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© FOREWORD . s . .-
) ° ‘s , ' ‘ LY .
In 1979 the Secretary of the Department of Health, Education,

and Welfare issued.a "Report on Drug Abuse -in Rura] ‘Commun -

ities." The report cited €vidence of increasing substance abuse
among high school seniors in rural areas, particularly suchsub-"
stances -as cocaine, hallucinogens, and 1nha1ants Motwith- . (
standing the obvrous‘1mportance of that study of high school ]
seniors, there was a need to make comparison of drug use in - .

urban and rural settlngs within the' general population. There-

fore? s1mu1taneous3y with the development ang issuance of the N/
Secretary's report, the-National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA)

implemented a special survey of the rural population as part of .
its 1979 National Survey on Drug Abuse. The study addition ~ = . '
involved a household survey of 3,253 persons in rural areas. .o .ot

-

The purpose of this report of the study undertaken is to provide . N

descriptive information on the nature and extent of drug abuse .

in rural areas of the United States. The report has three

parts: (1) rural drug abuse prevalence and trends; (2) a com- .

parison of rural and nonrural illicit drug experience; and (3)
_an 1nvest1gat1on of the process “of diffusion of 1111c1t drug use

into rural aréas. -

The importance of the f1nd1ngs are centered around study .

indications of‘1ncréhs1ng rates of illicit drug use in rural

areas through the 1970s. This increase suggests a_picture of

declining rura]/nonrura] d1fferences in i1licit drug use.

N L]

' .

Given the 1ncreas1ng rates of drug abuse in rural commun1t1es,

it will be 1mp0rtant to monitor trends and changes regarding” . .

drug abuse in the rural communities and also to explore '

treatment and prevention initiatives appropr1ate to the rura]

settings. .
Phi]ip Wirtz and Susan Somerville, research associates with the
Social Research Group, George Washington University, assisted in

" the statistical analysis and data preparation for this study.
Joan Dunne Rittenhouse, Office of Medical and Professional . ‘
Affairs, NIDA, was coordinator for the.rural ¥ide study of the . ..
National Survey on Drug Abuse, 1979. Rebecca Sager Ashery,
Treatment Research and Assessment Branch, Division of Prevention ‘o

and Treatment Development, NIDA, served as project officer. . . : s

[

e : Barry S. Brown .
' Treatment Research and Assessment S
Branch T
Division of .Preventijon and Treatment ‘- 3
Development . - '
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The' following represent highlights from the repobt::

.

' SUMMARY.
vaes ./—, ) .

| .
For most .classes of drugs ékdeptAheroin, the 1979 life-,
time prevalence rates among rural inhabitaFts were’
approximately two-thirds the corresponding nonrural
prevalence rates. For example,®across a]%}@ge groups

marijuana’

ot gre alence of lifetime experience wit
A5 ¢3 percent in rural areas and 33 percent in non-

X

“ 2

rural areas; cocaine, 6 percent in rurdl areas and 10
percent in nonrural areas; hallucinogens {6 percent-and
9 percent, respectively, " <

- The pattern of increases in rural drug abuse suggests
that rural/ngnrural prevalence-differences are declin-
ing and will.disappear entirely if current, trends

- persigt. " . A ) -
Rural, and nonrural users of illicit drugs resemble each
other demographica]]y:;age, education,. and sex are

. .associated with 311icif txug. use in the s¥me ways in

both types of areas. In both rural and nomrural areas,
the ratio of ‘male, users to female users is 3 to' 2;
those who have attended college are much more likely to
use drugs than those who have not attended college;
young adults (ages 1%525) in bpth rurdl andponrural
areas are most likely to have @sed j1licit%drugs.
Rural and gonirural residents began their use of illicit )
drugs “at’ Jgproximate]y the same age. . .

Rural/nonrural differences are much more noticeable .in
the South and glorth Central regions of the country, In
contrast, rural and nonrural areas in the West and
Northeast show much sma]]e?~differences:

More than one-half of the rural young adults (18-25)
and’'more than one-fourth of rural youth (12-17) had .
used marijuana_at least once. Of the youth and young
adults who had used marijuana at-leagt once, one-half -
were current users-{had used within'the month prior to
the interview).* . -, ' :
Lifetime experience uhth.nﬁhmedﬁca1 use of psycho- .
therapeutic prescription drugs including stimulants,
franquilizers, sedatives, and amalgesics ranged between
13 percent and 17 percent among rural-young adults,

Q
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. Marijuana uséq%s more likely to occur in certain Kinds ,

of rural environments: those located within 10 miles of

" colleges and/or resorts, and in rural areas with 2,500

persons or more. The latter indicates that -population
density is a factor in’the utilization of drugs.

Rural residents who move to nonrural areas are moré
likely to begin marijuana use ‘than their same age peers

who do not migrate. .
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L " - DRUG ABUSE -IN. RURAL AMERICA :

Adele V. Harrell and Ira H. Cisin , -
‘ ST Social Research Group
' {’ George Washington University - . R

B i . . - -{

Seciion 1 -
INTRODUCTION ae . e

The burpose of this special report is to make widely. ava11ag~e

. descriptive information on the nature and extent of drug ab

in rural areas of thé United States. Cons1stent with the
National Institute on Drug Abuse commitment' to monitoring drug
use, the report prdvides estimates of the prévalence of the use
of a broad sprectrum of licit and illicit substances. The
intention is to provide for health professionals, policy plan-
ners, and interested members of the generay public”an overview
of thé current levels of rural drug abuse and a comparison of
patterns_of drug abuse in rural and nonrural areas. In addi-.
tion, special emphas1s is given to an explorat4on. of the rapid
rise in the 1970s of i1licit drug use outside of metropolitan
areas- ;e

a J

The term "rural®‘as used in-this report refers ta. areas that are
outside of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas ang have ~
populations of fewer thah 25,000 persons. Almost one-third of
thg population of the Upited States lives in such rural areas;
over 40 percent of the population 1iving +o the South and one-
third of those living in the North Central region live in rural

. areas, compared to-one-fifth of the population 11v1ng in the

West and Northeast regions.
The two measures of drug use preva]ence‘usea in “report are
"Jifetime experience" and "current use." The pkevalence of

Jlifetime experience with a particular drug ‘is defined as the

percentage «©f respondénts who report ever havfng‘used thayr—
drug. The prevalence of current use refers to the percentage of
respondents who report ‘having used the drug dur1ng the month (30
days) prior to interview. These two measures are ‘applied to a
variety of substances, including mar13uana/hash1sh (referred to
simply -as "marijuana" in the %ext) and three "stronger” illicit:

-drug.classes--cocaine, ﬁh]]uc1nogen§, and heroin. Lifetime

exper1eﬁce and gurrent use data are. also provided for the fol-
lowing drug use c]assei the recreational or nonmedical use of
four classes of psychotherapeutic drugs--sedatives,. tran- <
quilizers, stimulants, and -analgesics--that are. legally+avail-
able only .under & doctor's prescr1pt10n and the' consumption of
alcohol agg/c”garettes, canstituting legal adult behavior that~
€ genera¥ly prohibited for youth. The illicit drugs and drug
classés covered in this réport are deséribed in the Glossary.

-
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the sixth in a series of. studies of the generdl population of
the United States. The 1979 National Survey consists of
personal “ihterviews with over 7,000 respondents .aged 12 and
older randomly selected from the household population. Resi- -

The report isiggged ofi the 1979 National Survey on Drug Abuse,’

. dents of fural areas, as well as young adults aged 18 through

25, were chosen with a higher probability of selection than

' other persons (with compénsating weights applied to their

respopses) to yield a rural sample of 1,017 youths aged 12 to
17; 883 young adults aged 18 to 25; and 1,353 older adults aged
26 and over. Additiondl Tnformation on ‘the design and execytidn
of the 1979 siérvey may be found in the Technica] Note-at the end
of this report and in Nétional Survey on Drug Abuse: Main Find-
ings, Fishburne, Abelsgn, and Cisin, 1980. For a summary-of the
substantive resu]ts%pg;ihis'stddy, see Miller and Cisin (1980).

Four earlier similar “surveys provide the basis for reporting
trends in metrépolitan and. nonmetropolitan drug abuse across-the
decade of the seventies. The 1974, 1976, and 1977 studies were,
like the predent survey undertaken jointly by the-Social Re-
séarch Group of George Washington University -and”the Response

_ Analysis Corporation, under the sponsorship of the Natijomal .

Institute on Drug Abuse. The 1972 study was conducted by the-.
Response Analysis Corporation for the National Coqpission on

-Marijggna and Drug Abuse. o . . v

“ Yo

‘Servey results.are geheca]iiéb]e to the pgpulation from which

"“the sample-was’ drawn. - As in-any sample survey, however, there

is somg Qegfee of statisticaluncertainty. For this reason, ,
many- of the'tables inythis report include ranges which’ surround
estimates of drug usé prevalence. For example, 28 percent of
the rural young adult’s participating in the 1979 survey report
<using marijuana duriﬂgitbe month prior to the interview. The
range surrounding*this®cyrrent’ use prevalence estimafe is 25,
percent to 32 percent. This range is referred to as the "95
percent confidence interval" because if corresponding ranges
were calculated for all possible similar samples, the population
‘value would be included in the range. 95 out of 1Q0 times.. Thus,
the reader can be 95 percent sure or confident that the range:
presented includes the value which:would be obtained-in a com-
plete census of .the population grofip. ’
wection2 of this report provides rural prevalence estimates for
a variety of substances and describes trends in rural drug use
across the decade of the seventies. Section 3 compares illicit
drug use prevalence among selgcted subgroups of the rural and -
nonrural population, and examines the thesis-that rural resi-
dents who move to nonrural’areas‘are more likely.to begin mari-
juana use,than their”age peers who do not migrate. Section 4
investigates the.process of diffusion of illicit drug use to
rural areas. T . ’

1
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“nonmedical use of psythotherapeutic prescription drugs, incdud- .

