(Table 4). ' oL

48% «
| e

\

N ® There<has been no increase in sthe proportion who are
P users of illieit druge other%than marihuana (Figlre C).

C This proportion has’remained steady over the dast

. thrée years at about 36% for. lifetime' prevalence and
about 26% for annual prevalence. -

® Because of "the increase in marihuana use, the ‘guerall
proportion of senions imvolved in illicit drug-use has
been increasing. About 62% of the class of 1977 report
having used some illicit drug at least once during
’ their 1ifetime, compared with 55% of the class ‘of 1975.
S Annual prevalence figures have risen from 45% fo 51%
v over the. same interval (see Figure C). :

° Althoug'h' the proportien using other illicit drugs has
‘remained unchanged over the last, two years, some .
interesting changes have been occurring for specific ) "
drugs within the class. (See Tables 3, 4, and 5 for 7
recent trends in lifetime, annual, and monthly preva-
lence figures for each class of d gs.) '

' ® There has. been a decline over the past two years in the
prevalence of hallucinogen use among seniors. ‘Annual
prevalence has dropped by, about 2.4%, from 11.2% in

: 1975 to 8.8% in 1977--a statistically significant shift.

17
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“/ ) x L TABLE 3 . )
L . ' . - - .
o Trends in Lifetime Prevalencé qf Eleven Types of Drugs
JL( . ' o <
) r ~
- . Percent ever used
I, - . ; ’
- “Class  Class Clas}
AR N of - of ‘of 176-177
D 1975 .. 1976 1977 change
. e . 2272 29706y =2/7 ehange
Co Y .. N = (9408) (15885) [17116)
/ , - - - o
Marlhuana -« 47.3 . 4‘ " 52.8 . 56.4 +3.6 88
Inmlants ' NA - 010.3 11.1 . +0.8 |
\ Hallucmo/ 16.3 ‘1.1 139 L.
Cocame . 9.0 9.7 ©10.8 . +1.1
Herodn : - b2 1.8 1.8~ 0.0 -
v B
Other oplates 9.0 9.6 21003 (0.7
, , \ oL .
A S ‘
T . a . h
Stimulants 23.3 22.6 23.0 _\+o.4
( Sedatives® 18.2 17.7 17.4° -0.3
© Tranquilizers®  17.0 16.8 18.0 412
Alcohol ’ 90.4 91.9 '92.5 +0.6
Cigarettes 73.6 > 75.4 75.7 +0.3
- T

NOTES: Level of significance of d1fference between 1976 andv1977
g= .05, ss = .01, sss = .001.

NA indicates question not asked.

L

Only drug use which was not undcr a doctor's ordcr< is included
here.

18
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. : LAN
o f . . TABLE 4
@ . . .o
RY . - B
¥ l N .
- : Trends_in Amnual Brevalence of Eleven Types of Drugs’ o
) . . . A P Y J
' ‘ Percenui who used in last twelve months
- . . s L SR ’ :
7 2 Class .- Class - Class
. of of - . of \ 176-177
. 1975 . 1976 1977 % change . ,
1 v
N N = (9410) . (15345) (17047) .
. P > ’ ’ i RN . oo e
Marihuana 40.0 44.5 44716 . +3.1 88 .
. , . . -
"~ Inhalants ' A 3.0 T 37 C+0.7 8
’ B ' , ' ~
s Hallucinogens 11.2 9.4 8.8 -0.6
. ’ - F . -
Cocaine . 5.6 . 6.0 . | 7.2 /+J.2.ss A
Heroin’ 1.0 L0808 0.0
Other opiates®” .- 5.7 57 el ’ +0.7 6 . 'f
Stimulants® ° 16.2 15.8 16.3  +0.5
 Sedatives® 11.7 10.7 10.8 +0.1
o .
" Tranquilizers? 10.6 10.3 10.8  +0.5
*
Alcohol 84.8 85.7 87.0 +1.3
Cigarettes . NA NA 'NA NA :
. ‘ N
. NOTES: Level of significance of difference betWeen 1976 and 1977: e
- s = .05, ss = .01, sss = 1. :
“ NA indicates question not asfed. ,
&

