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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the spring of 1982 a survey was conducted of a representative sample
of about 2,400 seniors in 33 overseas schools of the DoDDS system.
This survey, which used confidential, self-administered questionnaires
and was conducted by University of Michigan representatives, matched
in both content and method the 1982 stateside administration of the
Monitoring the Future study. Monitoring the Future has been conducted
annually in the coterminous United States since 1975, under the primary
sponsorship of the National Institute on Drug Abus~; it yields the
primary statistical information used to estimate student drug use in the
domestic population. The 1982 sample contained about 18,000 students
in 142 schools.

Drug use and related attitudes, beliefs, and environmental factors for
these two populations are compared in this report. (Comparisons on
other variables are provided elsewhers,) The key findings are as
follows:

e Overall the patterns of licit and illicit substance use
by the overseas DoDDS student population are
impressively similar to those of their stateside
counterparts. Exactly the same proportion of both
populations (64%) report having ever tried any illicit
drug and nearly identical proportions report having
used an illicit_drug other than marijuana (40% in
DoDDS vs. 41% stateside). 1hese similarities bear
testimony to the degree to which the dependents of
American servicemen overseas carry the cultural
habits of their society with them, since these drug
usage rates very likely contrast sharply to those in the
surrounding communities overseas.

e Despite the overall similarities, there are some
differences between the two populations which are of
interest—differences which cannot be explained by
any differential proportions planning to attend college
(which we know is an important correlate of various
types of drug use). (On the average, more of the
DoDDS students plan to attend a four-year college
than the students in civilian schools.)



Certain drugs show nearly identical lifetime
prevalence I':tues in the wmwmuy,
nmarijuana, tives (ta as a
mﬁr E&ugs ﬁw somewhat lower rates of use
in the DoDDS population—cocaine, aga%uminea
(stimulants), the nmEl and butyl nitrites ts

and methaquaione. t use of several classes of
dlicit more widespread in the DoDDS
system—] ts {(other than nitrites), tranquilizers,

barbiturates, heroin, and tes other roin.
(See Tables 1 6 1«%‘&;)_‘—‘

The use of the licit drugs, i1.e., alcoho} and cigarettes,
is also higher in the DoDDS system, particularly at
frequent levels of use. For example, daily drinki? is
reported by 8.5% of DoDDS seniors vs. of
stateside seniors. Daily smoking is reported by 26% in
DoDDS vs. 21% statesi#.

The daily marlluu_n_za %ge rate for DoDDS seniors,
however, I1s lower (4.0% vs. 6.3% stateside) in the
DoDDS system, even though nearly equal proportions

have used in the preceding month (28.5% in DoDDS vs.
27.0% stateside).

In general, the differences observed between male and
female students, and between the college-bound and
non-college-bound, closely paraliel those found in the
stateside population. ‘!2jes tend to be heavier users
than females of nearly all licit and illicit drugs (the
primary exceptions occur for stimulants and
cigarettes) and the non-college-bound are heavier
users in every case than the college-bound.

There are some fair-size regional differences in rates
of illicit drug use among DoDDS seniors (see Figure H).
The highest rate is in the North Germany region,
where 58% say they have used a drug illicitly in the
past year, followed by the Mediterranean with 36%,
South Germany with 53%, the Pacific with 45% and
the Atlantic with 45%. The Panama region is
somewhat lower than the other regions with only 38%
having used any illicit drug, though it does have by far
the highest rate of cocaine use. There are also some
important regional differences in alcohol and cigarette
use. Daily drinking tends to be highest in the
Mediterranean North Germany regions, while dailz
smokigig is highest in those two regions plus
tlantic region.

The degree and duration of the highs experienced by
users of the various drugs are about the same in the
DoDDS sample as in the stateside sample, suggesting a
similar intensity of use by users.



e Students in the DoDDS system on the average express
somewhat less disapproval of all types of drug use than
their stateside counterparts.

e Regarding perceived availability, most illicitly used
drugs appear to be less readily available to DoDDS5
students than to students in the domestic population.
There are three exceptions, however: tranquilizers,
heroin, and opiates other than heroin. These drugs are
reported as readily available by more DoDDS students
than stateside students, which may account for the
greater use of these drugs in the DoDDS student
population.

e In general, equivalent proportions of the DoDDS$
students and stateside student. perceive use of the
various licit and illicit drugs as entailing "great risk”
for the user (see Table 9). There are two exceptions,
however. Regular marijuana use and daily drinking are
not perceived as risky by as many DoDDS students
This could be because fewer of them drive automobiles
(one of the important sources of risk for such
behaviors) or because they are less exposed to
messages in the media about the risks of such
behaviors. (Over the last several years there has been
a substantial upward shift in the perceived risk of
regular marijuana use in the stateside population.)

e In their answers concerning their preferences for the
legal prohibition of various types of drug use in public
and private settings, the DoDDS students have about
the same profile of preferences (see Table 1i). The
one notable exception occurs in the case of public
drunkenness, which significantly fewer DoDDS
students think should be legally prohibited.

i0




INTRODUCTION

This report presents findings from a survey of high school seniors
attending Department of Defense Dependents Schools (DoDDS) in the
spring of 1982.

The survey of DoDDS seniors was carried out as part of an ongoing
national research and reporting program being conducted by the
University of Michigan's Institute for Social Research. Since 1973, that
program. entitled Monitoring the Future: An Ongeoing Study of the
Lifestyles and Values of Youth, has conducted annual surveys of high
schoo! seniors in the United States. In the 1982 data collection, the
survey was expanded to include the DoDDS seniors, with funding for the
supplement provided by the Department of Defense via an interagency
transfer to the National Institute on Drug Abuse—the primary sponsor
of the parent project.*

Content Covered in this Report

Among the topics to be treated here are (1) the current prevalence of
drug use among high school seniors in DoDDS and (2) comparisons of
drug use between seniors in DoDDS and seniors in stateside schoois.
Also reported for both groups of seniors are data on grade of first use,
intensity of drug use, attitudes and beliefs among seniors concerning
various types of drug use, and their perceptions of certain relevant
aspects of the social environment,

The eleven separate classes of drugs distinguished are marijuana
(including hashish), inhalants, hallucinogens, cocaine, heroin, natural and
synthetic opiates other than heroin, stimulants, sedatives, tranquilizers,
alcohol, and cigarettes. (This particular organization of drug use
classes was chosen to heighten comparability with other publications
based on national household surveys on drug abuse.) Separate statistics
are also presented here for several sub-classes of drugs: PCP and LSD
(both hallucinogens), barbiturates and methaqualone (both sedatives) and
the amyl and butyl nitrites (both inhalants). Barbiturates and
methaqualone, which are the two components of the "sedatives” class as
used here, are measured separately.

#This work was supported by Research Grant No. ROIDAOI4I
from the National Institute on Drug Abuse.

5
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Except for the findings on alcohol and cigarettes, practically all of the
information reported here deals with illicit drug use.® Respondents are
asked to exclude any occasions on which they used any of the

psychotherapeutic drugs under medical supervision,

We have chosen to focus considerable attention on drug use at the
higher frequency levels rather than simply reporting proportions who
have ever used various drugs. This is done to help differentiate levels
of seriousness, or extent, of drug involvement. While we may yet lack
any public consensus of what levels of use constitute "abuse,” there is
surely a consensus that heavier levels of use are more likely to have
detrimental effects for the user and society than are lighter Jevels, We
have also introduced indirect measures of dosage per occasion by asking
respondents the duration and intensity of the highs they usually
experience with each type of drug.

Purposes and Rationale for this Research

A major purpose of including seniors in DoDDS in the 1982 series is to
provide accurate data on drug use and related factors among these
seniors and, further, to compare the results with comparable data from
seniors in stateside schools. Another purpose is to provide comparisons
on a variety of other dimensions, a great number of which are
considered relevant to the operation of DoDDS. These latter
comparisons are v 7t addressed fully in this report but are presented in a

ate volume. The current report also does not address trends
among DoDDS seniors because this is the first year in which data have
been collected from DoDDS seniors.

Research Design and Procedures

To maximize the comparability of results obtained from this effort and
from the study of stateside seniors, the basic research design for this
effort paralleled as closely as possible that used for the stateside study.
This design involved data collection from DoDDS seniors during the
spring of 1982, the same time of the year in which data were collected
from the stateside sample. Flyers explaining the study were mailed to
each participating school and distributed to students about ten days
before the administration. The actual questionnaire administrations
were conducted by Institute for Social Research (ISR) representatives,
following standardized procedures detailed in a project instruction
manual. These procedures were identical to those followed by ISR
representatives who conduct the administrations in stateside schools.
The questionnaires were administered in classrooms during normal class
periods whenever possible; however, circumstances in some schools
required the use of larger group administrations.

#Actually, purchase and use of the butyl nitrites remain largely
legal and unregulated in the United States at the present time.

12



Questionnaire Format. The questionnaire forms administered to the
DoDDS seniors were identical to those administered to the domestic
sample except that each form incCluded a two-sided answer page at the
end which contained questions uniquely appropriate to DoDDS students.
Because many guestions are needed to cover all of the topic areas in the
study, much of the guestionnaire content is divided into five different
questionnaire forms (which are distributed to participants in an ordered

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

Representativeness and Validity

School Participation. All DoDDS high schocis with more than 25
enrolled seniors were invited to participate, except in the North
Germany and South Germany regions. In order *o reduce costs for data
collection, only half of all eligible schools in those two regions were
selected, using a stratified random procedure in which schools were
first stratified within each of the two regions on the basis of the senio:
class size, the branch of the service hosting the installation to which
the school was attached, and the size of the town in which the school
was located. In all analyses, compensatory weighting is used for those
two regions to achieve a representative, cross-sectional sample of all
senjors attending overseas DoDDS schools containing more that 25
senjors. A total of 33 schools in the DoDDS system participated in this
study: 8 in the Pacific region, 6 in North German, 5 in South Germany, 7
in the Atlantic region, 5 in the Mediterranean region, and 2 in Panama.

The st~ieside sample consisted of 141 public and private schools
selectad through a two-stage procedure to provide an accurate cross-
sect’on of all high school seniors throughout the coterminous United
Stzies. Of the stateside schools invited to participate in the 1982
survey, 70% agreed to do so. For each refusal, a similar school (in
terms of size, geographic area, urbanicity, etc.) was recruited as a
replacement.

Student Participation. Completed questionnaires were obtained from
2,460 DoDDS seniors, or 84% of the targeted students. This response
rate compares to 83% of the sampled seniors in the domestic survey.
The single most important reason that students were missed in the
DoDDS and stateside schools is absence from class at the time of data
collection. Students with fairly high rates of absenteeism report above-
average rates of drug use; therefore, there is some degree of bias
introduced into the prevalence estimates by our missing the absentees.
Much of that bias could be corrected through the use of special
weighting; however, we decided not to do so because the bias in overall
drug use estimates was determined to be quite small, and because the
necessary weighting procedures would have introduced undesirable



tions. Of course, some students are not absent from class, but
simply refuse when asked to complete a questionnaire. However, the
proportion of explicit refusals amounts to less than 1 percent of the
target sample in DoDDS or stateside schools. The fact that DoDDS and
stateside samples have virtually ideatical response rates eliminates the
possibility of any obServed differences between the two samples being
an artifact due to diiferential participation rates.

Sam Accuracy of the Estimates. For purposes of this introduction,

t to note that use estimates based on the total sample
of DoDDS seniors have confidence intervals that average about +1.6%
(as shown in Table 1, the confidence intervals vary from about +2.5% to
+0.5% depending on the drug).* Confidence intervals for the drug use
estimates based on the total sample of stateside seniors average about
+1.2%. This means that had we been able to invite all schools in the 43
states, the results would be within about one and a half percentage
points of our present findings for most drugs at least 95 out of 100
times.

A Caution about the Stimulant Results

In reporting their psychotherapeutic drug use, respondents are
instructed to exclude not only medically supervised use, but also any use
of over-the~counter (i.e., non-prescription) drugs. However, in recent
years some of those reporting stimulant (amphetamine) use have
erroneously been including the use of over-the-Counter stay-awake and
diet pills, as well as other pills intentionally manufactured to look like
amphetamines, and sold under names which sound like them, but which
contain no controlled substances. (A number of states have recently
enacted laws to stop the manufacture and mail-order distribution of
these latter "look-alike, sound-alike” pseudo-smphetamines.) The
advertising and sales of over-the-counter diet pills (most of which
contain the mild stimulant phenylpropanolamine, and some of which also
contain caffeine) have burgeoned in recent years, as has also been true
for the "sound-alike, look-alike" pills (most of which contain caffeine).
We believe that the inappropriate inclusion of these non-controlled
stimulants in the responses to our surveys accounts for much of the
sharp rise in reported "amphetamine" use observed in 1980 and 1981.

In the 1982 survey, we introduced some new questions on the use of botn
controlled and non-controlled stimulants. (We also kept the old version
of the question in two questionnaire forms so that it will be possible to
"splice” the trend lines resulting from the old and new questions.) In this
report we include statistics on "stimulants, adjusted"—which are based
on these new questions. We think these have been successful at getting
respondents to exclude over-the-counter stimulants and those "look-
alike” stimulants which the user knows are look-alikes. However, as is

*Confidence limits for the DoDDS sample were obtained by
using formulas appropriate for simple random samples; see the Appendix
for a giscussion and’ rationale for this procedure.