’ L -'Section-2 ' : .
LRURAL DRUG ABUSE PREVALENCE ANB-TRENDS *

Among "the youth and young adults of‘rural Aderica; marijuana_usd
1s both widespread and on. the rise. T ’ R
"Marijuana is typically the fﬁrst\ilkiéit drug used in the tnited
States: over 90 percent of all drug users in the 1977 National
Survey on Drug Abuse began their illicit drug:use career with

marijuana, fsupporting marijuana's reputation as the-"gateway" ~ °

illicit dru§ (Harrell and ‘Wirtz 1980; Rittenhouse 1980). In
1979 more than half of the young adults, and more than one. out of
every four youths in rural areas had used marijuana at least
once, Marijuana.'is the only’illicit drug ever used by more than
10 percent of rural youth. Lifetime experience with the strong-
er 111icit drugs and nonmedical pill use is uncommon among this
age group. Of the youth and young adult marijuana users in
rural areas, about half used the,drug in the month prior to the
interview. "-Fewer rural adults over age 25 reported marijuana
use:-about one "in’ eight older adults .has ever used.marijuaha and

<

. only one-quarter of the older adults with marijuana experience

used it in the prior month., Estimates of the prevalence of the
use of marijuana and other,illicit drugs across each of the

three age groups--youth, young adults, and older adults--are
shown in tables 1 and 2. '

LIRS

“In rural areas, lifetime experience with, the stronger illicit

drugs.and the nommedicpl use of psychotherapeutic prescription
-drugs is most widespread among younhg adults. Abaut ‘gne-fifth of
the young adwts have used cocaine or a hallucinogen. Heroim,
virtually unyséd by the general hodsehold population, is the
only illicit ‘drug. included in the sdrvey not tried by more th
T0 percent of rural young adults. Lifetime experience with

ing stimulants, tranquilizers, sedatives, and analgesics (table
3), ranges between 13 and 17 percent among rural young adults--
the highest rate of use (by a consjderable margin) of the three
age groups. The estimates of wonmedical pill use among young
adults do not. reveal.a marked preference for. any particular drug
class, although the aggregated figures for each drug class may
conceal: pt11-preferenaces ‘among the mahy substances included in
each class (see Glossary).

-4 -

" More than half of\ghé 1979 resbondents who began ?11icit drug

use with-marijuana went on té use at least. one other :illicit

. drug. When this' is added to the fact that*f§lder rural.youth, 15

through 17, are much more Tikely to have used marijuana thdn
those under-age 15, it seems reasonable to assume that many of
these youths are at the threshold of their i1licit drug use
carter and may go an to try a'g;nonger illicit drug in early-’

.
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\Table 1: Prevalence of Lifetimd Experience with Litit and Illici
Drugs in Rural Area$ Across Three Major Age+Groups: 1979 -

Percent who ever used each drug or drug class

-

MAJOR AGE GROWRS® ~
. DRUG/DRUG CLASSb . Youth ° Young adults Older adults
: h (1017) . (883), ) (1353)

MARTTUANA/HASH < 2% - -60% - . - 1%
(95 percent ) . N
confidence (23% to 30%) - (56% to;64%) (11% to 15%)

intervall® | : . .
© * INHALANTS ‘ R 14 2%
- (98 percent ) " S ’ & ' :
- cexffidence ) (7% to 11%) (11% to17%) . ‘(1% to 3%) <
intyrval) : . R . Co .
COCAINE ©+ : ~4% 21% SR /S
, {95 percent’ - ' .
confidence . (3%.to.6%) (17% to 24%) (2% to 4%)
interval) . e )
HALLUCINOGENS e 6% 20% T 3%,
(95 percent . . i .
,confidence ° | (4% to 8%) (17% to 24%) (2% ‘to §%) ,

« intervall - . - . a
HEROIN . ‘ 1% R PR
(95 percent : ‘A =

eonfidence - (* taq 2%) (1% to 3%) A1* to 2%)
interval) . X _
-+ ALCOHOL , .7% - 4% | ; 8eh

+ {95 pepcent ‘ . - -

" confiZence (67% to 74%). (92% to 96%) -(84% to 88%)

interval) = © Ce T, . .
CIGARETTES, . 56% 51% | 54%
(-95 percent .o, . .
confidence ~ ., (52% to 59%) (47% to 55%2, (50% to 57%).
interval) o \J ’

. 3 M
aYouth are ages 12 to
are age 26 or older.

-

LAt o 7 N . .
17 years; young adults are ages 18 to 25; older adults.
. . . - - - B ‘

-

" volume. '

. . .

. = °The logic of the 95% confidence interval is explained in the introduction‘to this

volume. In sore cases, the upper or lower confidence limit may-be the same @8
the sample estimate, due to rounding. N

*Less: than one-half of one percent. . oS :

bDef‘initiona ‘of drug classes are }:r-ovided in the Glossary at the end of this "

.
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Table 2, Prevalehce of Curtent Use of( L1c1t and 1111c1t Drugs
. . 1In Rural Areas Acrogs Three

Percent who used each drug dumng ,month gmor to ‘interview .

v -

alouthmagéa 12 to,17 years;: ymmgadcltamagealﬁtozs,.oweradults

. -

Defzmtwns of‘drug cZassea are pmzded 1% the GZoaaai'y at the ‘end of this
volume.

®The lo of the 95% cqnfzdence znterval i8 explained in -the intrdduction to thzs

Yolume.\ In some cases, the upper or, Zou;er confzdence Zum;t may be.the same us
*the, aamprle eatunate due to rmmd ing. // .
} . (%4

.Laq than onc-half 'of one pemnt ) ) T

Major Age.Groups: 1979 - ‘

¢, "

e s MATOR ACE GROUPS® . \ 5 ' “
. DRUG/DRUG Crass® - _ Youth. ™ - Yonmgﬁa&!ults Older adults
0Ty 7 T (8. . T (1359)
: ”MARIJUANA/HASH ’ 4% . . 2% N3 .
' (95°percent ‘ . Ty . ‘ .
‘confidence (12% to 17%) (25% to\32%) * (2% to 5%):
interval)® . : C e e
INHALANTS . C1% ) " *
(95 percent » .o \ S
confidence . (* to 2%) "' (1% to 3 . J
interval) P , v X - 7
QCAINE ~ ° T 1% -} LT 1%
(95 percent ’ o ’ :
«confidence - (1% to 2%), - (6“7 to 107) (* to 1%) )
_interval] ‘ . "
" HALLUCINOGENS - % % . X ~
« (95 percent S, L - -
confidence . (1% to 3%) .(3% to 63) , .
interval)* \ 3 " oL e
HEROIN . / : \’f* ) e L R Lok s
- (95 percent .- T B . A .
confidences. . S8 o~ o T ‘
interval) o, < 2 . -
L - - e 35 - L T% s e B0%. - - :
(95 percent' - ' “? < ST e A .
-confidenca "(31% to 387) . (69@ to (\75%)' (47% to 54%)
interva® - Ve o L, T g . !
. CIGARETTES ~ !2% " ¢/ S 32 A
» (95 percent - o ) O C . N
confidence - . (10% to 1§%) *  .(30% to 44%)  (29% 10, 35%,
.« interval).y .+ LR . e ~, )
. a N .o . . . . \ . LI - 174 X . ‘ . B ‘o.
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Table 3.° Prevalence of Lifetime Experience w1th Psychotherapeutic
Preserlptlon Drugs 'in Rural Area.s Across Three Mgjor Age
Groups, 1979, . -
Percent who ever used each drug or druly ciass

4% .

. ~..-’.

(S

_ MAJOR, AGE crotps?

>

/ \ . ' .
DRUG[QRfIQ CLASSb Youth Young adults >~ Older afults
L ) -(1017) (883) ., . -(1393) .

- .

'SEDATIVES, .= %~ fu 4% 2

(95 percent . : o \ “
con*‘zdence’ ’/(l%‘ to 3%) . (11% to 17%) (1% to %’)
znterval) oo :

P

K TRANQUILIZERS’ . 2b +13% 2

» (95 percent ) ’ ’ .
confidence (1% to 4%) (10% to 16%) . (1% to 3%)
interval) » . .

-
-
-

' STIMULANTS ' 3% 17% 5%
(95 percent . ) '

confidence & (2% to 43N 7 (I4% to 21%) (3% to 6%)
interval) ’ . S )

. -

- - 1 4
= bl

.