Only drug use which was not under-a doctor's orders is 1nc1uded
heres: ‘

19
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. TABLE 5

Fewe - Trends in Thirty-Day Prevalence of Eleve&n Types of Drugs

5 Percent who used in last thirty days
£ Class . -Class Class v
' : , of T of - of . '78-177
& 11975 1976 1977 ohange
.~ N = (9404) (15377) (17087)
] . A ) : : : . . ’
* Marihysha ] \ 27.1 32212 35.4 +3.2 88" (-
) . .
Inhalants S T 0.0 13- L io4e '
{ - o
Halluciriogens - 4.7 3.4 '4.1_- ’1{0.7 s
Cocaine 19 2,0 2.9 +0.9 dow’
Heroin . 0.4 0.2 - 0.3. - +0.1 .
Other opiates? . 21 L 2.0 2.8 +0. 8‘”%‘88
‘ a .; .. - o (‘,".,i_, . *
Stimulants 8.5 | 7.7 . 8.8 ~+1,18
Sedatives® o s4 &5 s +0.6
Ti'anquilizersa\ ‘ 4.1 4.0 4.6 . +0.6 ‘
‘Alcohol - 68.2 68.3 71,2 4298
Cigafettes 6.7 38.8 . 8.6 0 -0.4° .
o ' ' ' ! . .
] [ .. . ‘- -
NOTES: Level of significance of differenge between 1976 and 1977
> s = .05, ss = .01, s3s = .001. . N
L " “NA indlcates question not asked.

Only di'ug use which was not under a doctor s orders is mcluded

here.- . _ ,
20 R |
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' FIGURE C .
Trends-In Annual Prevalence of lllicit Drug Use, All Seniors .
B ” i v .
-
F \
100~ M us Y
— A . e L -
- [ ] used Marihuona Only 7 ! PR
R s
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- | Used Some Other llicit Drugs
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13
‘NOTE.S: The bracket nan}vthe top of a Bar indicates the lower and upper limits of the 95% confldence interval. .
Use of “some other illicit drugs™ includes any use ot hallucinogens, cocaine, and heroin, or any use which is not
under a doctor's orders of other opiates, stimulants. sedatives, or tranquilizers.
A‘ : . 21
’ : ( Yy
[, . <o

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



3

L .}{, ’, .. g

-

The number of frequent users has also been declining \
steadily. In 1975, 1.0% reported yse on 20 or more *
occasions per year V§. .7% in 1976 and .5% in 1977.

- Cooaine, on the other hand, hae. ezfnib:&tdd a modest but

continuing increase in popularity, with annual preva-

‘lence going from 5.6% in the class of 1975.t0°7.2% in

the class of 1977--also a statistically significant ¢

‘shift. However, the majority of these seniors used

cocaine only once or twice during the past year.

The use .of opiates other than héfoin also seems to
have increased slightly sincer1975, when 547% admit-
ted use during the year compared with 6.4% “in 1977.
(The increase is quite small, but statistically

significant.)

By way of contrast, use of the three psychotherapeu{‘ic\’
drugs (stimulants, sedatives, and tranquillzers) has ¢
remained virtually unchanged over the last two years.

Heroin prevalence also appears to have emained con-
stant over the past year, although there may hav
been some drop- between 1975 and 1976. - o

Trend data on inhalant use exist only ‘OVer the past
one-year interval, since this class of drugs was in-
cluded for the first time in 1976. There has been a

_slight increase in prevalence over that year. Annual

predalence rose from 3.0% to 3.7%--a small, but still
statistically significant, change. :

;
?

Thus, while the proportion using any. illicit drugs

other than marihuana has remained remarkably constant, '
the mix of drugs they have been using has been changing
somewhat, ( o , : «

Turning to the licit drugs, between 1975 and 1977 there
has been a slight upward shift in the prevalence of
dlcohol use among seniors, most of which was observed
over the last year. To illustrate, amnual prevalence
rates for 1975, 1976, and 1977 are 84.8%, 85.7%, and
87.0%, respectively.

Over the past year there was virtually no change in

- the prevalence of cigarette use, though a slight

increase was observed betWeen 1975 and 1976.

I\J’N
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ﬁ‘l" . TABLE &
) * Prevalence of Daily Use
! Qf Eleven Types of Drugs
e : .
.
Petcent who used ;Ay 1n last, th1rty days
Lo . . Class .. Class Class
. ,. o of LI i of ' of - 178-177
' o 197§ -~ 1976 1977 change
] N = (9404) = ° (15397) 17087)

Marihuana 6.0 ,8.2 9.1 0.9

Inhalants M 00 0.0 0.0

Hallucinogens .01 0.1 S0 0.0

. - i v CE

Cocaine . ©0.1r 0.1 0.1 0.0

Heroin : . 0.1 . 0.0 0.0 ,.¢ 0.0

Other opiites? 0.1, 0.1 0.2 ; +0.1

a '.. ; .