8
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true with several other drug classes, the user may at times be ingesting
a substance other that the one he or she thinks it to be. Thus, some
erroneous self-reports of "amphrtamine" use may remain.

We also report statistics on "stimulants” (unadjusted); these are based
on the old questions, and are included primarily to make this report
more compatible with the report on the stateside survey.

S d
C:



PREVALENCE OF DRUG USE

This section summarizes the levels of drug use reported by the DoDDS
class of 1982, Data are included for lifetime use, use during the past
year, use during the past month, and daily use. Levels of drug use
reported by seniors in DoDDS are compared to those reported by seniors
in stateside schools. Also included are comparisons between key
subgroups of DoDDS seniors (based on sex, college plans, DoDDS region)
and comparisons between these subgroups and comparable subgroups of
stateside senijors.

Prevalence of Drug Use in 1982: All Seniors

Lifetime, Monthly anr Annual Prevalence

e Almost two-thirds of DoDDS seniors (64%) report
illicit drug use at some time in their lives although a
substantial proportion of them report using onl
marijuana (24% of the sample or 38% of illicit drug
users).  Almost identical proportions of stateside
seniors report such use (with 64% reporting any illicit
drug use and 23% reporting using only marijuana). (See
Figure A.)

e About four in every ten seniors in DoDDS (40%) report
using an illicit drug other than marijuana at some time
compared to 41% stateside.*

e Figure B gives a ranking of various drug classes on the
basis of their lifetime prevalence figures. Figure C
presents comparable data for stateside seniors.

#UUse of "other illicit drugs” includes the use of hallucinogens,
cocaine, or heroin or the use of other opiates, stimulants, sedatives, or
tranquilizers which is not under a doctor's orders.

11
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FIGURE A

Lifetime and Annual Prevalence of an Hilicit Drug Use Index,
DoDDS and Stateside Class of 1982

[ ] used Morijuana Only
1 Used Some Other Illicit Drugs

w"

64 } 64

of

40 44

30

DoDDS. Stateside .DoDDS Sioiesi&.e
Use in Lifetime Use in Last {2 Months

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

The bracket near the top of a bar indicates the lower and upper limits of
the 95% confidence interval.
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Yable !
Prevalence (Percent fver Used) of Sixteen Typss of Drugs:
Observed Estimates and 958 Confidence Limits
DobDS and Ststesice Class of 1982
(approx. N Stateaide=17700)
{Approx. N DoDDS=2400)

DoDDS Sample Stateside Sample
BodDs-
Lower Observed Upper | Lowea Obseaved Uppta | Statesadde
limit estimate limit | Limig Limit Limit | Diffarence
Nar i jusna/Hashish §5.6 57.6 59.6 §6.5 58.7 $0.9 -1.1
inhatants!? 15.3 16.9 18.6 17.8 12.§ 13.§ h.laas
Inhalants Adgusted’ 20.4 22.2 % 16.9 15.0 19.} b.2s
Amy!/Buty) Nitrites? 5.7 7.8 10.5 E.6 9.8 11.2 2.1
Nalluc inopens 17.0 12.2 13.6 1.8 12.% 13,6 -0.3
Halluganogens Acsualer?* 12.6 13.9 15.3 14.€ 1£.6 1e.{ 1.1
LS80 8.0 10.1 11,4 .6 G.€ 1¢€.7 c.5
PCP? 3.6 5.3 1.7 4.5 ¢£.0 7.4 .7
Cocaine 11.5 12.8 14.2 14.8 16.0 17.3 ~3.244
Heroin 1.9 2.k 3.1 1.0 1.2 1.5 1.2884
Other opiates? 12.5 13.8 15.2 8.5 9.6 10.8 b.24488
Stimulants®-* 28.0 30.8 33.8 13,4 35,8 37.8 ~k.Bas
Stimulants Adsuated’ 22.0 201 26.4 2.3 27.9 26.6 -3.8as
Sedatives! 15.6 17.0 18.6 18.6 15.2 1¢.5 €.5
Barbiturates® 12.5 13.8 16.2 9.3 10.3 11.4 3.5444
methagquslone? 7.7 8.8 10.0 9.7 10.7 11.8 -1.92
Tranquilizers® 16.6 18.1 15.7 12.§ 14.0 15.3 k.1a88
Alcoho! 95.6 96 .4 87.1 §1.6 92.§ 93.§ 3.648480
tigarettes 74 75.8 77.6 68.4 7¢.1 1.9 5.Bsss

NOTE: Significence of difference Delwaen the two sampiss: a=.05, a4=.01, 484%.001,
iDats based on four guestionnaire forms. N is four-fifths of N indicated.
1Agjusted for underreperting of amy! and Buty! nitrites (see text).
sData based on a single questionnsire form. N is one-fifth of N indicated.
*Adjusted for ungerraporting of PCP (see text).
10nly Srug use which was nNOt under 8 doctor's orders is included here.
sNata based on two questionnaire forms. N is two-fifths of N indicated.
"Adjusted for overreporting of the non-prescription stimuiants. Dats based on three
questionnsire forms. N is three-fifths of N indicated.
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e Marijuana is by far the most widely used illicit orug
with 58% of DoDDS seniors reporting some use in their
lifetime, 46% reporting some use in the past year and
27% reporting use in the last month. The stateside

valence figures for this drug are nearly identical
59%, 44%, and 29% respectiveluyi

e After marijuana, the most widely used class of other
illicit drugs among DoDDS seniors Is stimulants
(adjusted),* at 24% lifetime prevalence (com
with 28% stateside).** Next come inhalants (adjusted)
at 22% (vs. 18% stateside), tranquilizers at 18% (vs.
14% stateside), and sedatives at (vs. 15%
stateside). These are followed by opiates (other than
heroin) at 14% (vs. 10% states luc;no%ens
(adjusted) at 14% (vs. 15% stateside), cocaine at
(vs. 16% stateside), and heroin at 2% (vs. 1%
stateside). The rank order of illicit drug classes among
stateside seniors is somewhat different, with cocaine
ranking higher and tranquilizers ranking lower than
among the DoDDS seniors.

e The inhalant estimates have been adjusted upward
becasuse we observed that not all users of one subclass
of inhalants—amyl and butyl nitrites (described
below)—report themselves as in Falant users. Because
we included questions specifically about nitrite use for
the first time in one 1979 questionnaire form, we were
able to discover this problem and make estimates of
the degree to which inhalant use was being
underreported in the overall estimates. Asa result, all
prevalence estimates for inhalants have been
increased, with the proportional increase being greater
for the more recent time intervals (i.e., lest month,
last year) because use of the other common inhalants,
such as glue and aerosols, is more likely to have been
discontinued prior to senior year.

e Amyl and butyl nit: ites are sold legally in the United
States and go Dv the street names of "poppers” or
"snappers" and such brand names as Locker Room and
Rush. They have been used by 8% of DoDDS5 seniors,
as compared to 10% of stateside seniors.

#The "adjusted” stimulant estimates are based on a revised set
of questions included in the 1982 survey which asked seniors to exclude
use which was medically supervised and to exclude the use of any over-
the-counter stay-awake and diet pills.

#=20Only use which was not medically supervised is included in
the figures cited in this chapter.

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

underreporting.

Lifetime prevalence for the specific hallucinogenic
drug PCP stands at 5% among DoDDS seniors while
lifetime prevalence for LSD, the other most widely
used hallucinogen, stands at 10%. Lifetime
prevalences of PCP and LSD for stateside seniors are
very similar (6% and 109 respectively).

Significantly more DoDDS seniors (14% lifetime
prevalence) than stateside seniors (10%) report some

use of opiates other than heroin (methadone, opium,
codeine, morphine, paregoric).

Estimates of heroin use are also higher for DoDDS
seniors (2.4% lifetime prevalence) than for stateside
seniors (1.2%). Given the highly illicit nature of this
drug we deem it to be the most likely to be
underreported.

Within the general class of sedatives, DoDDS seniors
report greater use of drugs in the broad subclass of
barbiturates (14%) than do stateside seniors (lifetime
prevalence, 10%). But stateside seniors report greater
use of methaqualone (119%) than do the DoDDS seniors
(99%). Thus the overall use of sedatives is not so
different between the two groups (17% for DoDDS
seniors vs. 15% stateside).

Use of either of the two major licit drugs, alcohol and
cigarettes, remains more widespread than use of any
of the illicit drugs. Nearly all DoDDS seniors have
tried alcohol (96%) and the great majority (78%) have
used it In the past month. While the estimates of
alcohol use among stateside seniors are also high
(lifetime use, 93% and monthly use, 70%), those for
DoDDS seniors are significantly higher.

Some 76% of DoDDS seniors report having tried
cigarettes at some time and 36% smoked at least some
in the past month, A significantly smaller proportion
of stateside seniors have tried cigarettes (70%) or
smoked in the last month (30%).

15
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Tadble 2
Prevalence (Parcant Ever Used) of Sixteen Typas of Drugs.
DoODS and Stateside Class of 1532
(Approx. W Stateaides17700)
{Approx. N DoBDS=2400)

Past Year, Not Not

fvar Used | Past Ronth Past Ronth Fast Yesr | Never Used

Scate- Seate- Seate- Seate- Scate-
aide DoDDS| aide DeDDS aide DoDDS| aide OobDS side DoDDS
Nar i jusna/Hashish §§.7 87.6| 28.5 27.0] 15.8 18.9] 14.4 11.7] 41.3 W2.4
‘ﬂh.‘.ﬂt‘. '2-’ ‘6-9 ,. 3.1 5.0 ~Os 8.’ 9-9 ‘7-2 030‘
Inhalants Adjusted’ 15.0 22.2] 2.8 2.8 4.1 6.2] 17.4 13.2] 82.0 1.8
Amy1/Buty! Nitrites?| 9.8 1.8 1.7 1.6 2.5 1.6] 6.2 h.6] 90.2 92.2
Nallucinogans 12.5 7.2] 3.4 2.6 4.7 k.3 4.4 0.3] 7.5 92.8
Hallucinogens Adjusted*} 15.0 13.9 43 2.71 5.0 L.3] 6.7 6.9] 85.0 86.1
LSO 9.6 10} 2.4 2.0 3.7 3.7 A5 4] 90.4 BS.H
PCcP? 6.0 5.3 1.0 0.1 1.2 0.3} 3.8 &.9] 94.0 9k
tocaine 16.0 12.8]1 5.0 2.2 6.5 4.8 4.5 5.8| 84.0 87.2
Neroin 1.2 2.6 0.2 0.3} 0.3 0.5{ 0.6 1.6] 98.8 97.6
Other opistas® 9.6 13.8] 1.8 3.0 3.5 5.1} 4.3 5.7] 90.4 8622
Stimulants®"* 35.6 Y0.8]| 15.7 8.4} 12,4 12.9] 9.5 9.5 64.4 69.2
( Adjusted’ 27.9  24.1] 10.7 6.6 5.1 8.2} 12.1 8.3] 72.1 7%5.9
Segatives® 15.2 1.0} 3.4 3.0 8.7 6.51 6. 7.5| 84.5§ B83.0
Sarbiturstes® 10.3 13.8] 2.0 2.2 3.5 5.6| 4.8 6.0] 89.7 B86.2
Nethagquatone® 10.7 8.8 2.4 1.1 4.4 2.Bi 3.9 L9} 89.3 912
Tranquilizers? 14.0 18| 2.4 3.0 4.6 6.0 7.0 9.0] §6.0 8.9
Alcohol 92.8 96.4| 69.7 8.5 177 4.2} 6.0 3. 7.2 3.6
Cigarettes 70.1 75.9| 30.0 36.){ 40.1° 39.8%| NA® ALY 29,9 241

1Dats Dased on four questionnaire forms. N is four=fifths of N indicated.

IAdjusted for underreporting of smy! and buty! nitrites (sse text).

’psts bassd on & single questionnaire form. N is one-fifth of N indicated.
sAdjusted for underreporting of PCP (ses text).

sOnly drug use which was not under 8 doctor'‘s erders is included hare.

sDats Dased on two questioanaire forms. N is two-fifths of N indicsted.

TAdjusted for overrgporting of the non-prescription stimulants. Data based on thrase
questionnaire forms. N is thrae-fifths of N indicated.

1The combinad total for the two columns ("past year, not pest yaar') is shown bacause
the question asked did not discriminate batwsen the two anlwkr catagories.
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Discontinuation Rates

e Among DoDDS seniors the drug classes with the

highest rates of discontinuation of use are heroin (67%
of previous users had not used in the past twelve
months), inhalants (59% of users, adjusted version), the
hallucinogen PCP (83%), the sedative metha%one
(66%), and_ the nitrites specifically 9%).
Discontinuation rates for DoDDS seniors are
comparable to those for stateside seniors, but
discontinuation of cocaine is significantly higher
among DoDDS seniors (45%) than among stateside
seniors (28%).