ANALGESICS' R AR £ S S % -
(95 percent T , N .
confidence, (1% to 4%) "(J/a,yto 16%). = (3% to 3%)
interval) © . f

- o

[}

outh are-ages, 12 ‘to 17 years; young adults ate ages 18 to 25, " older adu;ts
,are age 26" or older . .
Defmftwns of drug classes are’ provzded in the Glossary at the end of this
’ volwne -

°The Zogw of the 95% confzdence interval i8 explmned in the.introduction to this~ .

volume. In some cases, the” upﬂ'er or lower confidence 13mit may be the same as
the sample eatzmate, due to rounding. .

~
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adulthood. Thus, the low levels of +lifetine experience with
stronger drugs and nonmedical pill use should not be interpreted
as suggesting these rural youths will confine their drug use to-
marijuana over the next several years.

5 Y . ) .

*Although current use of both illicit drugs and-the psycho-  _
therapeutic prescription drugs is generally below 5 percent in
rural areas, higher current use of marijuana and cocainé are .
reported by certain age groups: 14 percent of the youth and 28 .,
percent of the young adults used marijuana in the prior month,
while 7 percent .of the young adults used cocaine.

':Yoyng adults are more 1iké1y to continue the(E1mprijuana or
al

cocaine use than their use of inhalants or hallucinogens: the
percentage of marijuana and cocaine ever-users who used in the
month prior~tof interview exceeds the percentage of inhalant
ever-users and hallucinogen ever-users who used .in the prior
month. Tables 1 and 2 highlight this effect: the ratios of
marijuana and coecaine "Current Wsers" to "Ever-Userg" (0.5 and
0.3; wespectively) are noticeablyshigher ‘than the corresponding
inhalant and hallucihogen ratios‘(0.15 and 0.2, respectively).
Current.nonmedical use of pills by yourig adults’is uniformly low
across tranquilizers, sedativeS, stimulants, and anatgesics as
are the ratips of "Current Users" to ¥Ever-Users" which range
from .11 to .18 (see tables 3 and 4). e

-

Young add1ts lead the rural population in th

Ticit as well as i1licit substances: 71 percem_issed alcohol and °

40 percent used cigarettes in the month prior to the interview.
Many older adults in rural areas -also use alcohol and ciga= k
rettes: half are current alcohol users and about & third are
current smokers. Although current alcohol ahd cigarette yse are
Jower among youth than adults, over a third used alcohol in the
prior month. Since the prevalence of current alcohol use is

- twice that. of current marijuana use in this age group, alcohol

is clearly the most widely used: intoxicant. among rural youth.
N / . A4

A}
~

The relatively high rates of 'i1licit drug use among young adults
in rural dreas appear to be the outcome of a sharp rise in drug
abuse in nonmetropolitan areas in the 1970s, similar in magni-
tude to that which occurred in metropolitan areas in the 1960s.
Nonmetropolitan aﬁegs--plqcés outside Standard Metropolitan-~
Statistical Areas--consist largely of. rural dreas: over-90 per-
cent of the 1979 National Survey nonmetropolitan sample lived in
places with a population under 25,000. For this reason, trends,
in illicit drug use in the 1970s-in nonmetropolitan areas re-
flect to a large extent trends in rural drug use. In the .
absence of earlier survays on rural dru use, data from the
séries of five Natjonal Surveys conductéd in 1972, 1974, 1976, .
1977, and 1979 are .used to examine the growth in.drug usé
‘. . ‘ ~ ] - <
s -~ ' . )

-\ Jﬂ

‘ ; | . ' 7
- ]f4 L e
o 7. ,“,._ 3}
~ , - .
N ./‘- - . * T N -

A

.
v




3

» ) ! .
Table 4. Prevalence of Cwrrent Use of Psychotherapeutic Prescription
. Drugs in Rural Areas Across Three Major Age, Groups: 1979
h 2 Percent who used each drug during month prior to interview- |
’ t A ’ 4
MAJOR AGE GROuPS® "
DRUG/DRUG_CLASS® Youth . * Young aflults  Older adults
oy : (1017) (883) = (1353)
SEDATIVES -, *x . % x o
(95 percent . :
X confidence ¥ (1% to 4%).
~ interval)® v : ‘
TRANQUILIZERS * 1% - *
(95 percent , "
: confidence (1% to 3%) !
e interval) ' . . : (_
- ~
STIMULANTS * L% . 1%
(95 pefcent . ' ’
confidence - s (2% to 5%) - (* to 1%)
interval) SN ‘ S -
’ ANAIGESICS - 1% *
. “ (95 percent > Cr
L . confidence . (1% to 3%) ., .
interval) ® oo , ‘ © ,
) “Byouth are Zgés 12,120 17 years; young adults are ages 18 to 25; older adults
are age 26 or older. ’ \ : S N
bDefiﬁitiorw of drug classes are provid.ed in the Glossary.at the end of this ‘ .
volume. R . , . .
- e . : ; ‘s ¢ 3 1 2 ion to this
- The ¢ of the 95% confidence erual 18 explained in t.he introduction P
voZmzz?t In some cases; the upp’,x' lover confidence limit may be the eame as
o the sample aestimats,. due to rounding. .
. \‘Lcas than ari%-half of one’ percent. : ) -~
’ - y
- _ * —_ " -
]
6 e
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in metropolitan -and nonmetropolit3n areas during these years.

~The"results suggest that a rapfd rise in.rural drug use occurred .

- across this period of time.* . , -

ot

In 1962 fewer than 5 pef%ent'b% the young adult household popu- .

lation in the United States had ever §ed a drug illicitly; a
figure which rose to approximately 50 percent in 1972 (Cisin, -
Miller, and Harrell 1978). The results of the 1972 survey con-
ducted for the ‘Marijuana Commission indicate, however, that most
of the growth in young.adult i1licit drug use from 1962 to 1972
occurred in metropolitan areas. As figure 1 illustrates, in
1972 one-fifth of the young adult residents of nonmetropolitan

.fﬁreas reported experience with marijuana comgared to over orie-
half of .thosg in metropolitan areas. Likewise, fewer than 10
percent of the“young adults in nonmetropolitan areas had tried a
stronger drug compared to a quarter of their peers in metro-
politan areas. In 7 yéars the “metropolitan-nonmetropolitan. gap
in drug use prevalence has closed considerably. By 1979 the

. .prevalence of Marijuana use exceeded 60 percent in nonmetro-

politan areas and 70 percent in metropolitan areas--indicating a
7-year increase of 40 pertentage point$ in nonmetropolitan areas
compared to an fincrease of 15 percentage points in metropolitan
areas. .Strenger drug use fellowed a sjmilar pattern, rising by
over 20 percentage points in nonmetropolitan areas compared to
an increase of .10 percentage points in-metropolitan areas.
Should -these rates of increasing prevalence be sustained for
only a few years, the metropolitan-nonmetropolitan differences
in illicit drug use among young adu1ts§may become a thing of the
past. . - . ’ RN
¥ - . .
The picture of declininy rural-nonrural differences in illicit
dn\gﬁ;{use' is reinforced by the increases from the ]‘La’te sixtiesﬁ
the®late seventies in the proportion of- marijuana tsers who '
began using this substance while living_in rural areas. As .
figure 2 shows,.a growing proportion of marijuana dsers of -all
ages report that they lived in a rural area at the time they .-
first used marijuana. Data reconstructed from the respondent's
age at first marijuana use, current ‘age, and resjdence at first

!

-

L%
’

marijuana use indicate that 25 percent of thefmg jjuana users/ﬁfi

-~

. i B 7
. } ) . - ' . ‘_,J'j .
*Metropolitan: Includes Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas
in 1970 census of those areas with a population under one
million (small metropolitan) and those with a'population of

~over one million (large metropolitan).

Nonmetropolitan: Those areas not part of "ther Standard - -
Metropolitan Statistical area as of 1970. Includes smallér
communities, rural nonfarm and rural farm areas. -
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Flgure1 Trends in Lifetime
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. Among Young Adults in
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' Figure 2. The Distribution of New - |
Marijuana Users by Rural - "> ~._ '~
and Nonrural Residence: - . - :

E 1965-1979* B
100%

. . 80% - 75% ' L
. . . R o 7
e8% 61%
> 60%

40% 32%
25%

Q%I . R
- . Percemol 1Lg1geg " 1970-1974 ’ '

20%
1975-1979 : »
New Users -

Baseq on reconstructed dala K
’ Lived 1n Rural Area .