Stimulants 0.5 0.4 © 0.5 +0.1

Sedatives® 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.0

Tranquilizers® 01 0.2 0.3 7 '  +0.1

Alcohol 5.7 5.6 . . 6.1 +0.5

. Cigarettes ¢ - 26.9 28.8 28.8 ~ 0.0

-

NOTES: Level of significgnce of differenég.betWeen 1976 and 1977:
‘ .05, ss = .01, sss = .001. ’ ‘

NA indicates question ﬂpt asked.

. ‘/ . [
. Only drug use which was not under a doctor's orders is 1nc1uded
' here.
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Trends Da111 Prevalence N °

-

; I ‘ Q Table 6 provides. infomatlon on receht trends in’ da11y e
: ' ; use of the various drugs. It shows that for all illi-
i odt dugs other than marihuana there Was been®irtually < .
;‘ ‘no change over the last two years in the very low daily .
| prevalence figurea. Tranquilizers may constitute the -
> one erxceptmn since daily use has risen fram .1% in
. 1975 to .3% in 1977;-however, because of the small ab-
R - . solute size of the chan,ge, further confirmation thls
. a o possible-trend is -héeded. \

. T e In oontraat mamhuana haa ahown a marked ineresae in
the. proportion using it (and/or hashish) daily. The
proportion reporting daily use in the Class ¢f 1975
, oo ~ (6.0%) came as a Surprise to many. However, since then
\ ' ' ~ the number has risen €onsiderably, so that now one in
- évery eleven high school seniors (9.1%) indicates that ~
‘he or she uses the drug on a daily _‘gr near daily basis >

° Aghol has not shown a canparable rise in use of tlg
same time perzo?zﬁaﬂy use remained steady between
1975 and 1976.fdt S5.7% and 5.6% respectively), then
rose' slightly to 6.1% in 1977. The two-year mcrease
is not statlstlcally s1gmf1cant however.

-

»

'7. Trend Comparisons for Important Subgroups ’

Sex Differences in Trends B e
— o ‘
: ® Most of the sex differences mentigmed~earlier have
= Y remam? relatively unchafiged- over the past two years--
that i$,.any trends in overall use have otcurred about
equally among males and females, as the trend lines in
Figures D through G demonstrate. There are, however,
two mportant exceptions. R

e First, there is a divergence in the prevalence of dz-uly
marlhuana use (Figure G). Although daily prevalence is-
rising for both sexes, it appears to be rising samewhat
more rapidly among males, which acfeunts for the. con-
siderable disparity in current rates of daily use.

o Just the opposite is happenmg wx\gﬁ regular c1garette ‘
smoking (Figure G). While the proportion smoking
half-a-pack.or more per-day has remained quite constant
for males fram 1975 to 1977 (at about 20%) the rate of
eigarette smoking for females has increased from 16% to
19%, virtually eliminating the previous sex difference.

: ’ ‘ 5

v
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Trends in Anndal Prevalence of lllicit Drug Use, by Sex
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NOTES: The bracket near the top of a bar indicates the lower and upper limits of the 95% confidence intetval.
Use of "some other illicit drugs includes any use of hallucinagens, cocaine, and herain. or any use which is not
under a doctor's orders of other oplates. stimulants, sedatives. or trariquilizers.
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Trend mffgrgces Related to College Pl

Ccollege- bound' and the noncollege bound have

A ing parallel trends in overall illicit drug:
o Jse ovel tbg last year:*" that is, both- showed a .
"'X‘ : steady proportion using-illicit drugs other than -
A : and a r1s1ng proportmn asing marihuana

- . »

® LooRkd at trends in the annual prevalence of SpeC1f1C
Lok ‘ college-bourid -and noncollege-bourid have had
VR - quite similar changes between 19?6 and 1977 on mari-
' inhalants, hallucinogéns, and alcohol. The non-
- cpllege-bound have shown a sl1ghtl greater “increase °
v onc ine, heroin, other opiates, $timulants, seda- .
: ‘¢ives,| and tranquilizers. However, most -ef these trend

ifferences are nof.statistically significant and need
oo fm‘ther corrobora[}mn before being accepted as fact.

* ‘- N
-

nil
Regi onal D1fﬁerencesJLn Trends

*»

. As F1gure I 1llustrates, between 1975 ‘and 1977 the pro-:
portion of seniors using dny illicit drugs (in the past
. : year) has been steadily increasing in all regions of
thé country except the West. In the West the propots
) ' tion has rema1ned about steady.