Daily Prevalence

Frequent use of these drugs is of greatest concern
from a health and safety standpoint. Table 6 and
Figure D show the prevalence of daily or near daily use
of the various classes of drugs. (Figure E shows daily
prevalence rates for stateside seniors.) For all drugs,
except cigarettes, respondents are considered daily
users if they indicate that they had used the drug on
twenty or more occasions in the preceding 30 days.
For cigarettes, they explicitly state use of one or more
cigarettes per day.

Cigarettes are used daily by more DoDDS respondents
{26%) than any of the other drug classes. In fact, 17%
say they smoke half-a-pack or more per day. These
rates are somewhat higher than the rates among
stateside seniors, where 21% are using on a daily basis,
and 14% are smoking half-a-pack or more per day.

Alcohol also is used daily by more of the DoDDS
seniors (9%) than stateside seniors (6%). Similar, and
very substantial, proportions of DoDDS seniozs (42%)
and stateside seniors (41%), report that on at least one
occasion during the prior two-week interval they had
five or more drinks in a row.

But fewer DoDDS seniors (4.0%) than stateside seniors
(6.3%) use marijuana on a daily or near daily basis even
though their lifetime, annual and monthly prevalence
rates are just about comparable.

Stimulants are used on a daily basis by more DoDDS
seniors (0.3%) than is any other class of illicit drugs
other than marijuana. Still, a greater proportion of
stateside seniors report daily use of stimulants (0.7%).

Virtually no DoDDS respondents (0.1%) nor stateside
respondents (less than 0.1%) report daily use of heroin
in their senior year.
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FIGURE B

Prevalence and Recency of Use of Eleven Types of Drugs,
DoDDS Class of 1982
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NOTES: The bracket near the top of a bar indicates the lower and upper limits of
the 95% confider.ce interval.
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FIGURE C

Prevalence and Recency of Use of Eleven Types of Drugs,
Stateside Class of 1982
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FIGURE D

Eleven Types of Drugs,
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FIGURE E

Thirty-Day Prevalence of Daily Use of Eleven Types of Drugs,
Stateside Class of 1982
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Tadla 3
Lifetime Prevatence of Use of Sixtesn Types of Drugs, dy Subgroups,
DoBDS and Stetaside, Class of 1982

farcen: ever used
Total DoDDS Region
Madi-
State- Atlan- HNorth South terra- Paci-

Mde  DodDS tic Germany Germany nean tic Panama

Approx. N = | (17700) (2800) | (kOD) {550) {400} {250) (50) (350}

Mar i jusna/Nashish 8.7 §7.8 56.4 61.4 57.9 64.3 53.8 k6.9
inhalants? 12.8  16.9.aa! la.h 17.0 18.8 13.2 5.6 17.2
Inhalants Adjusted’ 18.0 22.24 | 19.6 2.0 2.5 220 16.2 18.9
Amyi/Butyl Nitrites? Q.8 7.8 9.6 10.8 7.0 10.4 1.5

ha !l lucinogens 10,8 12.2 13.4 Vo, u 13.% li.é §.¢ 4.7
nallucanogens Adgusted ) 15.¢ 13.9 15.8 17.3 15.4 h.¢ §5.¢ w.7
L5D 8.6 1 10.3 12.2 11.6 g.8 7.4 2.8
PCP? 4.0 5.3 4.9 §.0 4.7 kot 2.2 0.C
tocaine 16.0 12.Bss 9.6 15.3 13.0 12.4 5.2 13.6
Neroin 1.2 2.hass] 3.1 3.1 2.4 2.8 1.1 0.6
Other opiates® 9.6 13.Baaa| 1.6 16.9 13.6 12.9 15.0 6.3
Stimulants®-¢ 35.6 30.Bss | 23.7 33.2 33.5 38.6 30.2 2¢.9
Stemulants Adguated’ 27.8  2k.1as | 25.9 26.4 2s.2 21.8 2:.8 12.6
Secetivas? 18.2 11.0 16.6 17.5 18.2 19.8 15.7 13.0
Sarbiturates?® 10.3  13.8444] 4.9 4.3 14,6 4.0 12.0 1.0
Rethagualione? 10.7 8.8, B.6 9.2 B.8 11.2 B.3 6.8
Tranquilizers?® 14.0 18.1444] 17.5 17.4 18.7. 1B.6 16.8 20.9
Alcoho! 92.8 9b6.ksas] 97.1 97.2 96.5 89.6 82.9 94.9
Ligaraitaes 70.7 ?5n9l‘61 75.1 77.8 73.6 83.5 72.9 6.7

NOTE: Significance of difference Detwsen the two samples: .05, 44=.01, 484=.001.
iDats based on four guestionnaire forms. N is four-fifths of N indicated.

IAdjusted for underreporiing of amyl snd butyl nitrites (see text).

Data hasec On A single questionnaire form. N is one=fifth of N indicated.
*Adjustad for underreporting of PLP (see text).

'Only Grug use which was not under 8 doctor's orders is incluged here.

sDats Dased on two questionnaire forms. N is two-fifths of N indicated.

'Adjusted for ove:reporting of the non-presc .ation stimutants. Dats bassd On three
gquestionnaire forms. N is three-fifths of . ndicated.
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Teble 3 (cont.)
Lifetime Provalence of Use of Sixteen Typas of Drugs. by Subgroups,
DoDDS and Statesids, Class of 1982

Parcent sver used
Sex College Plans
fale female Yes No

side 0oDDS | aide DoDDS | aide DeDDS | 44de  DoDDS

Approx. N = | (§500) (1200) (85000 (1150) | (9200)  (1650) | (7200 {700)

Mar i juana/Nashish 61.5 61.8B ] 55.5 53.h | 54.0  55.4 63.8 62.3
innalants? 15.3% 208} 10.4 12.7111.4 w1 | 14.7 22.5
Inhalants Adsusted? 21.5 26.2 1 14.3 18.56 | 16.1 16.8 | 20.2 3.
Amyl/Buty! Nitrites®| 12.4 9.5 7.3 6.4 9.1 k.31 10.7 6.8
Nat!lucinogens 14.4 16.3 | 10.7 5.8 9.7 9.0} 15,0 18.)
Hallucinogens Adjusted*| 17.5  16.5 | 11.6 0.3 | 11.3 10.3 | 17.6 20.7
LSO 17.3 12.6 7.4 7.2 7.1 7.21 1.8 15.3
pcp? 7.3 5.6 4.7 &6 4.7 3.2 7.8 10.2
Cocaine 1§.0 15.2 | 13.7 9.8 1173.4 10.1 | 15.1 18.3
Heroin 1.4 3.0 0.8 1.8 0.8 1.1 1.5 .6
Other opiates® 10.6 16.7 K. 11.2 8.1 11.9| 11.4 V1.7
Stimulants®"* 31.8 29.9 | 39.6 32.0 | 51.2 26.4 | 47.6 38.5
Stimutants Adjuated’ 26.8 25.8 | 28.2 22.1 | 22.8 20.8 | 32.8 30.5
Sedatives® 16.0 19,1 14.1 T b 11.9 13.8 15.6 22.9
Barbiturates® 10.7 15.5 8.6 1.7 7.6 1. | 13,2 188
Methagusione? 11.8 10.3 9.3 6.8 6.2 6.b | 13,2 13.6
Tranquilizers® 13.§ 17.8 | 14.2 18.0 | 12.4 15,3 § 16.2 22.9
Alcoho! 93.4 g6.1 | 92.4 g6.5 | 92.4 5.9 ° §3.7 91.2
Cigarettes 87.8 75.0 | 72.0 76.6 | 64,7 71.6 | 75.9 Bu.8

ipata based on four questionnairs forms.
ipdjusted for underreporting of amy! and buty!

30ats based on a single questionnaire form.
text) .

sAdjusted for underreporting of P

0nly drug use which was not under

*Dats based on twe questionnaire

CP (see

forms.

N is

four-fifths of N indicated.
nitrites {see text).
is one-fifth of N indicated.

s doctor's orders is included hers.

N ‘s two~fifths of N indicated,

Adjusted for overraporting of the non-prescription stimuiants. Data Dased on

three questionnaire forms. N is three-fifths of M indicsted.
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Tadle &
Annus! Prevalence of Use of Sixtesn YTypes of Drugs. by Sudgroups,
OoDDS and Stateside, Cless of 1982

Percent who used in 1ast twelve menths
Total DoD0S Region
Medi~
State- Atlen- North  South terra~ Paci-

adde DoDDS tie Germany Germany nasn fic Panams

Approx. N = [ (17200) {2400) | (400) (550) {kDO) {250) (L80)  (350)

Mari juana/Nashish 44,5 45.9 0.6 52.0 7.6 53.2 38.7 13.0

tnhalants! 4.5 7.0444 6.8 6.2 9.1 8.9 6.4 6.2

Inhalants Adjusted? 8.¢ 9.0¢ 11.2 1.4 10.7 7.8 9.4 8.7

Amy!/Buty! Nitrites? 3.6 3.2 h.B 8. b 1.2 L.2 1.1 1.8
Iha! luzinogens 5.1 6.9 8.0 9.1 7.0 9.1 &0 1.8

inatiucanvpens Acsusted| 6.3 7.0 9.2 8.1 7.0 7.1 £.0 P.3

LS50 6.1 5.7 6.0 7.4 6.0 6.8 3.6 tea

pee? 2.2 0.4aa 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0

Cocaine 11.% 7.-0444 5.0 8.4 7.0 6.4 2.0 11.9

Neroin 0.6 0.8 0 1.2 0.7 1.2 0.4 0.0

Other opistes® 5.3 B.l44e 6.6 10.0 8.3 6.0 9.6 3.0

Stimulants?®-» 26. 21.328 15.0 -7 23.8 21.8 21.4 13.0

Stimufants Acjuated” 20.3 15.8444 161 15.8 16.0 14.? 12.1 1.7

Sedatives® 8. 8.5 8. 10.8 10.2 9.2 8.0 7.7

Bardituratas® 5.5 7.8400 6.7 9.4 8.3 6.0 6.3 6.2

Mathaqusione® 6.8 3.9400¢ 4.1 L. 3.9 8.4 3.6 3.é

Tranquilizers® 7.0 S.14s 8.8 8.8 10.5 9.3 8.5 7.8

Alicoho! 86.8 92.%448 95.0 93.6 81.0 98.8 85.6 0.4

Cigarsttes NAt NA NA NA NA NA NA NE&

NOTE: Significance of gifference Detween the two samples: 4°.05, 24=.01, 444=.00!.
tNE indicates Oata not avaiiasdle.
‘Dats based on four questionnairg forms., N is four~fifths of N indicated.
*Adjusted for underreporting of amy! and duty! nitrites (see text).
‘Data basec on & single questionnaire form. N is one-fifth of N indicates.
‘Adjusted for underreporting of PLP (see text).
*Only drup vse which was not under a doctor's orders is included hers.
‘Dats based on two questionnaire forms. N is two-fifths of N indicated.
’Adjusted for overreporting of the non-prescription stimulants. Dsia based on three
Questionnaire forms. N is three-fifths of N indicated.
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Table & (cont.)
Annual Pravalence of Uss of Sixtesn Types of Drugs, by Subgroups.
BoDDS and Stateside, Class of 1982

Percent who used in last twelve months
Sex Colisge Plans
Male famale Yes No
aidt DoBDS | aide DoDDS | aide DoDDS | aide  0oROS
Approx. N = | (8500) (1200) | (8600) (1150) | (92000 (1650) 1 (7200) (700)
Mar i juana/Hashish 4.2 50.8 | 40.8 40.9 | 40.6 M3.4 | 45.2 51.0
fnhatants? 5.8 8.3 LR 4.7 4.1 6.6 4.9 7.7
Inhalants Adjuated? £.4 11.7 4.6 6.k | 6.3 7.8 7.3 n.8
Amyl1/Buty! Nitrites®| 5.0 b.2 2.3 2.5 3.5 1.7 3.2 7.1
Hallucinogens 9.5 8.5 6.1 b.b 6.2 k.7 5.5 10.8
Hallucinogens Adjusted*| 10.9 9.1 6.9 b.b 5.9 L.7]110.9 10.9
LSD 7.4 7.8 4.3 3.1 4.3 3.8 7.5 9.3
PCP? 2.8 0.3 1.6 0.6 1.8 0.0 2.9 1.8
Cocaine 13.1 8.3 9.6 5.1 4.9 6.0112.% 8.8
Neroin 0.5 1.0 0.4 0.6 0.4 0.k 0.7 1.4
Other opiates® 6.0 9.3 4.6 6.8 4.6 7.6 | 6.1 9.1
Stimulants®-* 23.9 20.6 | 25.5 21.8 | 23.2 17.91 3.4 27.7
Stimulants Adgusted’ 19.6 17.1 | 20.3 1.3 | 16.8 13.3 | 25.7 20.k
Sedatives?® 10.0 11.5 §.0 7.2 7.0 7.3} 11.4 13.6
Barbiturates® 5.9 8.7 5.0 5.7 3.8 6.0 7.4 11.3
Methagusione® 7.5 b.b 5.9 .0 5.1 2.4 5.4 6.5
Tranquitizers® 6.9 8.9 7.1 3.3 5.3 7.k 5.0 12.7
Alcohol 8.5 92.9 | £5.3 92.3 | §6.4 92.1 | §7.§ 93.6
Cigsrettas NAt NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