N b " " . \
‘\ i ' Lived.in O\hﬂ ,

.. ST L
-, ) ‘ ’ ~ b S
* who began use from 1965 to 1969 lived in a rura] area at the
. time thgﬁ first used marijuana. This percentage rose to almost
. . 40 percént for those who began use in the period from .1975
' . through 1979. In 1979 the proport1on of~residents of both rural
- and nonrural areas who began marijuana use .in the prigr year was
identical--2 percent in both types of areas .
Thus, illicit drug use has expanded rap1d1y n nonmét%opolJtan '
. areas in the 1970s, .resulting .in over half the young adults’> ~ .
. .and .one~quarter. of the .youth in rural areas {reporting lifetime
experience with marijuana. The pattern of increases suggests,
. moreover, that-rural-nonrural prevalence differences are declin- .
* ing. and may disappear entirely if currefit trends persist for
only a few years. The following section extends, the comparison
v;of illicit drug use in rural and nonprural areas to clarify fur- ‘
‘ther the patterns of drug abuse across diverse areas of the I
country and. segments of the populat1on. / }
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Section 3
A COMPARISON OF RURAL AND NONRURAL DRUG EXPERIENCE

. Rural drug abuse, although increasing; hds not yet reached the
overall levels reported in nonrural .areas, i.e., in nonpmetro=~
politan areas-with a population over 25,000 and in metropolitan
areas. For most classes of drugs, the 1979 Jifetime prevalence
rates among rural -inhabitants are approximately two-thirds the-

* ¥+ corresponding nonrural prevalence rates. For example,  across
‘a1l age group$ the prevalence of lifetime experience with mari-
juana is 23 percent in rural areas and +33 percent in nonrural
areas, with cocaine 6 percent in rural areas. and 10 percent in
nonrural areas, with hallucinogens 6 percent and 9 percent,
respectively. -

-

®

& .
These. overall estimates may, however, mask important similar- |
ities and differences in the prevalence of illicit drug use.
Fo;/éxamp1e; rural/nonrural prevalence levels may be more
sinfilar in some age groups and/or regions-of the country than in
others. . This section compares the rates of lifetime experience

* with, and current use of, marijuana and stronger drugs among

*_selected segments o‘ the population to, further explicate current
‘prevalencé patterns: In addition, patterns of use, that is, the
age. at which i1licit drugs are first tried, as wellyas the cumu-

&

lative, lifetime experience with
nonrufal areas are described.

i11icit substances in rural and
The generally higher prevalence,

of i1licit drug-use in nonrural areas sugges

ts that rurgl youth

who move to nonrural areas may be a
involvement wth i1licit drugs, a su
~the incidence of marijuana use amon

The detailed comparison of f1licit

t greater risk for subsequent
bject explored by examining
g movg's and NONMOVETS.

drug use in rural and non-

rural areas shown in tables 5 and

6 reveals .that age and, type of

‘area interact; that is, when looking-at young aduTts and older
adults separately, the overall 2:3 rdtio of rural to.nonrural- :
drugimse- does not apply. For glder adults, the rural rate is
' much lower than the;g:jsratio. Conversely, among young ad ts - o
the rates “in rural and, nonrurdl areal are more nearly similar. ,
L For yeuth'the rates_are much closer to the 2:3 rural/nonrural .
average rate. A ‘ :

~

[ ’ s

One reason for the preyalence differences across age grqus \.
between rural and nonrural areas may besrelated to the status of -
j11ict drug-use as a nontraditional socially stigmatized behav-
jor relatively new in hiq:orica] termsto a great many persons

in this. country.- In general, older persons are thought to be
more_conservative than younger persons; tikewise rural areéas are

. considered more -traditional than’nonrural areas. In-.support of
~this thesis, Somapville and Miller (1980) found that older . oo
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adu]}s,Werevthe_age’group least likely to take advantage of the
gpportunity to use an illicit drug. Similtarly,-young adults in
nonmetropolitan® areas of the South were less likely to use a
stronger drug, given the opportun1ty, than their age’/peers in:
other .areas. If older persons and residents of ‘rural areas in
the South represent pockets of conservatism in the popula- tion,

. then the “lower rates of new and socially stigmatized bebdviors

among these persons are not surprising. Thus, mari- juana use,
which was relatively w1despread in 1979, may have been accepted

“by many in all but the most conservat1ve group=- older adults in
rural areas. Stronger drug use, which is less widespread, may

be reegarded génerally as more dangerous or unac- ceptable and, ¢
therefore has not spread to rural areas even among young ’
adu]ts--the high risk " age cohort.

Such an exp]anat1on is cons1stent with the reg1ona1 compar1sons
also shown in tables 5 and 6. Rural versus nonrural area dif-
ferences are much more noticeable in the South and North Central

“regions, strongholds of traditional behavior patterns, than in
other reglons of . the country. For example, current use of mari-
juana is much lower in rural areas: of ‘the South and North Cen-
tral regions than in rural areas in other regions. In contrast,
rural and nonrural,areas im the West and Northea%t show much
sma]]er'difference\\ This pattern holds generally for 11fet1me
experience with mar1Juana and stronger drugs.

4

PN

The age and reg+ona1 d1str1but1on of the-rural popu]at1on may
contribute to some extent to the explanation of th ferences
in drug abuse prevalence by region and age group reportéd in
National Survey on Drug Abuse: Main Findings 1979, Fishburne,
Abelson, and Cisin, 1980. "Not only are the rural-nonrural dif-
ferences most obvious in the South and North Ceptral reg1ons,
but "a larger proport1on of the population of thése regions lives
in rural areds. than in the Northeast.and West regions. Like-
wise, in comparison to the population in nonrural areas; a
slightly larger proportion of the rural population is over 26
years odd. N ~

S e

e ———— Further comparison of rura] and nonrural drug users reveals some*
—\5\\—7‘*--___ceﬁsT§fent similarities in the tehdency of certain subgroups to

use illicit drugs. For both: lifetime exper1ence and current

use, Certain patterns.in marijuana use rdtes can be observed .
regard]ess of the type of area. For e2xampl&, in both mral and
other aread the ratio of male users to female users is about 3 .
to 2; adults who have attended co]]ege are much more likely to ..,
have 1ﬂl1c1t1y used drugs than those who have not attended col- .
leg®, regardless of* the type,of area they live iv. Likewise,

. the,comparison of users of at' least one of the stronger drugs * -
(ha]]uc1nogens\)§oca1ne, and ‘heroin) suggest *that certajn

groups, like youhg adults and persons who attended college, are

the portion of the pop pylationmost likely to use these illicit .

drugs in both rura] a nonrura] areas. . s
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"%Youth are ages 12 to 17 yea.rs, young adults are ages jes 18 i;o 25; Hlder adults are
age 26 years and older. . ‘

-

thte includes all pereorw of Hispanic_ origin.

, on educatwnat a taz;ment are omtted -

X

Yty z1C
E’duoatwn estunatee baged on the adult sample only,'cases m.th no znformatwn
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Table 5. A Comparison of Rural and Nenrural Marijuapa Us& by Age '
: Group, Sex, Race Region, and Education a.\ ) o \
, LIFETIME EXPERFERCE __CURRENT USE OF :
WITH MARIJUANA ° MARTJUANA
Rural Nonrural Rural’, Nonrural
. Areas ‘Areas * Areas Areas’
a ' » — .
AGE CL )
Youth , 2% 33% ~ 187\ h
o ' (1017) , (1148) (1017) (1148) ° ‘
Young adults 60% 71% , 28% 38%
, (883)" (1161) (883)  (1161)
Older adults 13% 22%% *»H - Tk -
« (1353)  (1662). (1353)+ (1662) .
SEX ) w‘“:m ’ - .
. Male 28% 0% - 126 20% o
\ . (1541) ~(1814), . (1541)  (1816) -
Feiale o1 . 27% 6% 0% *
'(1712)  (2155)  \,  (1712)  (2155) -
RACE . Lo ‘ o
White® 2% 3% . . % 15% °
. (2904) “(3303) { ¥ (2904)  (3303)
Black and other.- 2% . 36% . 4% . 14% 7
. (349)  (668) (349) ' 4668) .
- . R , .
REGION . ? : ‘ =
North East 28% 3% , 14% c15%
v (551)  (1169) (551). . (1160) ..
North Central -  19% . 34% T 15% L.
) - : .(864)  (978)- ' (864)  (978) .
Soutth > % 30% . T 13% o,
- o (128%) - (1143) T .- (1232)  (1143)
. West 3% 3% 13%e  16b - L
] : . (606) 7 (690) (606)  (690)
. EDUCATION - A& s ,
.. 'Attended college 32% 43% . - 11% . 18% o
e (686)  (1090)° °, (686)  (1090) - 4
Did not attend =T, ) R Coe
+ college 18% 28% . T L 12% A .
(1534) (,1711) ) (1534) >(1711) &