: e ' e The prq)ortmn using on )5 manhuana in the prev1ous
v ' year has 1ncreased An all ﬂegmns, 1nclud1ng' the West.

- . e The propprtion usmg illicit drug(sy Lther than mari-
e ~ huana’has remained relatively steady in other regmns,
. although there may’'be evidence of a slight downturn in ;
- the West. 4 .

Trend D1fferences Related to Populatmn Dens1g

. ® An examination Igf the two- year trends for the three!

~. . levels of popu ation density yields some mterestlng

' findings. " While the proportion using illicijt drugs
. other than marihuapa has remained essential constant
U in the "'other metropol1tgn areas'' and the nonmetropoll-

: * tan areas, such use appears to be declining sl1ghtly
in the large metropolitan areds (F1gure D).

#*Because of excessivq missing data in 1975 on the variable

»'measurmg college plans, group comparisons areynot presented for ‘-".
“that year;, therefote' only ore-year trends &n be examined.

R 2 : N o

o ' ?.‘ : zgv &

. 3 X ) L; \,'/ ;
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Further, over the past two years the annual prevalence
. for the use .of marihuana only has risen slightly more
in:the '‘other metropohtan" and nonmetropohtan areas
- tHun in. the large metropolltan areas.

N

o The net effect over the. last two yéars- has been some
,-cionng of the gap between the large cities and the
.lea metropolztan areas in the proportions using gny .’
-illagit drug. = While the three ‘levels of populatjon  :

density have not yet reached pamty, they are, much

- eloser to zt (sée Figure J).

_For most of the spec1f1c illicit drugs there has been °

" for 11fet1me, last year, and 1a‘§t ‘month. ‘However;

a similar narrowing of differences and, in some casgs,
perhaps- an elimination of them. (See ‘the main’ volume

B for the findings on: specific drugs. ) »
A camparable ﬂung has happen, with’ alcohol use. Pre-

viously existing differences "{the most urban areas had ~
the highest prevalence) have narrowed. , The most. urban
argas still have the highest .ovEtall prevalence rates

.

daily use is how about equivalent for atf urbanicity

_ grougs and may actually -be hlghest in the’ nonmetro-
- politan areas. .

. . v L e . ) , Ty
S . . s - . !
. . . .
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- .ATTITUDES AND BELIEFS
. ABOUT DRUGS )

In thz drug area, like most other areas of social behavior, the
causdl linkages among belxefs, attitudes, and actual behavmrs

are very cimplex. Changes in attitudes about drug use, or in'.

beliefs ut the probable consequences of:idrug use, may lead to
changes in actual usage--part1CU1ar1y if 'there are not offsetting
influences, such as changes in avdilability. On the other hand,

- if behaV1ors change (e.g.’, more. people try a drug) attitudes

about sueh behavior, particularly the attitude of the new users,

may-.change subsequently—-thus reversing the causal and temporal® .’

connection.. But it also seems quite plau51b1e that causation -
could work in both directions®at once. :

Despite these complex1ties in interpretation, in des1gn1ng the
study we felt that monitoring some general beliefs and attitudes

.14

concernlng drug use might eventually contr1bute to understanding .

changes in drug use over time (and perhaps éven to predicting
them). This section contains the cross- tnqe results for three -

‘sets of attitude and belief questions: one concerning how harm-

ful the students think various kinds of drug use would be for
the user; the second concerning how much they persggally dis-
approve of various kinds of drug use, and the third about the
legality of using various drugs under various conditions.

.

Perceived Harmfulness of Drﬁgs

+ Beliefs in 1977 about Harmfulness \\

e Regular use of any of the ilLtéit drugs, other than
marithuana, is percetved’ as’entailing "great risk" of
harm for tne user by a substantial majority of high

r schopl seniors. (Seé Table 7.) Some 86% of the
*sample feel this way about heroin--the highest pro-,
portion for any of these drugs. About equal propor-
/ tions (around 68%) attribute great risk to ampheta-
mines, barbiturates, and cocaine wh11e 79% associate
great risk with using LSD.

° Regﬁlar'use Qjﬁcigarettes (i.e., one or more packs a

yhf’ day) is judged by the majority (58%) but by no means

v all studentg, as entailing great risk of harm.

e In contrast to the above figures, regular use of
marthuana te judged to involve great risk by only 36%
of the sample, or about one in three.