+NA indicates date not svailable.
1Dats bassd on four questionnaire forms.
JAdjusted for underreporting of amyl and butyl nitrites (see text).
N is one-fifth of N indicated.
‘Adjusted for underreporting of PCP (see text).
0nly drug use which was not under a doctor's orders is inciuded hers.
sData based on two questionnaire forms.
‘Adjusted for overreporting of the non-prescription stimuiants. BPata based on

Data bassd on 8 single quastionnaire form,

three questionnaire forms.
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Tadie §
Thirty-Day Prevalsnce of Use of Sixtesn Types of Drugs., by Sudgroups,
PoDDS and Stateside, Class of 1982

Parcent who used in Jast thirty days
Total DoDDS Region
Medi~
State- Atlan- North South terre~- Paci-
ade DoDDS tic Germany Germany nesn fic Panama
Approx. N s [ (17700 {2400) {400) {550) {&00) (250) {u50) {350)
Mar i juana/Hashish 25.5% 27.0 21.17 3.2 27.7 7.1 15.3 17.3
inhalants? 1.5 2.1 2.6 2.4 1.5 2.9 2.8 0.7
Inhalants Adjusted? 2.%8 2.8 3.4 3.0 2.2 5.6 2.8 1.k
Amy ! /Buty! Nitrites? 1.1 1.6 1.2 2.7 1.2 2.0 0.0 1.8
Hallugcinogans 24 2.6 2.6 3.t 3.1 1.6 1.6 £.3
Haliucinogens Adsuated* 4.3 2.7 2.6 3.¢ 3.1 1.6 1.6 D.:
LS80 2.8 2.0 1.7 .98 P IS 1.6 0.7 0.3
pPLPs 1.0 0.1a 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0
Cocaine £.0 2.2888 0.7 2.9 1.2 2.4 0.7 &.2
Neroin 0.2 0.3 0.2 D.é 0.0 0.8 0.2 0.0
Other opistes® 1.8 3.0438 3.1 3.3 3.8 2.0 3a 1.2
Stimulpntss-* 13.7 B.4ass 6.0 8.8 11.0 6.5 6.6 L.3 |
Stimalants Adgusted’ 18.7 b.baas k.5 0.0 6.2 5.6 a2 3.a
Sedatives’® 3.4 3.0 2.6 bk 1.9 4.0 2.5 2.1
Barpiturates? 2.0 2.2 1.9 3.3 1.5 2.k 2.0 1.5
Nethasqusione! 2.4 1.%444 1.0 1.3 0.7 2.0 0.8 0.8
Tranquilizers?® 2.4 3.0 2.4 3.k 2.9 2.4 2.7 3.3
Alcono! 89.7 78.54344 Bk.3 83.2 73.7 89.5 67.4 T b
Cigarettes 30.0 36,1488 36. 4 k1.3 31.7 kb, 28.2 32.9

NOTE: Significance of difference betwaen the two sampiec: a=.05, 44=.01, 444=.001.
iDsts based on four guestionnaire forms. K is four-fifths of N indicatec.
Adjusted for underrsporting of amyl and butyl nitrites (ses text).
2Dats dDasec on a single questionnaire form. N is one=fifth of N indicated.
‘Adjustec for ungerreporting of PCP (see text).
SOnly Orug use wnich was NOL unger a doctor's orders is inclugec here.
*Data dased on twe questionnaire forms., N s two-fifths Oof N indicatec.
*Adjusted for overreporting of tne non-prescription st 'mulants. Dals bassc on three
questionnaire forms. N is three<fifths of N indicatec.
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Tadble 5 {cont.)

Thirty-Day Prevalsncs of Use of Sixteen Types of Drugs, by Subgroups.

DoDDS and Stateside, Class of 1982

Parcent who used in Iast thirty dsys
Sex i College Plans
Rale female Yas o
aide DoDDS side DoDOS | side pob0S | side DodDS
Approx. N = | (85000 (1200} | (6600) (1150) | (92000 11650 | (72000  (700)
Mari jusna/Hashish 31.4 31.0 | 24.9 22.6 | 25.9 6.2 | 32.9 3.8
tnhalants’ 2.0 2.8 1.1 1.4 1.4 1.6 1.7 3.
Inhalants Adjusted’® 4.2 3.0 1.} 1.4 1.9 2.1 3.6 5.0
Amy!/Buty? Nitrites®) 2.1 1.8 0.2 1.5 1.0 1.1 1.3 3.0
Hallucinogens 4,2 3.2 2.2 1.8 2.3 1.6 4.2 L.3
Hallucinogens Adjusted*! 5.5 3.5 | 2.6 1.8 2.7 1.8 5.2 b3
LSO 2.9 2.3 1.6 1.5 1.5 1.0 3.2 3.5
PeP? 1.3 0.3 0.7 0.0 0.7 0.2 1.5 0.0
Cocaine 5.9 2-6 5.8 !.B ‘.3 “9 5-2 2‘7
Heroin 0.4 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.3 0.8
Other opiates® 2.2 3.6 1.5 2.5 1.4 2.5 2.3 4.3
Stimulants?-* 11.7 7.6 | 15.§ 9.1 1 1.1 6.5 1 17.6 10.9
Seimutants Adsuasted’ 10.2 7.1 18.6 6.3 7.7 4.8 13.7 10.3
Sedatives® 35 k.7 3.1 1.b 2.2 2.2 4.7 &7
Barbiturates® 2.1 3.6 1.8 0.9 1.3 1.8 2.8 3.4
Nethaguaione® 2.8 1.5 2.0 0.6 1.4 0.7 3.3 1.B
Tranguilizers® 2.6 3.7 2.2 2.4 2.0 2.3 2.8 4.5
Alcoho! 74.1 80.B | 5.4 75.9 | 8.6 77.0 | 77.6 B4
tigarettes 26.8 33.7 | 32.6 37.8 1 22.1 29.8 | 35.7 4B.6

iData based on four questionnaire forms.

tAdjusted for underreporting of
1Data based on & single questionnaire form.
‘Adjusted for underreporting of
Only drug use which was not under 8 doctor

amy! and buty!

spata based on two questionnaire forms.

'Adjusted for overreporting of
three questionnaire forms.

the non-prescription

K is thres-fifths of N indicsted.
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Tadle 6
Thirty-Day Prevalance of Daily Use of Sixteen Types of Drugs,
by Subgroups. DoODS and Stateside, Class of 1982

Parcent who used daily in last thirty days
Total 0oDDS Region
Nedi -
Stazte- Atlan- North South terra- Paci-
sde 0oBBS | tic Germany Germany nean fic Paname
Approx. N = | (17700) (2400) | (600) (550) (h00) {250) (450} (350}
.
Aar i jusna/Nashish 6.3 4.0sas8] 2.7 8.2 b.b 1.7 2. 1.2
inhalants? 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.¢
Inhalants Adsusted? 0.2 0.} NAt NA NA NA NA NA
Any1/Buty) Nitrites? g.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0
Ha'llucinogens 8.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Hallucdinogens Adjusted* 0.2 0.1 NAt NA NA NA NA NA
LSO 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
PCP? ¢.1 o.l 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0
Cocaine 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3
Neroin g.0 o 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other opiates? 0.1 0. 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0
Stimulantg®-* 1.1 0.244 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0
Stimulants Adjusted’ 0.7 ©.3 0.0 0.5 0.3 0.0 0.8 0.0
Sedetives? ¢.2 o.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Barbiturates? 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Methaquaione?® 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tranquilizers® 0.1 o. 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Aicohe! 5.7 B.5sssf 5.9 11.2 6.2 15. 4 k.2 9.k
Cigarettes 21.1 25.9484| 26.8 30.5 23.3 31.5 17.6 23.9

NOTE: Significance of differance between the two samples: 4=.05, s8=.01, aas*.001.

4NA indicates data not availadle.

1Data based on four quastionnaire forms. N is four-fifths of N indicated.
1Agjusted for underraporting of amyl and buty! nitrites {see text). Subgroup
comparisons for daily use are not presented becauss the N's invoived in the
adjustments are too small,

'Data based on a single questionnaire form. N is one-~fifth of N indicated.
‘Adjusted for underreporting of PCP (sse text). Subgrowp comparisons for daily use
are not presantad because the N's invelved in the sdjustments are too small.
'Only drug use which was not under 8 doctor's orders is included hare.

*Data based on two questionnaire forms. N is two-fifths of N indicated.
"Adjusted for overreporting of the nen-prescription stimulants. Data based on
three questionnaires forms. N is t*-se-fifths of N indicated.
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Tadble & {cont.)
Thirty-Day Pravaience of Daily Use of Sixteen T
by Subgroups, DolDS end Stateside, Closs

ypes of Drugs,
of 1982

Percent who used daily in {ast thirty days
Sex Collage Plans
Ratle Famale Yes No

State- : - :
aide  DoDOS | a«de DoD0S | a<de  DoDDS | a«de PobDs
Approx. N = | (§500) (1200) (6500) (1150) | (9200) (1650) (72000 (700}
Mar i juana/Nashish §.2 5.5 4.0 2.5 3.9 2.9 5.6 6.7
inhalants? g.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 g.1 0.0 £.1 0.3
Inhafants Adjusted? NAt NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Amyl/Buty! Nitrites? c.0 0.} 0.0 ¢.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0
Ha!lucinogens ¢! 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.} 0.0 0.0
Hallucanogens Adjusted®| NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
LSP 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
PCP? 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.0 g.0 0.2 0.3 0.0
Cocaine 0.3 0.0 0.1 c.1 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0
Nereoin 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 p.1 0.0 0.0
Other opiates? 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3
Stimulants®-* 0.5 0.3 1.7 0.2 1.0 0.0 1.2 0.2
Stimulants Adjusted’ 0.4 0.2 0.9 0.5 0.4 0.1 0.8 0.9
Sedatives’ 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 g.1 0.0 .2 0.1
Barbiturates’ 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1
Methaquaione® 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
Tranquitizers?t 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2
Alcohol 7.7 10.8 1.4 5.7 4.1 6.7 7.8 11.8
Cigarettes 16.2 22.6 | 23.2 28.6 | 13.2 19.6 | 26.5 38.5

1NA indicates data not available.
iData based on four gquestionnaire forms. N is four-fifths of N indicated.

1adjusted for underreporting ©
comparisons for daily use are

adjustments are 100 small.

iData based on & §

*Adjusted for underreporting of P
are not presented because the N’
*Onty drug use which was not under a doct

f amy! and butyl

nitrites (see text). Subgroup
s involved in the

not presented because the N'

ingle questionnaire f
P (see taxt).
s involved in the sdjustmenis are
‘s included here.

sData based on two questionnsire forms.

aAdjusted for overreporting
three questionnaire forms.

of the non-

orm.

N is one~fifth of N ing tated.

Subgroup comparisons for daily use
too small.

or's orders

N is two~fifths of N indicated.

prescription stimulants.
K is thres-fifths of N indicated.

Data based on
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e Inhalants, hallucinogens, other #ates, and
il are used on a daily s by 0.1% of

DaDBS seniers.

Prevalence Comparisons for Important Subgroups

Sex Differences

e In general, higher proportions of males than females in
S DoDDS schools are involved in drug use, especially
heavy drug use—a fact which is also true stateside.
The picture is a complicated one (see Figure F and
Tables 3 through 5). About 28% of DoDDS males as
compared to 25% of DoDDS females report using some

illicit drug other than marijuana during the last year.

e Overall among DoDDS seniors marijuana use is
somewhat higher among males, and dady use of
marijuana is about twice as frequent among males
(5.5% versus 2,5%).

e Males also have considerably higher prevalence rates
on most other illicit drugs. The annual prevalence
(Table 4) for inhalants, hallucinogens, heroin, the
specific drug LSD, and the nitrites tend to be one and
one-half to two times as high among males as among
females. Males also report somewhat higher annual
rates of use than females for cocaine, methaqualone,
barbiturates, and opiates other than heroin.

® Males in DoDDS also report somewhat higher annual
rates of stimulant use than females.

e PCP and tranquilizers are the only illicit drugs which
have been used in the last year by more DoDDS
females than males although the differences are small.

e Nearly all these male-female differences observed
among seniors in the DoDDS schools parallel the male-
female differences found stateside. The only
exception occurs in the case of PCP. Among stateside
seniors, slightly more males than females have used
PCP in the past year.

e Frequent use of alcohol tends to be disproportionately
concentrated among males. Daily use, for example, is
reported by 10.8% of the DoDDS males but by only
5.7% of the DoDDS females. Also, males drink large
quantities of alcohol in a single sitting more often than
do females. These differences are consistent with the
stateside results.
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PERCENT WHO USED IN PAST YEAR

NOTES:

FIGUREF

Anmual Prevalence of an Nllicit Drug Use Index by Sex,
DoDDS and Stateside Class of 1982

100 B
| ] Used Marijuana Only
201 /] Used Some Other Iilicit Drugs
80
70}
60 5n
50 } YA }
= 47 } 46 }
40}
34
30 28
20}-
{0
O - b brasss o
| DoDDS Stoteside DoDDS Stoteside

MALES FEMALES

Use of "some other illicit drugs" includes any use of hallucinogens, cocaine,
and heroin, or any use which is not under a doctor’s orders of other opiates,
stimulants, sedatives, or tranquilizers.