v
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L
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Tz;bl{é 6. A Corparison of Rural and Nonrur':l ‘Stronger Drpg Use by -
. Age Group, Sex, Race, Region, and' Educatidn .
. 7 Lirerte! EXPERTENCE, - , CURRENT USE  OF,
, - WITH STRONGER DRUGS” . * STRONGERyDRUGS™ .
*° - ‘Rural =~ Nonrural . Rural ' Nonrural °
. ~ Areas Areas " Areas Areas .
MR e . . -
e L AN
R Youth . o o Fh o M T e
<L (1017)  (1148) (1047) (1145) V- ‘
Young adulls | %%  36%. b 1z ’
P (883) .. (1161) (883)- '(116})°
Qlder adults - - 4% % S, % T L 1% -
. ‘ (1353) (166‘._2)‘ - (1353) ° (16'6‘2)
SED( , .’.\ . _Q‘ \ ‘:}: $e . . :‘
Male '11% 6% . < 3% 5% - "t
- (1541) (1816‘)\ (1541)  (1816): ¥ :
h-\male . . ‘% 10% 2% 2% e -
. : (1712)  (2155) - (1712) * (81550 ,t
3RAC.EC . . a "-z, ca . K
- White 8 - = 13% o2 %
. s (2904) (3303) (2804) .. '(3305). - o -
Black ‘and other _, & 13%° % & .
' (349)  (668) (349)  (668) s
. REGION: , LS '
North East {( - 12% - 12% 3% - =
' (551)  (1160) (551)  (1360)
| North Céntral =~ 6% . 1% % 3% \
' : , (864) -.(978) (864) (.9?78)
South * . 11% ’ SZb - .
: . ’ " 41:‘13:2) (1143) ) (1232) (1143)° s
West 6% 16 9 e
C (606) ° ., (690) . (606) ‘({590) .
mucaton? - o SRR E
Attended college . 13% 18% 4% . % - T
N (686) (1090) -(686) - (1090) )
; Did not attend ‘ o e l s - >
‘ college -~ - ° 6% 11% 1%5; A [
’ «(1534) ' (1711) (1534 '(1711) ' S
%stronger a'.rug use zncZudee usé of an haZZucmagen, cocame and/or herg;n .
A
bYouth are ages 12 to 17- years; young adults are agee 18 to.25; -older adwlte are
o age 26 years and older: . . ;
- .. - + 2 2.
yfiite inoludes all pevaons of Eispaniceorigin. ' .
E’ducatwn estimates. based on'the aduZt sample only; cases mth no 'mfomgtwn o
on educatwnal attairment: a!‘e omitted. ‘ , - '
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The rural/nonrural similarities extepd to the timing of drug use .
initiafion and to cumulative drug experienc€. Rural and non-
rural residents begin their ase of illicit drugs at approxi-
mately the same age. As table 7 shows, approximately one-fifth
~of all marijuana usé@§ in both rural and nonrural areas first »
tried marijuana prior to age 15, and one~-fifth "tried it at age
22 or older. <The majdrity began marijuana use between age 15

and 21. Approximately two-thirds. of thd stronger drug-users in -

dition, the cumulative lifetime experience of ‘rural drug users,
resembles that of nonrural users. In every age group, more than
half ‘of both rural and nonrural marijuana users haye used mari- -
juana mord than 10 times, while over 40 percent of both rural

> and nonrural stronger drug users have used one of these dvrugs 10 °
or more times. - . »

both Tocation begin use between 15 a22421 years of age. In ad-

—

R S N
=~ Table 7. A Comparison of Rural and Nonrural Ma;ijuana Use: Age
at First Use and Cumlative Lifetime ExperienCe-Amoné
Illicit Drug Users . e M
" . s PERCENTOF , - PERGENTOF @
o MARIJUANA USERS STRONGER DRUG
i Rural Nonrural Rural Nonrural
. , Areas  Areas Areas * Areas
T ’(1085) (1688) (379) (695) °
. ' 4 ' )
AGE AT FIRST USE . . S
4 . . ' ) - . n . -
: 14 or younger °  21% 22% . 11% 11% .
LT~ : £ e | " .
215-17 years old 33 29 -t 32 . 30
. ’ ' : -
.~ 18-21 years old 25 254 33 34 «
~ -22 or older. 20 23 | ) 17 18
- * - ‘ /
CUMULATIVE LIFETIME ‘ ) I ~
'MF:R.IENCE ¢ . - . . -
10 times or less AT . 4% - . 58 . 54%
! 3 ’ . RN ’ . ,
11-99 times | 23 25 . .2 . 31
100 or more times 29 ¢ $1° w . 6 e

- '. .'
£, <. : T
\Dges not add-to 100% because respondents who used the.illicit drug™

*class, but reaponded “not sure" to the question on age. of first
uses arg emittéd. + . : . ’

{
)
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In regard to race, ‘there is no difference within rurdl areas

- between whites and nonwhites (all ages) on lifetime prevalence

for marijuana and stronger drugs. Rural whites were 8ignifi- -

" cantly lower in lifetime prevalence for all dfugs than nonrural

whites. Rural nonwhites were also lower in lifetime prevalence

_"than nonwhites in nonrural areas. Due to the smaller sample

size of nonwhites, the difference does not attain statistical:
sigiificance. \ . : »

% ) ‘ »
One’ of the consisteht trends of this centuryghas been the
‘growing-urbanization of our SOC1ety Census estimates.indicate
a- precipitous decline ™ the percentage of the population of the "
United States living in the most sparsely populated rural areas
from, 60 percent to 25 percent (Bureau of the Census 1975). -Nof
on]y have cities and suburbs grown, engulfing adjoining rural

" “areas, but substantial migration from farms to cities has ,

continued across this period of tihe.. A ‘great-many persons have
moved from rural to nonrural areas--and in recent years this has
meant movement from areas of jow drug abuse prevalence to areas
of h1gher preva]ence This gontinued migration raises a’ serious’
question about the risk ‘'of subsequent 711icit drug involvement
for rural. youth who move to nonrural areas: Are these $ouths
more likely to initiate i1ligit drug-use than their same-age
peers who remdin in-rural areas?

4 \

The higher rates of illicit drug use in nonrural areas suggest
that m1grat1on to an urban: commun1ty might increase the proba-

" bility of beginning use of .marijuana, the "gateway" illicit
. drug To investigate this risk, the 4ncidence of marijuana pse

across the-teen years:is compared 'for two. groups, of irev1ous
nohuse¥s: youths who move from a very rural-area to a nonrural _
area, the movers, and those:who live 1n very rural areas con-
t1nuously, the ponmovers.’

Based on the ages at which respondents reported that they 1ived
in a rura] area of fewer than 2,500 people, 1,139 persons who .
lived in very rural areas at age 12 havé been 'selected for this
ana1y51s To make the comparison as sensitive and unambiguous.
as poss1b1e, the, fp]]ow1ng steps were taken:

1. To control in part for historical changes ?n drug use
-? prevalence, the %Usm is restricted to persons who
are now tnder 35 -years old, that is, persons whose

early teen years were in tne 1960s and 1970s.

2. Only persons who 'had been in a rural area at the age of

"’ f', 12 are excluded.

A
i

12 are eligible. A]] those who moved before the age, of -

r -,
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3. Oply those whd never moved, or who moved only once from
a rural area to a nonraral -area, are included. Persons
- who moved more than once in and out of nonrural areas
. are’ excluded. )
4. Only the marijuana incidence at ages 14 through 19 was
« exaTined because, as indicated earlier, the majority -of.
., mawijuana usens began use during these years. ‘
,The incidehce of marijuana use is the proportion of users among
those who had not previously used, e.g., the~incidence rate
answers the question, "Among persons who reach a given age
~without using marijuana;—wiiat proportion used marijuana for the ¥
" first time at-that age?” Previols wsers and youth who did not '
reach a'given age are excluded from the calculation of all-
. subsequent year incidence rates. '

+

- ‘0

The results of this comparison, shown in table 8, provide some

support for the idea that'movemert from very rural areas Lo more
\f’aﬁggéjyupopulated areas increases the probability of-illicit |

drug invelvement. At 5'of the 6 years of age from 14 through

19, the incidence of marijuana usg is higher among youths who .

moved out of very rural areas than among their nonmoving peers. '
> For example, 5 percent of the l4-year-old youths who had ot .

previously used marijuana and who remained in rural areas used

marijuana for the first time at that age compared to 8 percent
of their peers.who had previously moved to nonrural areas. .’

While theére i not much difference between the incidence rates '
among movers and the comparable incidence rates among honmovers, N
the preponderance of evidence supports a conclusion that the

urban environment is at least slightly more conducive.to begin-
ning marijuana use at .early ages than the rural environment.

The importance of this finding lies in the fact that shall dif-
ferences in the incidence of marijuana use during the teenage
years can translate into large differences in: the prevalence of
lifetime experience with marijuaoa by age 20. Jhus, movement to
more urban environment by residents of. very rural areds appear

to increase the probability of illicit drug experience by younj
adyithood. <

)

similarities in rural and nonrural pattekns of drug user exist.
‘In both rural. and nonrural areas, first use of i1licit drugs
occurs at approximately the.same age, and about the same amount
of ‘1ifetime use is reportéd by users.

Beyond these regional and age grouphg??fir ncek\é remarkab]é

-
’




- move to more urban commun1t1es.
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Taple« 8. Incldence Rates of Marljugna Use Among Movers and
Nonmovers by Age

.

AN INCIDENCE RATES OF MARIJUANA USE. -
: NEW MARIJUANA - - . Rural - < , .~ Rural-to-
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of previous nonusers at each aye L8 shown n parentheszo wnder
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A]though the preva]ence of - 1111c1t drug use in. rura] areas
averages about two-thirds of the rates in nonrural areas, two-
significant departures from this general pattern can be ob-
servedg When rural and nonrural differences are compared within )
age groups, young adults in rural areas aré only slightly less’
Iikely to have used illicit drugs than their nonrural peers. In
contrast, .older adults in rural areas are far less -likely to
have used drugs i1licitly than older adults imnponrural areas.
: WheQ&rural and nenrural drug use is compared within regions,
sharp.differences in“rdtes are observed in the South and North
Central regions in contrast to slight differences in the West -
and ‘Northeast. Moreover, similar subgroups of the pnpu]at1on in
both rural and nonrliral areas are those most likely td use -
illicit drugs; age, ' education, race, and sex appear similarly
-associated with i1licit drug use within both types of areas.