.
‘u



\ . ’ -

, ’ " . Regular use “of alcohol was more exp11c1t1y defined in
. several questions. Very few (18%) associate pluch risk
S of ham with having one or two drinks almost daily.
v Only about-a third (35%) think there is great/risk in- -
o , .volved in having five or more drinks once or Jtwice ,
© ' each weekend. Con51derab1y more (63%) think 't & user .
. ~takes a’great risk in consuming. four or five drinks . = . .
nearly every day. However, very heavy drinkjng is not -
' judged to be’as harmful as the regular use of any of .
the 1111c1t drugs, marihuana excepted. :

"¢ As would be expected, fewer respondents feel that the
experimental or occasignal user runs a‘risk than feel
that way about regular users.

o Very few think there ng5much risk in using manahuana
occasionally’ (13%). ‘T
e Occasional or experimental use of the other illicit
drugs, however, is still viewed as r1sky by a sub- :
b $tantial proportion. The percentage -associating
' great risk with experimental use ranges from.31% for
L ', _amphetamin€s#nd barbiturates to 56% for heroin.

% Practically noﬂ?ne (4%) believes there is great risk

. involved in txying an alcoholic beverage once or
twice. \&

P . <

Trends in Perceived Harmfulﬁess

° over the paut twp years the pf’u,vurman of students
, attaching "yreat risk’ to, the use of any of the' .
- Tlliett b*uds has been ded L?Mng, steadity. The
shift s most cledrly cvident im relation to ex-
perimental aqnl ucmzsimuz[ use (sce Table 7).
L}

The greatest dcc%ﬁnc in perceived risk has, occurred
fér marihuana. e proportion seeing great risk in

. regular use of marihuana-deglined from 43% tS 36%
between 1975 and-1977, “during the same period over _
which regufpr usexactually has 1ncreased con51derab1y

" '@ The next greatest d0c11ne has ‘occurred for cocalne,
: the percentage’who think “there is great risk in trying
. it once or twice has dropped from 43% in 1975 to 3&¢ POV
c - . in 1977. L. :
*. e [xperimental {(but not regular) usc of -LSD has also
shown a decline dnrpgrceived risk, haps reflecting
“stwe recovery from the effects of the. widely publicized
studies which ﬁuggested poss1ble gcnetlc and brain -

dama e. ’
E' . k-J
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TABLE 7 s

- Trends in Perce1ved Harmfulness of Drugs

Q. How much do yothhmk people

“riek harming themeelves

. (phyewally or in other ways),

if they. ..

Try manhuana once or twice
Smoke marihuana occasionally
Smoke marihuana regularly

T;y LSD eénce or twice

Take LSD regularly

-Iry eocaine once or twice
Take cocaine regularly
Try ‘heroin once or twice
Take heroin occasionally
Take heroin regularly

w

Try amphetamines once or twice
Take amphetamines regularly

Try barbiturates once or twice
Take barbiturates regularly

Try one or two.drmks of an
alcoholic beverage (beer,
wine, Nquor)

Take one or two drinks nearly
every day

Take four or five drinks

. near}y every day
- - Have five.or more drinks once
or twice each weekend

Smoke one or more packs of
cigarettes per dayg

LY
eat

-~

Percent saying ''great 1'15]("a

Class Class Class

of of of '76‘-'77 ‘
1975 1976 1977 change
15.1 11.4 9.5  -1.9a
18.1 15.0 13.4 -1.6
43.3 38.6  36.4 -2.2
49.4  45.7 43.2  -2.5
81.4 80.8 79.1 -1.7.
42.6 39.1  35.6 +° -3.58
73.1 72.3  '68.2 -4.1 88’
v . L4 .
60.1 58.9 55.8_ -3.18
75.6 75.6 71.9" -3.7 8
- 87.2 88.6 86.1  ®-2.58
35.4 33.4 30.8 -2.6
69.0 67.3 66.6 . =0.7-
34.8 32,5 312 " -1.3
69.1 67.7 6876 40.9
5.3. 4.8 4.1 -0.7
21.5 21.2 ’ 18.5 -2.7 8
63.5 61.0 62.9 +1.9

37.8 37.0 34.7 " -2.3

51.3  56.4 58.4 +2.0

= (2804) - (3225)  (3570)

NOTE: Level of significanc ) of difference between 1976 and 1977

8 = .05, s = .01, ss8 =

\

P
pnswer alterndtives were: (1)

"+ frisk, (4) Great risk, and (5) Can

.
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O [In rgniacie contrast to all the abdve frends, there
~has been u fuir sised incrcase in the number who. think
- smoking cigarettes involves great rigk to the user

(51% in 1975 vs. 58% 1in 1977). '

Personal Disapproval of Drug Use

A set of questions was developed to try to uncover any general’
moralistic sentiment attached to various types of drug use. Jhe
rudimentary, but oft-used, phrasing of '"Do you disapprove of..."
'was adopted. In the 1975 questionnaires we presented two differ-
ent versions of the questions on diSapproval--one asking about
the use of drugs by adults (defined as people "20 or older') and
" the other asking about use by:-people unger 20. We 4qssumed that
students would make différential judgements for thesgitwo age
groups;-but, in fact, the results were almost identf@al. There- .
fore, only a single set of questions was retained in subsequent -
years which asks about 'people who are 18 or older." The age is ~
* specified in the question primarily to help clarify it and to
‘ help keep its meaning constant over time.