The bracket near the top of a bar indicates the lower and upper limits of
the 95% confidence interval.
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Finally, for cigarettes there is a very slight sex
difference in Eee prevalence of smoking a half-a-pack

or more daily, this time with females showing the

higher proportion of users. Of the DoDDS females,

17.3% smoke this heavily versus 16.7% of the males.
There is a larger difference in the proportions
reporting any use during the past month: 38% of the
DoDDS females versus 34% of the DoDDS males.
Again, these differences are very similar to those
observed stateside.

Differences Related to College Plans

Two-thirds (67%) of DoDDS seniors compared to about
half (51%) of stateside seniors pian to attend college.

Overall, DoDDS seniors who expect to complete four
years of college (referred to here as the "college-
bound") have lower rates of illicit drug use than those
not expecting to do so, as is true stateside. (See
Figure G and Tables 3 through 5.}

Annual marijuana use is reported by #3% of the
college-bound versus 51% of noncollege-bound. The
comparable stateside figures are 41% and 48%.

There is a substantial difference in the proportion of
these two groups using any illicit drﬁés) other than
marijuana. Of the college-bound Do seniors, 24

reported such behavior in the prior year vs. 32% of the
noncollege-bound. A similar pattern emerges among
stateside seniors with 26% of college-bound seniors

reporting use of any illicit drug other than marijuana
vs. 34% of noncollege-bound,

For most of the specific illicit drugs other than
marijuana, annual prevalence is substantially higher
among the noncollege-bound both in DoDDS and in
stateside schools, as Table 4 ijlustrates.

Daily marijuana use and daily stimulant use are much
higher among noncollege-bound than among college-
bound DoDDS seniors, as is true stateside.

Frequent alcohol use is also more prevalent among the
noncollege-bound seniors in both DoDDS and stateside
schools. Drinking on a daily basis is reported by 11.9%
of the noncollege-bound DoDDS seniors vs. 6.7% of the
college-bound. On the other hand, there are
practically no differences between these groups in
annual, lifetime or monthly alcohol prevalence.
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FIGURE G

Annual Prevalence of an lllicit Drug Use Index by College Plans
DODDS and Stateside Clacs of 195z 8" | ans,

{00~
] Used Marijuana Only
- 90 | ] used Some Other Iliicit Drugs
o
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o 28 ] 53 }
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PLANNING NO PLANNING TO
COLLEGE , OR COMPLETE 4 YEARS
LESS THAN 4 YEARS OF COLLEGE

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

The bracket near the top of a bar indicates the lower and upper limits of
the 95% confidence interval.
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By far the largesi difference in substance use between
the college and noncollege-bound involves cigarette
smoking. There is a dramatic difference here, with
only 11% of the college-bound in DoDDS smoking a
half-a-pack or more daily compared with 30% of the
noncolliege-bound. (The difference among stateside
seniors is also dramatic with 8% of college-bound
smoking half-a-pack or more daily vs. 21% of
noncollege-bound.) Why the DoDDS seniors are
appreciably heavier smokers overall than their
stateside counterparts is yet to be determined, bus it
is clear that the difference in college-bound
propartions is not the explanation.

Regional Differences

There are some fair-size regional differences in rates
of illicit drug use among DoDDS seniors (see Figure H).
The hiEﬁEst rate is in the North Germany region,
where 58% say they have used a drug illicitly in the
past year, followed by the Mediterranean with 56%,
South Germany with 53%, the Pacific with 45% and
the Atlantic with 45%. The Panama region is
somewhat lower than the other regions with only 38%
having used any illicit drug.

There is also some regional variation in terms of the
percent using some illicit dru‘g other than marijuana in
the past year: 30% in North Germany, 30% in th
Germany, 25% in the Mediterranean, 24% in the

Atlantic, 22% in Panama, and 22% in the Pacific
region.

As Table 4 illustrates, the Panama region shows the
lowest annual usage levels for a number of drugs,
including marijuana, heroin, opiates other than heroin,
stimulants (revised) and sedatives as a class of drugs.
But it shows the highest usage level for cocaine,
undoubtedly because of greater availability for that
drug; almost six times as many DoDDS seniors in
Panama have used cocaine in the past year as have
used it in the Pacific.

North Germany shows the highest usage levels for
many individual illicit substances including the
nitrites, LSD, barbiturates, opiates other than heroin,
stimulants (revised) and sedatives.

The Mediterranean shows the highest usage level of
marijuana. Tranquilizers have roughly egquivalent
prevalence rates across all regions.
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Use of "some other illicit drugs" includes any use of hallucinogens, cocaine,
and heroin, or any use which is not under a doctor's orders of other opiates,

FIGURE H

Annual Prevalence of an lilicit Drug Use Index by Region,
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e Daily drinking t. to be substantially higher in the
iterranean and North Germany then in other
regions.

e Again, one of the larger differences occurs for regular
cigarette smoking. Smoking half-s-pack or more a day
occurs most often in North Germany (22%), the
Mediterranean (22%), and the Atlantic (21%). Far
fewer seniors in South Germany (14%), Panama (12%)
or the Pacific (10%) smoke a half-a-pack or more a
day. (Data not shown.)
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In two of the five questionnaire forms used in the study, respondents are
asked to indicate the grade in which they were enrolled when they first
tried each class of drugs. Table 7 gives the percent of the 1982 DoDDS
seniors who first tried each drug at each of the earlier grade levels.

USE AT EARLIER GRADE LEVELS

Table 8 gives the corresponding percentage for stateside seniors.

The use of alcchol tends to begin early. The majority
of DoDDS seniors (59%) and stateside seniors (56%)
reported that their initial experience with alcohol
occurred prior to tenth grade. Of the 29% of DoDDS
seniors who are (or were) daily cigarette smokers, just
over half (15%) had begun daily smoking prior to J0th
grade; the other 14% began smoking at that rate
sometime during the high schoo} years. While a similar
number of stateside seniors started daily smoking prior
to 10th grade (15%), fewer (10%) began during high
school.

Initial experimentatin with most llicit drugs,
however, occurs during the final three years of ﬁxlgh

school for both DoDDS and state. .= seniors. Each
illegal drug, except marijuana, ha~* be2n uscd by no
more than 10% of either the DoDDS u: stateside class
of 1982 by the time they entered tenth grade. (See
Table 7 and 8.)

Two illicit drugs which tend to be used earlier than the
others, however, are marijuana and inhalants. About
half (43%) of DoDDS seniors who ever used marijuana
had their initial experience prior to tenth grade.
Among stateside seniors who ever used marijjuana, six
out of ten (60%) had their initial experience prior to
tenth grade.

Among the 17% of DoDDS seniors who have used
inhalants (unadjusted for nitrite under-reporting), over
half (58%) had their first experience prior to tenth
grade. The proportion is very similar for stateside
seniors (61%).
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TABLE 7

Grade of First Use for Sixteen Types of Drugs, DoDDS Class of 1752

\
4 )
& ) < $ 3
o & ¢ & . ¢ & @ &
& v 3 M s S ¢ & S & ¢
& & % & & ) & o 5 e N o L
Grade In which 2 $ J.& & & & . SF & o & < &
drg was it S T AF &FF o & £ &8 &9 &S Ffe&F S
used: F & & T v < ¢ & d o¢ & Q F & @9 ¢
6th 2.2 2.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 11.6 2.8
7'3"’ lo-’ 3!’ 001 1.6 l-c 051 0-7 o-, ‘-8 2!8 2#8 3'0 0 3 “-2 23-3 603
9th 16,7 4.2 2.5 2.5 1.8 1.6 2.2 0.4 2.4 6.0 3.6 2.9 2.0 3.2 2.0 5.8
10th 11.6 2.8 3.0 2.9 2.3 2.7 3.4 0.8 2.7 5.7 5.3 4.2 1.3 5.5  18.4 7.1
iith 11.8 2.8 1.3 2.6 3.1 0.4 4.1 0.4 3.4 4.6 3.9 2.2 2.5 3.6 1.7 5.8
8 I2th 6.8 1.5 0.8 1.7 14 0.6 2.3 0.3 33 &9 1l 1.6 0.2 1.9 6.8 1.5
Never 42.6  83.1 92.2 87.8 89.9 %7 .2 9.6 8.2 759 830 8.2 9.2 8.9 3.6 71.1
u”d £ 'Y [} '} Ll r ] - [ ] . . ] L) I} Ll . .

NOTE: This question was asked in two of the

one form (N = approximately 480).

five forms (N = approximately 960), except for inhalants, PCP, and the nitrites which were asked about in only
Only one form was used for stimulants in this table.

at.lnaci}usu.-d for known underreporting of certain drugs. See page 1413
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TABLE §

Grade of First Use for Sixteen Types of Drugs, Stateside Class of 1932

o
» © (]
e & Q"e e‘? & & & & .
® ¢ o Q S & J > & 4
3 & @ ., & (o) o & $ N N ~ ¢$
Y @ J.¢ & & N > g & 9 Q)
Grade In which -\Q o8 S .o & o & 4 ) - N o g o &
o first S e AL N Q & o & S, o © s & o
ug was & s & 0 ) C o ¢ & SO P $ & o g &
useds & $ e <& v Q ¢ < ) a€ &4 J < AL A g C
§th 2.7 2.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.6 9.4 3.0
7-8th 15.8 3.5 1.6 0.8 0.5 1.0 0.5 0.2 0.6 2.2 1.0 0.7 0.5 1.0 214 7.1
9th 16.9 2.3 2.7 2.7 2.0 1.2 1.8 0.3 1.7 6.7 3.2 2.6 1.9 2.6 N9 5.3
10th 11.9 2.6 2.3 3.7 2.9 1.7 1.9 0.2 2.5 9,0 6.6 37 3.2 3.9 18.0 5.2
1th 7.9 0.9 2.3 3.4 2.6 1.0 5.4 0.3 2.3 9.4 6.1 2.2 3.2 3.9 12.9 1.2
S 12th 4.0 1.5 0.8 1.3 .4 0.9 6.3 0.2 2.1 3.9 2.2 09 1.9 2.0 6.1 1.7
u”;"d" s1.3 87.2 9.2 8.5 9.4 9%.0 8.0 98.8 9.4 5.6 8.8 .7 8.3 8.0 7.2 75.h

NOTE: This question was ask
one form (N = approximately 3200).

3unadjusted for known underreporting of certain drugs. See page 14-13.

ed In two of the five forms (N = approximately 6600), except for inhalants, PCP and the nitrites which were asked about in only
Only one form was used for stimulants in this table.



e For each of the other illicit %g. less than half of
the eventual users in Do schools had begun use
prior to tenth grade.

e For several drugs, there are larger proportional
differences between the DoDDS and stateside samples
ir. the lifetime prevalence levels at earlier grade levels
than in twelfth grade, reflecting the fact that the
users in the DoDDS system tended to start earlier.
For example, lifetime prevalence of tranquilizer use
prior to tenth grade was 8.0% for DoDDS vs. 4.2% in
the domestic sample—a ratio of two to one. At the
end of twelfth grade lifetime prevalence was 18.1%
and 14.0% respectively.

e While the DoDDS system had higher prevalence rates
prior to 10th grade for most drugs, the exceptions are
interesting.  Marijuana prevalence was only 27%
compared to 35% stateside. The use of PCP and the
nitrite inhalants was also lower in the DoDDS system
prior to tenth grade, and, unlike marijuana, remained
lower through twelfth grade.
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DEGREE AND DURATION OF HIGHS

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

e Figure I shows the proportion of 1982 DoDDS seniors
who say that they usually get "not at all high," a little
high," "moderately high," or "very high" when they use
a given type of drug. Figure J presents these data for
stateside seniors. The percentages are based on all
respondents who report use of the given drug class in
the previous twelve months, and therefore each bar
cumulates to 100%. The ordering from left to right is
based on the percentage of users of each drug who
report that they usually get "very high.” (The width of
each bar is proportional to the percentage of all
seniors having used the drug class in the previous year;
this should serve as a reminder that even though a
large percentage of users of a drug may get very high,
they may represent only a small proportion of all
seniors.)

® The drugs which usually result in intense highs are
hallucinogens (LSD and other hallucinogens), heroin
and methaqualone (Quaaludes). (Heroin has™ been
omitted {from Figures I and J because of the small
number of cases available.)

® Next come cocaine, opiates other than heroin, and
marijuana, with about two-thirds of DoDDS users and
stateside users of each drug saying they usually get
moderately high or very high when using the drug.
Opiates _other than heroin, barbiturates, and
tranquilizers are less often used to get high; but
substantial proportions of DoDDS users (from 34% to
61%) and stateside users (27% to 57%) still say they
get moderately or very high after taking these drugs.