The generally higher rates of illicit drug use in- non;ura] arggs
appear, however, to increase ‘slightly -the“probability of begin- .
ning marijuana use -during the teen years: for.rural youth who ..

+
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Section 4 N

. RURAL DRUG ABUSE ENVIRONMENTS R
Rural areas in the United States vary widely in population
density; in degree of organization, and in mobility among
residents. About two-thirds of the rural.population live in
communities of fewer.than 2,500 persons, while one-third live in
areas of 2,500 to 25,000 persons. Rural areas contain towns and
their suburbs in addition to farmland and open country.. Some

‘age close to facilities such as colleges or resorts which
.attract large numbers of visitors or transient residents, White

others are relatively isolated.

: . . : o
The emergence of drug abuse in rural areas may well be related
to such variations in rural environment. The previous section

’

has already documentéd. a relatiomship between population demsity '

and drug abuse. Within rural areas, regiopal differences, fur-
ther suggest that patterns of use vary by locaTe, The finding

" that the prevalence of .j1licit drug use is almost as high in

prevalence *is highest. 5

.

rural and nonrural.areas in the Northeast and West regions of
the country points to the possibility that some rural areas may
be far more likely than ofhers to have drug abuse problems.
This section will.examine in more detail the prevalence of

?

illicit drug use in diverse rural environments in an effort to

.identify the kinds of rural areas in which i1licit drug use

onfe familidr to Jarge numbers of rural residents. -

i,

As the prior section demonstrated, the emérgeﬁce of illicit drug
use in nonmetropolitan areas ¢f the United States occurred in
large part during the decade of ihe seventies: in nonmetro- .
politan areas the prevalence of lifetime experience with ’
marijuana grew among young adults from approximately 21 percent
in 1972 to 61 percent in 1979,.and among adutts over 25 from -
around 3 percent in 1972 to‘13 percent ‘in 1979. By 1979, 6Q
percent, of all rural respondents age 12 and odder reported that
they were personally ac¢quainted with a marijuana user. Illfcit
drug use thds rapidly changed from relatively rare behavior to’
/ . L urad
One explanation, for the rapid rise in marijuana use in-nonmetro-
politan areas in the 1970s is that it was spread via a process
of social diffusion from metropolitan to nonmetyopolitan areas;
that -is, residents of rural areas may have acquired drug use
knowledge_and opportunities through exposure to persens from
areas in which illicit drug use became familiar during the
1960s. This explanation draws on a model of social learning
which suggests -that new behaviors .and attitudes can be learned”

" from other persons--directly through observation. and social

interaction as well as indirectly through the mass media. The
social contact of residents in nonmetropolitan areas with .

- e

e ' o
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persons familiar with 1111c1t gdreug~lse may have been a cruc1a1

factor in its emergence in rural areas. If so, rural environ-
ments that provide frequent opportun1t1es for .learning about.
drug use through contact--direct and indirect--with ‘persons
familiar with drug abuse should be chafhcter1zed by'h1gher
prevalence of marijuana use and familiarity than areas in which-

_such opportunities are more infrequent.

‘Special learning opportunities can be axranged on a.continuum of
- closeness of interpersonal contact.. At one end of the continudm -

are indirect contacts'with the 1deas of others. Virtually
everyone in this country has the opportunity to be exposed té

*itlicit drug use- 1nd1rect1y through the mass meédia. Television,

Y

newspapers, and movies reach even the most jSolated rural.
areas. Over 95 percent of both rural and nonrural: respondents
to the 1979 National Survey reported that they had heard of .

marijuana, cocaine, and héroin. At the other end of the .corn-

. tinuum of interpersonal contact is conversation on a regular

basis with’a close friend or ebservation of behaviors among
intimate associates. Falling in the center are occasional
conversations with, or observations.of, strangers or casual
acquaintances. Th1s type of opportunity to learn about drug use

depends to some extent on the ava11ab111ty in the area of others :

fam111ar wwth‘1t17c1t drug~use. s e s e o
‘: a " . . '.
It is the 11ke11hood of -encountering, others from whoh an
understanding of i1licit drug use can be acqujred throlgh
conversation and/or observation that may vary widely across
diverse rural environments. Factors Such as popu]at1on density,
degree of urbanization, and the influx of visitors or transient
residents can affect the availability in”a rural commun1ty of
0pportun$t1\e to learn about and/or, exper1ence i1licit drug
use. Rural>areas that are more dense]y populated would seem to
provide more frequent opportunities for verba] and visual

~contact with a variety of persons beyond one's: immediate family

and nelghbors than would less demsely populated areas. Similar-
1y, the degree of urbanizatjon may pred1ct more extensive.con-
tacts with others: residents of towns may be more likely to
encounterwpersons ofher than family members and‘c]ose fr1ends
than residents of. farims or ranthes.

" ~N o < . o {

" .-In addition to the enhanced potent1a1 for more frequent soc1a1

interaction in more densely populated and urbanized rural areas,
certain-aspects of tfie(environment can be expetted to relate to,
quaJ1tat1ve diffenence$ in interpersonal contacts. In partic- |
ular, rural locatigns ™ which temporagy resid nts or visitors

_ abound would seem to offer a “larger. number’ of 'new" persons who

might bring with thém drug use experience and’ knowledge -accum-

would be familiar with drug use is enhqnced in the case of col-
1ege ‘students and members of the Armed Forces,

Vot R N e S\ s
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., ulated elsewhere. The likelihood that these temporary residents
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among whom drug use is believed to be widespread. ‘Other . Qg
transients, such as vacationers at resorts, may be particularly
inclined to engage in recreational use of illicit drugs away
from the constraints of home and family responsibilities. In
addition, temporary work sites like logging camps and big con- -
struction projects attract transient workers. The preseoce of

facilities that attract transients may thus contribute to the

.chance that rural residents would have theopportunity to learn ’ :

-

~

about illicit drug. use.

Finally, the regional differences in both rural and nonrural . v © -
illicit drug use noted in the prior section may reflect the '
‘likelihood of contact with persons from whom marijuana use can - °
be learned. From the early seventies, and probably before, the
prevalence of drug-use has been higher in the We3t and Northeast
than in the South and North Ceptral areas. The perpetuation of
regional differences in the spread of drug abuse to rural areas’~
occurs at least in part because of the proximity of persons . ‘
familiar with illicit drug use in the metropolitan areas of
these regions. This section focuses on the use of the most
widespread illicit drug, marijuana, across rural communities
that differ in opportunities for learning about illicit drug

. use. Marijuana is probably the primary drug in the social
diffusion of i1licit drug use. It is typically the first
illicit drug used (Harrell and Wirtz 1980) and is likely to be
the first drug introduced into rural areas. '

To identify communities ¥ith differential levels of oppor-
tunities for learning about jjuana use, each rural location y
in the Survey. was assigned an éstimated prevalence rate for
cquaintance with a marijuana yser, lifetime experience with
arijuana, and current use.of marijuana and alchol based on the
answers of the respondents in each location. Each rural area
was classified by region of the country by population density.
based on census data (areas with fewer than 2,500 persons versus
areas with 2,500-24,999) and by interviewer rating=of the degree .
of urbanization (towns/Suburb gr opeps try). In addition, ..,
access to facilities that bring guegts or transient residentsito, "
each area was determined on the baszs of whether or not there . _ﬂ” - .
was within 10 miles: (1) a military or naval base; (2) a college
- with studerits who ‘live away’ from their regular homes; (3) a -
resort area which attracts vacation or business travelers; or
(4)“%n employer of temporary workers, such as a logging or .-
mining camp, a large temporary construction site, a ranch.or .
farm with migrant workers or hired hands.- Of the 210. rural . % - A
locations included in the ‘Survey, 37 had too few respondents to :
permit area prevalence estimates;-each of these 37 locations Was
therefore combined with another-rural location similar in
population density, region, degree of urbanization, and
transient facilities. . ‘ . .