! .
i

s SRS

-

|\ Extent of Disapprovalgﬁp 1977 P

® A substantial majority of hish school seniors exppess

. disaprroval of reaular use of cach of the illieit
drygs, ranging from 66% disapproving regular marihuana
use to 92% disapproving regular,cocaine use (the
second lowest) to 97% disapproving regular heroin use.

< - [4
(Table 8 contgins the relevant data.)
" ’

e Drinking at the ratc of one or two drinks daily re-
ceives disapproval from two-thirds of the seniors v
{67%)--almost-exactly the same proportion who dis-
approve regular marihuana use. Interestingly, week-
end binge drinking (five or more drinks once or twice
cach weekend) was acceptable to more people (only
57% disapproved).
out

. e Smoking a pack (or more) of cigarettes per day also

. received the disapproval of two-thirds (66%]. l

e Fqr all.dvugs fewer people indicate di ... wii*of
experimental or occasional use than of r¢ 1se, as
would “be expected. )

.
. I . . o .

N e lPor mariiwking the rate of disapproval is substantially.

less for oxporimental use (33%) and occasional use (449%)
. than for,regular use (06%).  In other words only ore

out of three disapprove of tryving marihuana and less

than halt disapprove of occasional usce of the drug.

o
. N 37
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TABLE 8

»
»

>

Q. Do you disapprove of peo?la
(who are 18 or older) doing
each of - the fozlomng?b

Trymg manhmna once or tmce
Smoking marihuana occasionally
Smoking marihuana regularly

I .
Trying LSD once or twice .
Taking" LSIT regularly
\—\ oo

Tryingt ine once or twice
Takingicogaine regularly
Py

Trying h_eroin once or twice
Taking heroin occasionally
Taking heroin regularly

Trying an amphetamine once or
twice ,
Taking amphetamines regularly .

Trying a barbiturate once or
twice

~ Taking barbiturates regularly

Tryi.ng' one or two drinks of
. alcoholic beverage (beer,
wine, liquor) .

Taking one or two drinks nearly

every day ‘*
Taking four or five drinks
every day

. Having five or more drinks

once or twice each weekend

Smoking one or more packs of
cigarettes per day
. -

-
.

Trends in Proportions Disapproving of Drug Use

\
Percent disapproving?®
Class = Class - (Class
of of of '76-177
1975 1976 1977 change
47.0 38,4 33.4 4.5 sse
54.8 - 47.8 44.3 -3.58
71.9 69.5* 65.5 " -4.0 88
82.8 84.6  83.9 -0.7
94.1 95.3 95.8 +0.5
81.3 82.4  79.1 -3.3 s8
93 dusos, 95-9 92.1 -1.8 &
o1.5 ' 92.6  92.5 -0.1
94.8 " .96.0 96.0 0.0
96.7  97.5 97.2 .3
74.8 . 75.1  74.2 -0.9
92.1 . 92.8 92.5 -0.3
77.7 | 81.3  8l.1. -0.2
93.3 | 93.6 93.0 -0.6
21.6 . 18.2 . 15.6 _2.6 8
67.6  68.9  66.8 2.1
88.7 90.7  88.4 -2.3 8
60.3 58.6 57.4 ~1.2
. N
67.5 ¢, 65.9 66.4 +0.5
= (2677)  (3238)  (3582) ;

NOTE: Level N gnhgance of d1fference between 1976 and 1977:

= 5, s = .01, sss8 = .00

3Answer alternatlves were:
Strongly d1sapprove
+ cambined.