41
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The width of each bar is proportionate to the number of seniors reporting
any use of each drug in the prior 12 months, Heroin is not included in this
figure because these particular questions are not asked of the small number

of heroin users.
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Relatively few of the many seniors using alcohol
(DoDDS, 4.6%; stateside, 7.5%) say that they usually
get very hig’. when drinking, although many (DoDDS,
32%; stateside, 419%) usually get at least moderately
high. However, for a given individual we would expect
more variability from occasion to occasion in the
degree of intoxication achieved with alcohol than with
most of the other drugs. Therefore, many drinkers
surely get very high at least sometimes, even if that is
not "usually” the case.

Figure K and Figure L present data on the duration of
the highs usually obtained by users of each class of
drugs for DoDDS seniors and stateside seniors,
respectively. The drugs are arranged in the same
order as for intensity of highs to permit an
examination of the amount of correspondence between
the degree and duration of highs.

As can be seen in Figures K and L, hallucinogens (LSD
and other hallucinogens) which are reported by both
DoDDS and stateside seniors to result in the most
intense highs generally are also reported to result in
the longest highs.  Alcohol ranks low on both
dimensions; most DoDDS (47%) and stateside users
(41%) report staying high for two hours or less and
most (64% DoDDS, 52% stateside) report not getting
at all high or getting a "little high."

For marijuana users in both DoDDS and stateside high
schools the modal high is one to two hours.

Some differences exist between DoDDS and stateside
seniors in their reported duration of highs from the
illicit drugs other than marijuana; however, because
these questions occur on only one form and are asked
only of respondents who have used the particular drug
in the past twelve months, the number of seniors
answering each guestion is quite small, While this is
true to some extent for the stateside data, it is
particularly true for the DoDDS data. For example,
only 62 DoDDS respondents (unweighted) reported on
the degree and duration of highs from amphetamine
use, and for the other illicit drugs, the number ranges
as low as 19. Therefore, these statistics should be
viewed with considerable caution.

Significantly more DoDDS seniors report long highs
(lasting seven hours or more) from hallucinogens other
than LSD than stateside seniors (77% of DoDDS vs.
37% of stateside).

The remaining illicit drugs show differences that could
reflect chance variation.
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e In sum, the drugs vary considerably in duration of high

with a modal high of seven hours or more for
hallucinogens and a modal high of one to two hours for
marijuana and cocaine. They also vary considerably
with degree of highs usually obtained with them.
(These data obviously do not address the qualitative
differences in the experiences of being ‘“high.")
Sizeable proportions of the users of all of these drugs
report that they usually get high for at least three
hours per occasion, and for a number of drugs
appreciable proportions usually stay high for seven
bours or more. While there are some differences
between the DoDDS and stateside seniors in the degree
and duration of highs usually experienced, in the main
their profiles are quite similar on these dimensions.
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FIGURE K

Duration of High Attained by Recent Users,
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ATTITUDES AND BELIEFS ABOUT DRUGS

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

As the data below show, overall percentages of seniors disapproving of
use of various drugs, and the percentages believing their use to involve
serious risk, both tend to paraliel the percentages of actual users. Thus,
for example, of the illicit drugs marijuana is the most frequently used
and the least likely to be seen as risky to use. This and many other such
parallels suggest that the individuals who use a drug are less likely to
disapprove use of it or to view its use as involving risk. However, such
a comparison of overall percentages, though strongly suggestive, does
not establish that a comparable relationship exists at the individual
level. Therefore, an extensive series of individual-leve] analyses of pre-
1982 data was conducted, and the resuits confirm that strong
correlations exist between individual use of drugs and the various
attitudes and beliefs about those drugs. Those seniors who use a given
drug also are more likely to approve its use, downplay its risks, and
report their friends as being at least somewhat more accepting of its
use.

e Substantial majorities of DoDDS and stateside seniors
perceive regular use of any of the illicit drugs, other
than marijuana, as entailing "great risk" of krm for
the user (see Table 9). Some 90% of DoDDS seniors
(86% of stateside seniors) feel this way about
hercin—the highest proportion for use of any these
drugs—while 84% of DoDDS seniors (and 8¢% of

stateside seniors) associate great risk with using LSD.
The proportions attributing great risk to

amphetamines, barbiturates, and cocaine are all
around 70%.
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o Somewhat fewer of the DoDDS students than stateside
students associate great risk with regular marijuana
use (519% vs. 60%).

e Regular use of cigarettes (i.e., one or more packs a
day) is judged by the majority (63% DoDDS, 61%
stateside) as entailing a great risk of harm for the
user.

e Regular use of alcohol was more explicitly defined in
several questions. very few seniors (16% DoDDS, 22%
statesidg) associate much risk of harm with having one
or two drinks almost daily. Only about a third (32%
DoDDS, 36% stateside) think there is great risk
involved in having five or more drinks once or twice
each weekend. Considerably more (62% DoDDS, 66%
stateside) think the user takes a great risk in
consuming four or five drinks nearly every day, as
would be expected. Stateside seniors tend to judge
those various patterns of alcohol use as involving more
risk than DoDDS seniors.

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

e Very few think there is much risk in using marijuana
experimentally (11% DoDDS, 12% stateside) or even
occasionally {(15% vs. 18%).

e Experimental use of the other illicit drugs, however, is
still viewed as risky by a substantial proportion. The
percentage of DoDDS seniors associating great risk
with experimental use of other illicit drugs ranges
from about 23% (vs. 25% stateside) for amphetamines
to 49% (vs. 51% stateside) for heroin.

¢ Almost no seniors in either population believe there is
much risk involved in trying an alcoholic beverage
once or twice (1% DoDDS, 4% stateside).

Personal Disapproval of Drug Use

A different set of questions was developed to try to measure any
general moral sentiment attached to various types of drug use. The
phrasing, "Do vou disapprove of people (who are {8 or older) doing each
of the following" was adopted.
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- Tadie §
' Perceived Harmfulness of Drugs.
DoDDS and Stateside Class of 1882

Percent saying ''‘great risk"®
; Q. How much do wou Lhink Totatl DolDS Region
people adek haaming
themselves  (phyaically Madi-
ox in othen waye) , State- Atlan- North South terra- Paci-
if they:.. sde  DoDDS tic Germany Germany nesn fic Panama
Try marijuans once or twice 11.6 1.2 10.6 13.1 8.6 7.7 6.6 18.6
Smoke marijuana occasionally 15.3 15.3 15.3 17.0 4.8 9.6 14.3 18.3
Smoke marijusna regularly 60.8 50.5s848| 52.9 53.0 k2.2 50.0 53,8 56.3
Try LSD once or twice 84,6 k1.7 bh.? 47.0  39.8 2%.4 39.6 19.4
Take LSD regularly §3.5 83.5 87.1 B2.0 8.9 BL.6 86.8 81.7
g Try cocaine one or iwice 32,5 29.0 36.5 27.0 25.3 19.2  36.3 3.4
- Tas2 cocaine reguliariy 73,0 727 82.1 76.0  6:.3 65.4 7e.7 7¢.0
Try Neroin once Or twice 51,1 49.2 §7.1 56.0 #2.7 3.5 49.5 ©3.7
Take heroin occasiona'ly 85.§ 69.6 71.8 7%.0 63.9% 21.2 6%.2 67.6
Take heroin regulariy 6.0 B9.54 91.8 85.0 B85.5 98.1 91.2 88.7
Try asphetsmines one or twice 78,3 22.9 30.6 23.0 18 21.2 22.0 26.8
Take amphstamines regulsriy 88,7 &6.8 80.0 5.0 55.0 $3.8 74k 671
Try & barbiturate once or twice! 17,5 25.8 35.3 28.0 18.8 21.2 6.2 28.2
Take barditurates regularly §7.6 698.5 78.8 7.0 62.7 $3.5 77.8 6k.3
Try one Or two drinks of an
sicoholic beversge )beer,
wine,liquer) L 1.248 Y.d 2.0 0.0 t 8 1.1 Tk
Take one or two Grinks nearly
every day 21.6 16.1a8 | 2.9 16.0 4.5 9.6 23.3 20.0
Take four or five drinks nearly
every day £5.5 62.3 60.0 64.0 61.b 87.7 6h.k 6.k
Nave five or more drinks Once
or twice each weekend 6.0 32.2 25.9 3.0 3.3 3.6 35.2 31.0
Smoke one or more packs of
cigarettes per day 6.5 62.6 €5.9 61.0 61.k 61.5 63.7 6.8
Approa. N = (35601 (4BO) (85 (100) (85) {50) (90) (700

NOTE: Significance of difference petween the iwo samples: 4=.05, as0.01, s44%.001.

2 answer alternatives were: (1} No rish, {2) S1rignt rish, {(3) Moderatle risn. (&) Grea:
rian, and (6} Car't seay, Drig unfamiliar.
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poDOS and Stateside Class of 1982

Tadble 10
Proportions Disapproving of Drug Use,

Percent "disapproving"'
Total 0oDDS Region
2. Do you disapprove of
people (who ane 16 Medi-
on olden) doin State- Atlsn- North Socuth terre- Paci-
each of the £og£owin9? side DoDDS tic Germany Germany nean fic Panama
Trying marijusns once or twice | 45,5 35.1s88] 3.9 27.8 &1.0 21.6 38.5 50.0
Smoking marijusns occasionatly | 59,7 51,554 | 54.2 bbb £9.0 17.3 52.2 $.8
Smoking marijusna regularly §0.6 Th.Tas | 70.7 87.6 B2.8 58.8 78.1 83.F
Trying LS50 once or twice §6.8 B1.5asal 831 77.8 85.5 £6.7 B5.7 g¢6.8
Take LSD regularly 95.7 93.944 | 95.2 92.6 94.0 8b.1 93. 4 871
Try cocsine one or twice 76.6 70.3sa8 | 72.0 67.6 .7 54 .0 73.6 73.8
Take cocaine regulsrly §1.5 B8E.s BE.3 B8.8 §1.5 78.0 9¢.0 §2.6
Try heroin once or twice 8.6 B9.64sa 92.8 8s.2 95.2 B2.4 85.0 §:.5
Taxe heroin occasionally 66.9 9h.bas | 96.4 BE.9 g8.8 Bk .1 95.6 97,1
Take heroin reguiarly §7.5 86, 97.6 93.5 g8.2 86.1 95.6 87.)
Try smphetsmings once or twice | 72.86 6B.14 73.2 60.2 76.8 48.0 72.5 75.C
Take smphetsmines regutariy §2.0 90.2 93.9 g7.0 95,2 78.0 §0.1 81.6
Try a barbiturate once or twice| £4.4 77.9as | B80.7 75.0 80.7 8.8 B2.4 85.3
Take barbiturates regularly 4.4 91.84 92.8 89.8 96.4 B4.0 80.1 84.0
Try one or two drinks of an
alcoholic deverage )beer,
wine, liquor) 18.2 9.6ass) 3.6 B.3 13.0 6.0 13.2 8.8
Take one or two drinks nearly
every day 69.9 62.8as | 55.4 59.3 65.9  »2.0 71.h 72.1
Take four or five drinks nsarly
every day 0.9 88.5 95.2 B3.2 95.2 70.0 83.4 B8.2
Nave five or more drinks once
or twice sach weekend 5.8 52.7a Sk.2 5.4 61.4 38.0 61.5 51.%
Smoke one or more packs of
cigarettes per day 69.4 62.Bss | 63.9 57.4 66.3 58.8 67.0 6.6
Approx., N =|{3560) (aB0) {83 (108) (83) (51) (st {68)

NOTE: Significance of difference between the two samples: 4=.05, 44=.01, 444=.007.

zlnsuer sliernatives were:

(1) Den‘t aisapprove,
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{2} Disapprove, sné (3)
disapprove. Fercentages are shown for ¢ategories (2: ang (3! compinen.
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Extent of Disapproval

The great majority of DoDDS students and stateside
students do not condone regular use of any of the
illicit drugs (see Table 10). Stateside seniors, I;lowever,
tend to disapprove of their use more often than DoDDS
seniors.

Regular marijuana use is disapproved by 75% of
DoDDS seniors (vs. 81% stateside), and regular use of
each of the other illicits receives disapproval from
between 89% and 96% of DoDDS seniors (vs. 92% and
98% stateside).

Smoking a pack (or more) of cigarettes per day
receives the disapproval of fully 63% of DoDDS
seniors., Somewhat more stateside seniors (69%)

disapprove.

Drinking at the rate of one or two drinks daily aiso
receives disapproval from almost two-thirds of DoDDS
seniors (63%). Again, more stateside seniors (70%)
disapprove. A curious finding is that weekend binge
drinking (five or more drinks once or twice each
weekend) is acceptable to more DoDDS and stateside
senjors than is moderate daily drinking. While only
53% in DoDDS disapprove of having five or more
drinks once or twice a weekend, 63% disapprove of
having one or two drinks daily. This is in spite of the
fact that they associate greater risk with weekend
binge drinking (32%) than with the daily drinking
(16%). (The same pattern emerges among stateside
seniors although disapproval of all rates is slightly
higher than among DoDDS seniors.) One possible
explanation for these seemingly inconsistent findings
may stem from the fact that a greater proportion of
this age group are themselves weekend binge drinkers
rather than regular daily drinkers. They have thus
exr-essed attitudes accepting of their own behavior,
even though they may be somewhat inconsistent with
their beliefs about possible consequences.