iy
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. Two key indicators of the levels of diffusion of marijuana use
into rural areas are shown in table 9: ‘the prevalence of
; personal-acquaintance with a marijuana user and the prevalence
of lifetime experience with marijuana. The average prevaldnce
of acquaintance with a marijuana user is generally high (bver 50
percent) across all types.of rural environments. The largest
differences occur between rural areas in the South and North
Central regions versus those in the West and Northwest; the
— prevalence of acquaintance with a marijuana user ranges from 53
percent in the North Central region to 73 percent in the West.
In contrast, acquaintance with a marijuana user is quite similar
in rural areas that differ in population density, degree of
urbanization, and proximity to a temporary wbrk site. ‘Some
- support for the social diffusion thesis: is provided by the
consistently higher prevalence of acquaintance with a user in
areas within 10 miles of a military base, residential college,
~ v or a.resort, as well as in areas near two or more® typés of
transient facilities. However, these differénces only approach,
but do not attain, statistical significance.
Similar conclusions can be reached about the relationship of
lifetime experience with marijuana and features of the rural
environment. ., Again th&Jargest differences in prevalence rates
" appear to depend on regional location; Tifetime_experience with
marijuana is lower in rural areas in thé South and North Central
region and higher in the West and Northeast. 1In addition, the
prevalence of marijuana ever-use is significantly higher in
rural-areas within 10 miles of a college or a resort, as well as
in areas with more different types of facilities forstran-
sients. In both cases the figures suggest that proximity to
resorts or colleges is a more potént factor in the emergence of
marijuana.use in rural areas than population density and degree
. . of urbanization. ~
A somewhat different picture of drug abuse emerges when looking
at the average prevalence of current marijuana use by rural LT
environment, as table 10 illustrates.: As before, current -
marijidana use is higher in areas’ near a resort or college’, in
, the Northedst and West, and in areas with a greater number- of
L - ) types of transient facilities. In addition, current marijuana
’ . use is also highes in more densely populated and more urbanized -
areas. This suggests that not only does proximity to facilities
With transients enhance the likeTihood that i11igit drug use
will be—reported in rutral areas, but also that the more populous
and/og urbanized rural areas provide a setting_conducive to con-
tinuing marijuana use. Moreover, the ratio of -the prevalence of
current marijuana use to lifetime experience with marijuana is
- particularly high in certain rural areas: in rural areas near
resorts, areas with 2,500 persons or more, areas consisting of
towns ar suburbs, and areas in_the North&ast region. The cur-
e rent use pré(alence rate is half the lifétime experience preva- *°
Tence rate, indicating a strong tendency toward continuation. of
marijuana use in these areas. - '

-

-
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Table 9. The Avérage Prefalence of Acquaintance with a Marijuana °
- User and of Lifetime Experience with Marijuana in Rural
Environments : L
AVERAGE PREVALENCE AVERAGE PREVALENCE
OF ACQUAINTANCE WITH: OF LIFETIME EXPERI- «
A MARIJUANA USER ENCE WITH MARIJUANA

N N
KIND OF RURAL.AREA
(Number of areas = 173)

I \ m
Population Density '
2500-24,999 (59) 6% - ™SO A4
Leéss than 2500 (114) 61% - . 21%
) Degree of Urbanization ~ . ~ :
b ' Town or Suburb (90) - 63% . . o5
v Open Country (83) . 61% - 21% h
\\N Proximity to Facilities ~
With Transients . . . N
Near a Military Base (12) 6%% ¥ 30%
a . Not Near a Military Base'(161) 61% . 22b |
Near a Residential . ¥ T —
. ., College (60) ) 6% 26% *
“~ Not Near a Residential L
College (113)° . 60% — 21%
- - " Near a Resort (59) - 65% . 27‘%{**
¢ , Not Near a Resort (114) 60% - 20%
Near a Temporary  ° o .« e
*Work Site (78) 63% & = 22%
. . Not Near a Temporary . . .
Work Site (95) - 61% . 23% .
Number of Types of Facilities |
with Transients Near Aread ’ ok
_ None (53) - . 5% o 19T
One (61) _ 61% - 2%
Two_or more (59) © 65% \ 25%
- « ~ Region . : . Kk *kok
- Northeast (32) . . T0% . 2Tk
«  North Central (47) - 53% 1%
. South (65)- . 59% r20%
© . West (29) . 13% 2%
. . .
. @. * p <.08 . ~ :
o . ¥ p <.01 ' . : ' -~
*?*p £ 0001 . . .
ARanges from' zero to four, bhased on the proximity of a college, 0

military base, vesort and/or temporary work site.
bsignificanee tested using chi square. ’

< —
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Table 10. The: AVerage Prevalence o Current Use of Marijuana.
and Alcohol by Type of Rural Environment

. ~

B ) N M A ’ L ’
j_ ‘ AVERAGE PREVALENCE. AVERAGE PREVALENCE
OF. CURRENT USE
OF ALOOHQL

-
KIND OF RURAL AREA

OF CURRENT USE
OF MARIJUANA

(Number of areas = 173)
Population Density
" 2500-24,999. (59)
Less than-.2500 (114)

' Degree of Urbanization

Town or Suburbs (90)

Open Country (83)"

Proximity to Facilities
with Transients

Near a Military Base (12)

Not Near a Military
» Base (161)

Near é-Resideﬁtial
Collgge (60)

3

. 12%**
8% .

11%*
%

10% -
/4

-

11%*

Not Near a Residential

College (113)

Near a Resort (59)

8%
13 ***

Not Near a Resort (114) %

Near a Temporary
Work Site (78).

Not Near a Temporary
- Work Site (95)

r

s T
A%

" Number of Types of Facilitiés
With Transients Near Area

None (53) .
-~ One (61)
Two or More (59)

Region o
Nortpeast (32)°
North Central (47)

" South (65)
West (29)

* p< .05
* p< 01
kR p o< 001" \

. K
%
: 11%

’ 13%***

™ -
o
12%

.
v
/«.
-
»

e

LY

,59%#**

a7

SHRH*
45%

64%*

50%

55%-
4%
56%*
48% -°

53%
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The consistent failure of proximity to military bases and

tempprary work sites to predict higher’ than average marijuana

& familiarity or yse may result from a tendency of “these newcomers

who enter the rural area as temporary residents, often with

their families, to become integrated into prevailing community

patterns of work and récreation. 'In contrast, vacationers at-a—"

resort and residential college students are probably less- in- , ] .

volved in local community .activities and may be more likely to =3

- -engage opénly in recreational substance use., Certainly this .
speculation bears investigation in future research.

’

Estimates of the levels of current alcohol use’, provided in‘
_table 9 for comparisgn, indicate that, in most cases, the rural
environments with higher marijuana use prevalence also have
.higher levels of current drinking. While it-is not possible to
determine from the 1979 survey whéther or not alcohol became .
¢ opular in these rural areas prior to marijuana, widespread
alcohol use preceded widespread marijuang use in the country as
a whole and probably in mdst rural areastas well. Thus, it is
possible that patterns of recreational substance use that were
established in thgSe rural areas prior to the introduction of
‘marijuana contributed to the emergence and perceived social . .
acceptability of an additional form of substance use.
It is clear that-marijuana use is more likely to occur in
.~.- " certain kinds of rural environments. Rural areas in the West
and Northeast, those located within 10 miles of colleges. and/or
resorts, and those near several types of facilities that attract
transients prgyidi;::vironments conducive to the emérgence of.

marijuana use. In addition, more densely populated and/or
urbanized rural areéas are characterized by higher- current use
prevalence rates for both-marijuana and alcohol than less
populated and/og less urbanized areas. The accessibility of -
opportunities to learn about, and to use, illicit.drugs appears
. to contribute both ‘to the emergence and-continuation of .mari-

,Jjuana use. Furthermore, existing patterns of alcohol use may

have contributed as well to the acceptance of illicit drug use
in these area&.’ .

s

)

’ Less clear is what can be expected about future diffdsion of

i1licit drug use in Pural areas. If current aleohol use

prevalence can be used as a guide, there may be a'perpetuation

of the difference in the prevalence of marijuana.use across

diverse rural environments. On the other hand,” the levels of

s rural’marijuana use have not yet reached the high rates ohserved:

ih nonrural areas, suggesting that the process of rapid - ‘.
diffusion of illicit drug use may continue, and that-the . )

. _prevlaence differences across rural envirorments may further ' "

. diminish’in the next several yea?% ' ' ’

.
an—.
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-+ . TECHNICAL NOTE
This Technical Note provides summary information on the methods °, v
and procedures. used in the 1979 National Survey on ‘drug Abuse
(including coverage of the population, sample selection, inter-

. viewing experience, data weights) and the reconstruction of
trend data for this réport. - - ¢ - ° - : .

- N ? °
- » , . B
v K

- « e, e

Coverage of-the.Population Lt _ . -

’ * . S : B
The results of any survey are limited to the population from : <
which the sample was drawns , In thé current series of studies, ' ;
the té¥m "general population” hps'béep used to refer to persons’™ '
aged 12 and older Jiving ‘in households, in the contiguous United.
States (excludim¥§Hawaii and® Alask® . Restriction to the.house-,
hold -population obviously excludes certain portions of the total .
population: (a) persohs 14ving in miditary installations, dormi-
tories and some other group quartérs; (b) persons in institu= -
tions such as hospitals and jails; (c) homeless persons--those S
with no fixed address. Clearly, the excluded portions of.the ’
total population may differ considerably from one another and
from the househo]d-pothat?%p im many ways, penQéps including
drug use, patterns. . ® . B ) -

The Sample of Youth, Yourg Adults, and Qlder Aduits
7 - %

-

A national area probability sample designatednéamplé locations,
“households, and specific indiwiduals; at no point wds selection ° ‘ ,
left to the discretion of the interviewer. . o
* There were several step$ in’the design of this stratified random -
sample. After dividing the contiguous Urjted -States into .
primary geographic areas (eachaaYea'consi§ting of a county or . d
group of counfies with a minimum population of 50,000 in 1970), .
103 primary -areas were drawn‘usingasfyatdficgtfon procedures
designed to insure representatiyengss on a number of. variables. v ¢
Eight additional primary areas were. then selecteds +n order to’ “
augment the(number of- ru€d] areas to be included in the sample.
From within these 111 primary areas, 500 smaller areas (each . /
containing approximately 2,500 persons), were then randomly
drawn. In each smaller area,-6ne oy more "segments" of 10 to 25
housing units were then randomly seﬁétted, and housing units to " °
bemincludeg;jgﬁ;ﬁgisampﬁe were listed by specific address.
Except for “the intentional oversampling of rural areas, the
probability procedures- used for the selection o{ locations and-: -
hodsing. units were such that each housing unit in the=centiguous "
United States had, overall, an egual’chance of selection. - -