1.

brhe 1975 questmn akked about people who are,)ﬁo or older "

~

38

(1) Don't d1sapprov¢, (2) D1sapprOVe, and (S)
Percentages are shown fof categories (2) and (3)



® ' The differences are not so great, however, for the
illicit drugs pther” than marihuana. To illustrate,
84% disapprove of trying LSD even once or twice, and
93% disapprove' experimenting with heroin.

i
Trends in. Disapproval

-

e Despite the decline in perceived harmmfulness of most ~
drugs, licit and illicit, there has.been very little
change over the past two years in leWels of dis-

'} approval for any of them. There are two exceptions:-

.

e The small minority who disapprove of trying alcohol
once or twice (22% in 1975) has grown even smaller
(16% in 1977). ‘

o ® More important, there has been a substantial and
steady decrease over the last two Yyears in the pro-
portion of seniors who disapprove of marihuana use

! at any level of frequency. About 14% fewer of them
in the ‘class of 1977 (compared with the class of 1975)
disapprove of experimenting, 11% fewer disapprove of
occasional use, and, 6% fewer disapprove of regular
use.. These are greater changes than have been observed
in the actual usage figures, so a shifting proportion
of users cannot account for all of the change.

.

4 - Attitudes Regarding the Legality of Drug Use

Since the legal restraints on drug use appeared likely to be in a
state of flux, we decided at the beginning of the study to measure
attitudes about legal sanctions. Table 9 presents a statemen® of
one set of general questions on this subject along with the an-
swers provided by each senior class. The set 1lists a sampling of
illicit and licit drugs and asks whether the use should be pro-

- hibited by law. A distinction is consistently made between use

in public and use ih private;’a distinction which proved quite
important in the results. .

s

-

Attitldes in 1977 Regarding the Legality of Use

4 “
® A stunning 42% believe that cigarette smoking in public
places should be,prohibited by law--almost as many as
think getting drunk in such places shoyld be prohibited
(49%).

o The majority (59%) favor legally prohibiting marihuana
use in public places.

K]
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Trends in Attitudes r'Regardj;ng Legality of Drug Use

Q. Do you think that people ) oo

(who are 18 or older) - — ~Perce'{1t saying "yésﬂa —
should be prohibited by _ Class Class* . Class
law from dm:ngbeaah of . of yof - of  .'76-'77
the following? ‘1975 - 197 1977 ha
| the f ng 2 lorgq LTI change
. Smoking marihuana in private !32.8 © 27.5 26.8 -0.7 4
Smoking marihuana in public '
places. 63.1 59.1 58.7 -0.4
T RO . ’ o
. . . ' \t = 1\‘\/
Takipg LSD in private 67.2 = 65.1 63.3 -1.8
Takgg/ in public places 85.8: 81.9  79.3° -2.6 8
S gy gt
7 l/ I‘ ; i
Taking heroin‘in private 76.3 72:4 69.2 -3.2 8
Taking heroin in public places 80.1 | 84.8 81.0 -3.8 888

|
» . !
Taking amphetamines. or . ]’

barbiturates in private 57.2 53.5 52.8 -0.7
Taking amphetamines or ' ‘ :
barbiturates in public ! o .
places ’ - 79.6° 76.1 ‘ 73.7 =~ -2.4
Getting drunk in private” . 14.1 . 15.6 18.6 +3.0 's8
Getting drunk in public - ’ L )
placed : 55.7 50.7 49.0 -1.7
Smoking cigarettes in public -
places . NA . 42.0 NA
; : N = (2620'1;.'{ “(3265)  (3629)

. i |

NOTES: Level of significance of difference between 1976 and 1977:
L}-;,,m’ﬁ'{- s = .05, sa = .01, sss = .00L. :

NA indicates question not asked.

!
i
i

N

3nswer alternatives were: (1) No, (2) Not sgrs, and (3) Yes.

b“I‘he 1975 question asked about people wo are "20 or older."
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e In addition, the great majority believe that the public
use of illicit drugs other than marihuana should be pro-
hibited by law (e.g., 74% in the case of amphetamines
and barbiturates, 81% for heroin).

e Tor all drugs, substantially fewer students believe use
" in private should be illegal than express that view
a@outjpubgic use. -

-

.

o The difference is greatest in the case of excessive 2
R alcohol use. While 49% favor legal prohibition for
public drunkenneds, only 19% favor prohibiting private
drunkenness.