For all drugs fewer people indicate disapproval of
experimental or occasional use than of regular use, as
would be expected. The differences are not great,
however, for the illicit drugs other than marijuana.
For example, 70% of the DoDDS sample disapprove of
experimenting with cocaine vs. 89% who disapprove its
regular use.

For marijuana, however, the rate of disapproval varies
substantially for different usage habits. Only about a
third of the DoDDS seniors (35%) disapprove of trying
marijuana and only half (52%) disapprove of occasional



use of the drug, while three-quarters (75%) disapprove
of regular use. The same pattern of disapproval
emerges among stateside seniors although disapproval
of each usage habit is stronger among stateside seniors
than DoDDS seniors: 46% of stateside seniors
disapprove of trying marijuana, 59% disapprove of
occasional use, and 81% disapprove of regular use.

Attitudes Regarding the Legality of Drug Use

Table 11 presents a statement of one set of general questions on the
legality of drug use along with the answers provided by the 1982 DoDDS
and stateside senior classes. The set lists a sampling of illicit and licit
drugs and asks whether their use should be prohibited by law. A
distinction is consistently made between use in public and use in
private—a distinction which proved quite important in the results.

e Fully 44% of DoDDS seniors believe that cigarette
smoking in public places should be prohibited by law,
and almost as many think getting drunk in such places
should be prohibited (42% DoDDS).

e Over two-thirds of DoDDS seniors {71%) and stateside
seniors (73%) favor legally prohibiting marijuana use in
public places, despite the fact that the majority have
used marijjuana themselves; but only about a third (33%
DoDDS, 37% stateside) feel that way abou: marijuana
use in private.

e In addition, the great majority of DoDDS seniors
believe that the use in public of illicit drugs other than
marijuana shoulde be prohibited by law ie.g., 78% in
the case of amphetamines and barbiturates, 86% fo:
heroin). About the same proportions of stateside
seniors believe public use of amphetamines and

barbiturates (76%) and bheroin (83%) should be
prohibited.

e For all drugs, substantially fewer students in DoDDS
and stateside high schools believe that use in private
(rather than public) settings should be legal.

e Somewhat fewer DoDDS seniors than stateside senjors
fee] that private use of amphetamines and barbiturates
(48% vs. 54%), and LSD (62% vs. 67%) should be
illegal.
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Tadie 11
Attitudes Regarding Legality of Drug Use,
D00DS and Stateside Class of 1882

Percent saying nygy®
2. Do you think that Totatl DodDS Region
pe who are 78
on ofdea should be
pachibited by Law gaom Medi=
doing each oy Lhe State- Atian- North South  terra- Paci-
foliowing? side 00005 { tic Germany Germany nesn fic Panams
Smoke marijuans in private . ¢ 33.0 FT 33.0 13.8 3c.8 30.3 &47.8
Smoke marijuana in public pliaces] 72.8 7.4 66.3 62.1 77.% 69.2 75.3 B8.2
Take LSD in private 67.i 62.3, 58.3 60.2 1.3 68.2 5§7.3 76.8
Teke LSD in public piaces 2.1 Bu.2 81.2 79.6 88.8 86.5 80.9 4.1
Take heroin in private 46,32 §7.0 62.8 63.7 8.6 71.2 be.C 7%.3
Taxe heroin in puplic places §..5 B85.6 83.7 g:.b §80.0 8t.5 75.8 §2.5
Take amphetanines or
barpiturates in private £3.5 4B.2, bik.2 0.8 YA 54.9 43.8 61.8
Take smphetamings or
pardigurates in pudblic places | 78,5 7B.1 Th .k 72.8 B2.c 84.6 T4.2 88.2
Get drunk in private 18.4 17.7 11.6 1.4 19.0 13.5 16.5 i7.9
Get drunk in public places §0.7 L1.7,881 43.0 37.9 40.0 36.5 62.0 58.8
Smoke cigarettes in certain
specifiad pudblic places 45,0 3.6 36.0 37.8 48.8 6.2 8.4 &8.§
f
Approx. N = | {3230, (&80 (86) (109 {80; (82 (89) (67)4j

NOTE: Significance of difference between the two samples: &=.05, sav.01, 444=.001.

Banswer aiternatives were: (1) No, (2) Not sure, and (3) Yes.
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e The largest DoDDS-stateside difference in preferences
regarding the legal status of substance use occurs for
public drunkenness.  Considerably fewer DoDDS
senjors {429%) than stateside seniors (519%) think this
should be illegal.

The Legal Status of Marijuana

Another set of questions goes into more detail about what legal
sanctions, if any, students think should be attached to the use and sale
of marijuana. Respondents also are asked to guess how they would be
likely to react to legalized use and sale of the drug. While the answers
to such a question must be interpreted cautiously, we think it worth
exploring how young people think they might respond to such changes in
the law. (The questions and responses are shown in Table 12 for DoDDS
and stateside seniors.)

Attitudes and Predicted Response to Legalization

® Only about one-quarter of the DoDDS seniors believe
marijuana use should be entirely legal (24%). About
three out of ten (32%) feel it should be treated as a
minor violation—like a parking ticket—but not as a
crime. Another 16% indicate no opinion, leaving less
than one-third (28%) who feel it still should be a
crime. In other words, over half of DoDDS seniors
believe that marijuana use should not be treated as a
criminal offense. By contrast, slightly more of the
stateside sample favor legal restrictions.

® Asked whether they thought it should be legal to sell
marijuana if it were legal to use it, a majority of
DoDDS senjors (60%) and stateside seniors (57%) said
"yes." However, nearly all of these respondents would
permit sale only to adults, thus suggesting more
conservatism on this subject than might generally be
supposed.

® About half of the DoDDS respondents (50% vs. 60%
stateside) say that they would not use marijuana even
if it were legal to buy and use, and another 23% (vs.
24% stateside) indicate they would use it about as
often as they do now, or less. Over one in ten DoDDS
senjors 13% (vs. 6% stateside) say they would try it if
it were legal. Only 5% (vs. 4% stateside) say they
would use it more often than at present.
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= Tadblie 12
. Attitudes Regarding Marijuana Laws,
poDDS and Stateside Class of 1982
{Entrias are percentages))

= Totas! PolDS Region
Q. Theae has been a great deal
.oi public debate about
ethen Mandsuana use State- Atian- North South  Medi-  Paci-
should be {egal. Waich ade DobDS tic Garmany Germany terra- fic Panama
of Che £attoudng policies nean
would you gavon

Using marijuana should be
sentirely legal 20.0 24.24 k. b 311 25.0 15.7 20.2 3.2
it should be a minor violation
1ike & parking ticketl but
not 3 crime 28.2 3.8 40.7 31.1 28.8 35.3 32.6 26.8
i1 should be 3 crime 34.7 28.0a: | 19.8 26.2 30,0 25.5 3.3 38.2

Dor‘t know 17.1 15,8 15,1 11.7 10.3 23.% le.9 it
Approx. K = {3620 (LBO) (86) (103} (80) A (8s) (68)
q. 16 4t wene Legal fon peoplc

o USE mandjuana, &h
uiao be Legal to SELL lan43uana’

NO 29.3 25.0 19.8 19k 30.0 28.8 25.8 2.4
Yes. but Oniy 1O sdults 46.7 49.2 8.1 48.5 45.0 18 2.8 L2.6
Yes, 1o anyone 1.7 0.4 8.1 13.6 10.0 7.1 6.7 11.8
DPon't know 13.5 15.4 1h.0 17.5 15,0 15,4 Te.b 13.2

Approx. N = (3620) (480) (86)  (103) {80) (52 (89) (68)

2. 1§ manijuana wene Legal Lo wee
and legally available, duch
of the §ollowing would you
be moat Likely Lo do?

Not use it, even if it were

tegal and svailable 60.0 50.244a) 51.2 50.5  43.B  38.5 53.9 67.6
Try it $.3 12.6588) 11.6 7.8 13.8 21.2 18.0 11.8
Mse it about as often as ! do not 21,7 21.6 221 20.4 27.5 25.0 15.7 16.2
Use it more often than | do now 3.8 A3 3.5 ©.7 2.5 3.8 hL.5 2.8
Use it less than i do not 2.2 1.7 2.} 1.0 2.5 0.0 3.k 0.0
DPor t know ¢£.0 B.bs 5.3 1.7 10.0 11.5 .5 1.8

Approx. N = (3620 (s80) (86) {ton {80) (82} (88! {68!

NOTE: Significance of d:fference betwsen the two sanples: 4=.05, 45%.01, 444=.001.
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THE SOCIAL MILIEU

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

Current Perception of Friends®' Attitudes

e This set of questions asked respondents to estimate
their friends' attitudes about drug use (Table 13).
These questions ask "How do you think your close
friends feel (or would feel) about you. . . ." The
highest levels of disapproval are associated with heavy
daily drinking (85% of DoDDS seniors think friends
would “disapprove \;s. 87% stateside), trying LSD 23#%
vs. 88% stateside), and trying an amphetamine (76%
vs. 76%). Presumably, if heroin were on the list it
would receive the highest peer disapproval; and,
judging from respondents' own attitudes, barbiturates
and cocaine would be roughly as unpopular among
peers as amphetamines.

e A substantial majority think their friends would
disapprove if they smoked marijuana regularly (76%
DoDDS vs. 75% stateside), or smoked a pack or more
of cigarettes daily (68% vs. 70% stateside).

® While heavy drinking on weekends is judged by half
{51% DoDDS vs. 51% statez:de) to be disapproved by
their friends, most (69% vs. 72% stateside) think
sustained daily drinking would be disapproved.
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e Over half (56% DoDDS vs. 57% stateside) feel that
friends would disapprove of occasional marijuana
smoking and slightly fewer (45% vs. 50% stateside)
feel their friends would disapprove trying marijuana
once or twice.

¢ In sum, peer norms differ considerably for the various
drugs and for varying degrees of involvement with
those drugs, but overall they tend to be relatively
conservative. The great majority of seniors in DoDDS
and stateside high schools have friendship circles
which do not condone use of the illicit drugs other than
mari!uana, and three-fourths feel that their friends
would disapprove of regular marijuana use.

o Overall, peer norms regarding drug use are very
similar among the DoDDS and stateside senjors.

Exposure to Drug Use by Friends and Others

It is generally agreed that much of youthful drug use is initiated through
a peer social-learning jrocess; and research has shown a high
correlation between an individual's illicit drug use and that of his or her
friends. Such a correlation can, and probably does, reflect several
different causal patterns: (a) a person with friends who use a drug will
be more likely to try the drug; (b) conversely, the individual who is
already using a drug will be likely to introduce friends to the
experience; and (c) one who is already a user is more likely to establish
friendships with others who also are users.

Given the potential importance of exposure to drug use by others, we
felt it would be useful to monitor senjors' association with others taking
drugs, as well as seniors' perceptions about the extent to which their
friends use drugs. Two sets of questions, each covering all or nearly all
of the categories of drug use treated in this report, asked seniors to
indicate (a) how often during the past twelve months they were around
people taking each of the drugs to get high or for "kicks," and (b) what
proportion of their own friends use each of the drugs. (The questions
dealing with friends' use are shown in Table 14. The data dealing with
direct exposure to use may be found in Table 15.) Obviously, responses
to these two questions are highly correiated with the respondents’ own
drug use; thus, for example, seniors who have recently used marijuana
are much more likely to report that they have been around others
getting high on marijuana, and that most of their friends use it.

Exposure to Drug Use

® A comparison of responses about friends' use, and
about being around people in the last twelve months
who were using various drugs to get high, reveals a
high degree of correspondence between these two
indicators of exposure. For each drug, the proportion
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Table 13
Proportions of Friands Disapproving of Drug Use,
DoDOS and Statesice Class of 1982

; Parcent saying friands ci:aaprovo.
3 Tote! 000DS Region
E Q. How do you thiut&m Nedi-
close drdends feel (oa State- Atlan- North South terra- Paci-
would geel) about wou... adde DodDS tic Germany Germany mean fic Panama

Trying marijusna once or twice | 50.3 45.05 | 42.9 4A2.9  &8.) 3.6 2.0  62.3
Smok ing marijuans occasionslly | 57.4 86.0 52.4 53,1 5.8 §3.8 60.0 69.2
Smok ing marijusna regularly 76.7 15.8 72.3  69.4 79.2 82.7 77.8 Bk.§

Trying LSO once or twice §7.8 Bu.3s | B4.3 76.4 Bb.b 9.2 ez.7 8.5

Trying an swphetaming once
or twice 7t.

i
~%

75.8 73.5 7462 77,9 130 72.8 8s.8

Toking one or two drinks nearly

, avery day 71.§ 68.0 66.7 £3.6 76.6 5.4 73.4 67.8
‘. Taking four or five drinks
- svery day §6.6 85.0 BuL.5 75.5 88.3 96.2 9C.0 82.5
: Maving five or more drinks once

or twiCe svery wsakend §1.2 51.4 &3.5 £2.5 53.8 6.2 §7.5 9.1

SMOa ing one or more packs of
cigarettes per ooy 7C.5 7.9 67.1 63.9 70.0 7.2 66.7 75.5

Approa, k =|{3020) (450} (84) (98) an {52) 81 (53

NOTE: Significance of difference betwsen the two samples: 4=.05, 40201, 444=.001.