Vv

o

, . . . [
DN . . 7. oy : s

Advange” letters were mfihed to selected households,-announcing

_the, survey .and urging cooperation. Interviewerd then called at: c.
each household to list residents for purMeses of random , .
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, group, so that youth, young adu]ts, and older adylts could be’
sampled separately and with varying probabilities of selection. -
At most, one _youth and one adult were selected per: household.
Because previous stud1e$ had established that younger persons

.~ were oversampled, Because- younger persons and rural residents’
. were oversampled, survey results have been weighted to reflect
’ thg actual age @and rural/nonrural dtstgnbut1on of the popu]at1on

-

Interviewing Experience ‘ ‘ y

Interviewers visited selected households to conduct conf1dent1a]

percent of the -youth, 84: percent of-.young -adults, and 80 percent
of the older adults originally se]ected for sample. In all, -
. 2,165 youths 2,044 young,adults, and 3015 older persons were
. - 1nterv1ewed Because .many people were frequent]y away from”
home, interviewers often had to make several vigits in order to
g obtain a single intgrview;.in no cagse wds a “similar person"
~. '~ subStituted for a randomly se?ected individual who'could not be
.interviewed. The data collection period spanred August 1979
.- . through January 1980, with most of’ the- 1nterv1ews being "
conducted during the fall of 1979. . 5
Throughout this study, every poss1b1e precaut1on—was taken to
- protect the privacy &f the respondent to insure the confg-
dentiality of the data, and to maximize “the validity of- 5wers
. to sensitive questions. -For example, interviewers<never kpew °
. respondents' answers to such questions by c1rc11ng numbergkpn
' sheets; each respondent then sealed his-or her. ansﬂ%
‘'sheets\in an envelope which was ‘immediately nfailed-.-to the
central\office. No names were used on these answer sheets.
Codes identifying households were. kept in locked files at a- *
- separate location and were desgroyed follow¥ng ver1f1cat1on of

o, interviews.
B K T =

Data weights 4
LTI A RLUI)

Prior to’ tabulation, the data were we1ghted compensate for
the oversampling of persons in the younger age groups and in.
® rural areas; each person's;relative we1ght was.based on the
. ‘inverse of his or her chance of selectidn, as specified in the
sampling plaft. In addition, weights were used to gompensate for
differences in ‘completion rates -among various interviewing
locations and different demographic subgroups These weights
insure that .the tabulations reflect the demographic distribution
- of the popu]atlon.

-

N -
J .

! Fuller details of the methods used ‘in‘the 1979'National Survey *
. . are provided in¢ Fishburne, P.M., Abelson, H.I., and. Cisin, I.H.

36

. t ’
~» selection. The individuals in each heusehold were listed by age

-

- - +had more experience with illicit drugs, youth and ‘young~adults w

A

interviews with respondents Interviews were,completed with 86 >

¢




v N 4 : . ‘ . 7 - -
[ ] * N * - ° é. (
. . . ‘, - - » = 200 .
. " ®

\ National Survey on Drug Abuse: Main Findings 1979. Washipgton, ¢
' + D.C.: Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing .

- Office, 1980. - .~ . ' '
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" . Reconstruction of Trend Data - e : .

~

In this report, reconstructed data were used to examine the
' initiation of marjjuana use in rural and nonrural areas. _The
= " ipitiation of marijuana use in three time periods--1965.tlirough
1969, 1970 through 1974, and 1975 through 1979--was recon- .
Y : structed from: (1) the respondent's age in 1979; (2) the agZNBE
; which the respondent reported using marijuana for the first
. time; and (3) the type.of area the respondent lived in when he
. " or she first tried marijuana. By subtracting age. at first use
/" from current age, it is possible to estimate how many years ago
Ty the person first used ma#ijuana. Those who first used 10 to 15
: years ago, first-used in the time period 1965-1969.  Those who * )
# . first used 5 to 9 years ago, first used-between-1970 and 1974, .
o~ - Those who first used 4 years ago or less, first uséd ‘between )
B .7*1975 and 1979. : < e '

. . . 1

>

~ * . Respondents were classified as beginning mdrijuana use-in.a "

- rural area if they reported that at the time theéy first used.
marijuana .they lived in: (1) a "farm, ranch, or small ‘town 'of.
less than 2,500 population"; or (2) a “rural typedarea, 2,500 to

. 25,000 populatioh." Marijuara‘users who first ubed marijuana - Do

in: (1)-a "town or city with population between 25,000 and
50,000", or (2).a "city with population over 50,000" were - \
classified as starting marijuana usé in a nonryra]‘anga,‘" -

~ ¥
P LY

. . ~ 3 o
,/:} . . Reconstructed estimates are necessarily imperfect replicas of
' past reality. The accuracy of the respondent's rﬁirosbective '
report may be in doubt, and a degree of error is -thereby added. )\\\-_\
Hegever, even though some persons may incorrectly recall theirn
exdct age at ther time they-first used a drug, it is unlikely -
, that bias is thereby introduced, for. there appears to ke no
] reason why persons would consistently underestimate or over-

. estimate their age at first use. A very small number of
respogdents (1ess than 1 percent) were necessarily.excluded
because they were uneb]e to give their age at first marijuana - .
-use. An additional problem is that individuals may be unable to .
accurdtely identjfy -the type of community, particularly ?f they. . , |
were very youpg at the time. By grouping categories, this : -
problem is afinimized.- . - . ﬁ

|

On the other. hand, the household population Edrveyed in 1§?;'i§ g
' not identical.to the population which would e beert surveyed
if actual studies had been conducted duripgffﬁ;-]960$. Obvious- .
Jy, older persons who have ‘died dince 1965 could not be inter- )
* vigwed tn'the 1979 study. Furthermoie, in the 1960s the house-.
hold population didqt--include some of the people who were - -

¥
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X » surveyed in 1979; for example, a number of respondents who are
- . “ now in their thirties may have been living in college dormi- °*
©« tories or military installations in the late 1960s. A special
analy$is .indicated that factors such &s these may introduce bias
- into reconstructed estimates--but the bias is probably not. more
. than a few percentage points. ’ ’

=
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. o
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PAFulText provided by ERIC . - -




o . SARY OF ILLICIT DRUGS L. .
AND DRUG CLASSES ‘ ’ R

LR ¥ "
- . o
- ¢ i

_Alcohol. Alecohold béverages included 'beer, wine, and whiskey

WW gin, and other 'hard’ liquors," L

.\a AT . L - . . ! .o

3 Analgesics. A lass of the psychotherapeutic prescription drugs
. that includes 15 different. pills in four subgroups: Propoxy-

phene, other an lgesics, methadone, agonist/antagonist.

LAl o .
Cigarettes.| ) Cigaffptte use does not include use of other tobacco

- products. ,
_Cocaine. Cocaine refers only "to ‘this single product derived from’ .
' the coca bush. . - ' . .

Y

Hallucinogens. This ¢lass includes '1SD, and%ther hallucinogens

’ , —such as phendyclidine \or PCP, mescaline, peyote, psilocybin,
and DMT." . - (
. ' Yo ~
Heroin. The category heroi includes no other drugs. .
. " Inhalants. Inhalants include a la.rg’e number 05 legally available . .
MR Ssubstances including "gasoliné or lighter fluids, spray pa_ints',-« .

_ other aerosol sprays (PAM or deodorants), shoe shing, glue, or
+ - .tuolene, lacquer thimner, or other paint solvents, amyl nitrite
("'poppers"), halothane, ether, or other anesthetics, .nitrous
- oxide, whippets, locker room odorizer." .- “
® . .
. Marijuana. Marijuana as a drug\class refers to the twd cannabis deri-
vatives--marijuane and hashis .
Prescriptiont Psychotherapeutic* s. This drug class refers to the
' Yecreationa use of stimlants, sedgtives, tran-
quilizers and/or analgesics that are leglly. abtainable :only -
under a doctor's prescriptionl. The subclasses are defined else-
where in.this glossary. . “' . . ’

Sedatives. A subclass, of péyéh&t erapeutic prescription drugs that
' includes 25 different pills in four subgroups: intermediate/
long acting barbiturates, non arbiturate/nonbenzodiazepine seda-

L tives, short acting barbiturates, and dalmane. ° . .
s ) i ) ) . . ‘
. Stimulants. A subclass of psychotherapeutic prescription drugs that .
includes 21 different pillsyin four subgroups: amphetamines, ° K
- . - . nonamphetamine anorectics, ritlalin, and cyclert. -
BN ‘ 'franquilizers. A subclass of psyéuotherapeﬁtic prescription drugs

That includes 15 different pillls, in four subgroups: benzodia-
zepines, meprobamate, hydroxyzine, and benadryl. - MU W

L
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