‘. @ The percentage who think the private.use of marihuana

should be legally prohibited (27%) is less than half -

, the percentage who think that use in public should be
illegal (59%). ' ‘

® The differences in attitudes regarding public vs.
private use are less pronounced for the other illicit
+drugs, however. A fair majority feel that use of
- heroin (69%) and LSD (63%) should be illegal, even
when it occurs in private. A slight majority (53%)
favor the prohibition of amﬁhetamine or barbiturate
yse in private. ' : i

B

- LY
! fﬂ/‘
Trends in Attitudes about the Legality of Use
. . . T k2 .
® Over the last two years—there has been a steady decline »

in the proportion of seniors who favor legal prohibi-

tion of use in public or private of any of the illicit

drugs. )

e There has been a similar decline ;elevant to public
drunkenness; but, strangely enough, an increasing (but
. still small) proportion favor legal prohibition-against
getting drunk in private. )

Q

. - ' The Legal Status of Marihuana

Another set of questions was included dealing specifically with
marihuana and what legal sanctions, if any, student% think should
be attached to its use and sale. 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 taken
with a grain of salt, we think it worth explorin how young people

think they might respond to such changes in the law. A full .
statement of the questions and the resulting data are contained in
Table 10. ‘ ’

. ' 4
" T




TABLE 10

Trends in Attitudes Regarding Mgrihuana Laws
< (Entries are percentages)

-

e . Class Class  Class
of of of

1975 1976 1977

Q. There has beeﬁ"f_’}&"great deal of -
publie debate abaut whether mari-
huana use should be legal. 1eh

of the following policies

you favor?
"y Using marihtana should be ‘
l’z,,p, entirely legal : 27.3 32.6- 33.6
3 : It should be a minor violation ) \
--like a parking ticket--but o
not a crime ] 25.3 29.0 J31.4
It should be a crime : 30.5 ; ‘25.4  ~ 21.7
Don't know’ ¢ 16.8 + 13.0  13.4

N = (2617) . (3268)  (3622).

Q. If #t were legal for people to
USE marihuana, should it also be =~
legal to SELL marihuana?

/ ‘71 . . "? .
No ! ©27.8 23.0 22.5
Yes, but only to adults 37.1° 49.8 52.1
Yes, to anyone 16.2 13.3 12.7
Don't know 18.9 13.9 12.7

N = (2616)  (3279) * (3u:8)

Q. If marihuana were legal to use
———— and legally available, which of
N ' the following would you be most
| 1ikely to do? -
-

Not use it, even if it were

lega]l and available 53.2 50.4 50.6

. Try i 8.2 8.1 7.0
_ w Use it about as often as I

- do now 22.7 24.7 26.8

. Use it more often than I do now - 6.0 £ 7.1 7.4

' Use it less than I do now 1.3 » 1.5 1.5

Don't know T 7 8.5 8.1 6.6

N = (2602) (3272)  (3625)
42




 -"Attitudes

-as they do now. Slightly more than 7% say they would

/ « - »
Beliefs in 1977

About a third of the 1977 seniors believe marihuzna use

. should be entirely 1e§a1 (34%). Néarly another third

(31%) feel it should be treated as a minor violation--
like a parking ticket--but not as a crime. (This con-" "
stitutes a Trough definition of decriminalization.)
Another 13% indicate no opinion, and only 22% feel it
should be a crime. In other words, fuZZy three-
guarters of those ‘expressing an opinion believe that
marihuana use should wot be treated as a eriminal
offensge. .

<

- Asked whether they thought it should be légal to sell

N

marihuana if it were legal to use it, nearly two- .
thirds (65%) said yes. Most of’ those would perm1t sale
oMy to adults, h?lever -

In the aggregate,\ hiyh school, sernors predict that-

- they would be little affected by the legalidation of
‘the salc and use of marihuana. About half of the

respondents (51%) say . that they would not use -

-marilfuana, even if it were legal and available, and

another 27% indicate they would use it about as often

PaS

use it more often than at present and another 7% say
theylwould try it. *About 7%?more say they do not
know' how they would ‘react. 1

Trends in Attitudes about the lLegal Status of Marihuana

/

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Over the last .. . irs thé pr0)urtyn¢/£; seniors who
fbvor treat1nq,use as a, CP?W( : LAY A Ly 21%
to 22%. Th- mml.r underi ? :
3. (It sh ‘ted S ,
riod a . tat?s actuai . cnagted dceiiminal -

1 tion statutcs.)

The proportion opp051ng the legallzed sale of marlhuana
has dropped from 28% in 1975 to 23% in 1977. Interest-
ingly, the proportion favoring sale to anyone (not just
%6 adults) also has dropped, as has the proportion who
are undecided.

Ovar the same two years the proportion favoring legal-
ized sale to adudts only (assuming legalized use) has
risen a full 15% from 37% to 52%.

The predictions of personal marihuana use under legali-
zation are quite similar for the high school classes
of 1975, 1976; and 1977. The slight.shifts over the
two-year interval can be attributed to the increased
proportion of seniors who actually use marihuana.
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