Sanswer giternstives were: (1) WNot disepprove, (2) Disepprove, and (3) Strongly
disepprove. Percentages are shown for categories (2) and (3) combined.
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Table th
Proportions of friends Using
DoDDS and Stateside Class of 1982

Total DoDDS Region
s Q. How many of youn Medi-
§aiends mould you  |State- Atlan- Worth South terra- Psci-
eatimate. .. a{de Do0DS tic Cermany Germany nean fic Pansma
Smoke marijuana
Saaying none 15.6 1B8.7 16.5 17.3 .1 20.8 1.6 32.8
Ssaying most or all 23.§ 22.0 22.3 28.1 211 16.7 13.6 14.9
s Use inhalants
- Ssaying none §1.6 80.1 72.9 81.5 83.5 80.9 73.3 84.8
Laaying most or al} 1.3 1.8 0.0 k.6 1.2 0.0 0.0 1.5
Use nitrites
Ssaying none §2.5 82.5 8o.5 77.6 86.7 718.2 86.& 87.9
Ssaring most or all .9 1.3 1.2 1.8 0.0 2.1 2.3 0.0
Use L5D
Lsaying none 72.2 .k 70.6 68.2 77. 4 75.0 83.0 Bo.6
$saying most or atl 2.4 1.9 0.0 2.7 3.6 0.0 1.1 0.0
Take other psychadelics
: Saeying none 784.4 771.0 et 75.5 78.8 81.3  73.6 82.1
i Lsaying most or al! 1.9 1.6 0.0 3.6 1,2 0.0 1.4 0.0
Take PCP
3ssying none §2.7 Bs.) Bi.9 83.5 86.7 B1.6 87.6 85.4
R2saying most or afl 0.¢ 1.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 2.0 2.2 0.0
Take cocaine
Ssaying none §6.3 70.6s88| 7.4 66.1 73.8 61.7 82.8 67.2
Ssaying most or atll 4.9 k.6 2.k 6.4 6.0 6.4 1.1 1.5
Take hercin
Ssaving none §6.5 B86.5 85.9 8s5.3 B&.7 R5.0 91.9 91.0
Ssayiry most or al!l 0.7 0.6 0.0 0.9 0.0 2.1 1.2 0
Take othar narcotics
$saying none 76.1 75.6 76.5 73.4 77.4 78.7 71.3 Bo.6
Tsaying most or all 1.4 1.6 0.0 h.6 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0
Takz swmphatamines
Ssaying none 49.4 61,7888 60.0 60.9 62. 4 61.1 §9.1 68.7
$saying most or all 5.4 3.04 0.0 4.5 3.5 2.3 0.0
Take barditurates
Ssaying none 68.7 71.0 72.8 70.0 6L.7 76.6 Th.7 78.1
L$saying most or al) 1.§ 1.0 0.0 1.8 1.2 0.0 1) 0.0

(Table continusd on next page)
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Yabis 14
Proportions of friends Using
DoDDS and Stateside Clasa of 1982

{cont inuad!
Yotal BoDDS Region

2. How many of your Redi-

faiends mould you Seate- Atlen- North South terra- Paci-

ealimate... 4ide DoDDS | tic Germany Gersany nean fie Panamp
Toke gquasludes

Sseying none 64.5 72.548 | V.8 0.6 MN2.9 172.3 759 13.8

$saying most or et} 2.6 1.04 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0
Tashe trangquilizers

Ssaying none 70.1 69.7 66.7 16.3 68.2 70.2 63.2 7.1

Ssaying most or all 1.1 1.3 0.0 2.8 1.2 2. £.0 0.0
Drink alcohdlic bDeverages

Sseying none 4.3 2.4 3.5 3.7 1.2 0.0 2.2 1.8

saving most or al! 5.7 12.2 78.8 72.5 11.5 19.2 67.4 65.7
Get drunh st isast once

a8 wask

Aseying none 16.9 19.¢ 11.8 23.6 21.2 16.7 14.8 20.9

Ssaying most or al! 29.9 25.5 2k.7 24.6 22.3 3.5 21.6 35.9
Smoke cigarettes

$saying none 11.7 8.7 3.8 10.9 8.2 10.6 6.7 19.4

Ssaying most or all 24.1 25.8 4.1 30.9 5.8 3.0 11.2 29.9

Approx. N =|(3300) (&90) (85 {110) {85) {50) {[4)] {70)

NOTE: Significance of dgifference between the two sampiss: 4=.05, 44=.0), 444=.001.
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Tadlie 15
e f£aposure to Drug Uss,
IR 0oDDS and Stataside Class of 1982
{Entries srs percentages)

2. Dunin “g the Last 12 Tota! 0oD0S Region
MONTHS how offen hauve
wou been aapund people
«ho weae faking each Medi-
" of the following Lo get State- Atlan- WNorth  South  terra~ Paci-
o high on fon Richs? asde  DoDOS tic Germsny Germany nasn fic Pansms
Marijusna
i 3saying not at al! 22,1 21.8 32,9 4.8 3 w0 26k 387
, Ssaying often 28.0 30.1 22.0 36.3 3.7 &8.0 23.1 19.1
LS50
L Lsaying not at al) £3.6 B80.5 77.8 75.3 gi.8 68.6 §1.0 97.
Ssaying ofter 1.6 1.8 1.2 1.y 2.k 6.3 0 ¢.0
_ Otnher psychedelics
Lseying not sl £3.2 86.5 Bi.t 83.3 86.7 76.0 93.3 87.1%
Ssaring oftan 2.6 1.8 0.0 2.8 1.2 6.0 1.1 £.¢
Cocaine
Lsaying not st all 65.1 70.ks 80.5 63.9 YA 60.0 8¢.8 63.2
i Ssaying often 6.6 3.6a 2.k 2.8 3. 8.0 2.2 5.9
i‘ Neroin
# L38ying not st at! 92.9 89.7s 93.9 Be.8 8.2 76.0 85.6 87.0
Lsaving often 1.0 1.8 ¢.0 3.7 0.0 4.0 c.0 5
Other narcotics
$saying not at all 1. 771.8 82.9 75.0 78.3 68.0 747 88.2
Asaying often 2.4 r 0.0 3.7 1.2 6.0 3.3 0.2
Amphetamines
S$saying not at atl 49,5 59.6s88) 65.9 55.1 0 Lbi.0 £9.3 75.0
Ssaying often 12.3 8.2 3.7 6.5 1 20.0 7.7 1.5
Barditurates
$saying not at all 74.3 Tb. ' 68.5 7.7 8.0 76.9 91.2
$saying often 4.3 3.3 2 h.b 2.k 10.0 2.2 .
Tranquilizers
$saying not at 2l 73,4 67.23s | 69.5 66.4 66.3 56.0 70.3 73.5
Ssaying often 3.5 4.9 1.2 L,7 4.8 16.0 2.2 5.0
Aiconolic beverages
$1aving not a1 #ll} e.0  3.hy 2.k 1.8 3.6 4.C Mok 7.k
Asaying often 56.3 6B.7as0) 65.9 7.2 63.9 8e.C .5 bk.7
‘ Approx. N | (3650) (WBO) | (BO) (110)  (80)  (50) (80 (70}

NOTE: Significance of gifference Detween the two sampies: 4=.058, 44".01, 4as=.001,
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of respondents saying "none" of their friends use it is
fairly close to the proportion who say that during the
last twelve months they have not been around anyone
who was using that drug to get high. Similarly, the
proportion saying they are "often" around people
getting high on a given drug is roughly the same as the
prop .rtion reporting that "most" or "all" of their
frietds use that drug.

o The highest levels of exposure involve alcohol—a
majority (69% DoDDS vs. 59% stateside) say they are
“often” around people using it to get high. (This
difference in exposure between DoDDS senjors and
stateside seniors mirrors differences in their own
reported use of alcohol in the last thirty days.) Fully
26% of all DoDDS seniors (30% stateside) say that
most or all of their friends go so far as to get drunk at
least once a week, which is consistent with arge
proportions of DoDDS seniors (42%) and stateside
seniors (419%) who report that they personally had
taken five or more drinks in a row during the prior two
weeks.

o The drug to which students are next most frequently
exposed is marijuana. Some 30% of DoDDS seniors are
"often” around people using it to get high, and another
25% are exposed "occasionally." Only 22% report no
exposure during the year. (The stateside figures are
comparable; 28% "often,” 27% "occasionally," and 22%
"not at all.“s

e The proportion of DoDDS seniors saying that "most or
all" of their friends smoke cigarettes (26%) is slightly
greater then the proportion of stateside seniors (24%).
This comparison parallels the fact that a greater
proportion of DoDDS seniors (36% vs. 30% stateside)
smoked cigarettes in the past month,

Perceived Availability of Drugs

One set of questions asks for estimates of how difficult it would be to
obtain each of a number of different drugs. The answers range across
five categories from "probably impossible™” to "very easy." While no
systematic effort has been undertaken to assess the validity of these
measures, it must be said that they do have a rather high level of face
validity—particularly if it is the subjective reality of "perceived
availability”" which is purported to be measured. It also seems quite
reasonable to us to assume that perceived availability tracks actual
availability to some extent.
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With the exception of ttgﬁuuizers, heroin, and other
opiates, each of the drugs listed on Tabie 16 appears to
Sg more available to stateside seniors than DoDDS

seniors. However, the availability of these drugs
varies considerably among the DoDDS regions.

There are substantial differences in the reported
availability of the various drugs among both DoDDS
and stateside seniors. In general, the more widely used
drugs are reported to be available by the highest
proportion of the age group, as would be expected (see
Table 16).

Marijuana appears to be readily available to more
stateside seniors (89% report it would “fairly easy" or
"very easy" to get marijuana) than DoDDS seniors
(75%), although the difference in reported use of
marijuana in the past month between DoDDS seniors
(27%) and stateside seniors (29%) is small,

After marijuana, seniors in DoDDS and stateside high
schools indicate that the psychotherapeutic drugs are
the most available to them: amphetamines are seen as
available by 62% of DoDDS semgors {(71% stateside),
barbiturates by 50% DoDDS (55% stateside), and
tranquilizers by 63% DoDDS (59% stateside). The
greater availability of tranquilizers to DoDDS seniors
is paralleled by a somewhat greater use of
tranquilizers among DoDDS seniors in the past month
(3.0%) than stateside seniors (2.4%). The lower
availability of barbiturates to DoDDS seniors is not

paralleled by a lower monthly use among DoDDS
seniors (2.2%) than among stateside seniors (2.0%).

Less than one third of DoDDS seniors believe it is easy
to get heroin (21%) or other narcotics (29%). Virtually
the same proportion of stateside seniors believe it is
easy to get heroin (21%) or other narcotics (30%).
Nearly half of the stateside seniors (479%) but only a
third of DoDDS seniors (33%) see cocaine as being
available to them. The perceived availability of
cocaine does vary greatly among the DoDDS regions
from 52% in Panama region to 9% in the Pacific
region. Recall that the proportion of DoDDS seniors in
the Panama region who reported cocaine use in the
past month (6.2%) is much larger than the proportion
in the Pacific region (0.7%).

Perceived Risks of Apprehension and Punishment for Drug Use

e We included several items in the questionnaires given

to DoDDS seniors about the extent to which both
military and local civilian authorities attempt to catch
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Tadble 16
Reportsd Availability of Drugs,
DoDDS and Stateside Clsss of 1982

Q. How difficult do gou
would

Percent saying drug wou!ld be “fairig

sasy" or “Vary easy” for them to gst

think <& be §o Total DoDDS Region

you Lo gel each &

(ollowing Lypes Medi-

drugs, 4if you wanted State- Atlan- North South terra- Paci-

som? adide DoDDS tic Germsny Germsny nesn tic Panama
Narijuana §6.5 75.2444| 78.8  6B.5 B8s.9 65.3 66,3 B1.0
LSD 3,2 26.2a8 ) 23.8 32.7 32.4 19.1 1. 2%.8
Some othar psychedelic 3.6 19.688a8) 1£.3 22.7 2.7 10.6 8.8 1.4
Cocaine 47.8 33.1asa] 21.2 41.3 31.7 35.6 8.8 51.5
Neroin 26.§ 0.5 12.0 29.k 23.3% 21.7 3.3 16.9
Some other narcotic

{incluging mathadone) 30.4 29.0 22.2 32.7 28.6 28.3 25.6
Amphetamines 0.6 62.1s84} 57.8 7.3 67.4 587.4 48.5 56.7
Barditurstes 85,2 49.9a 4.0 50.9 §5.5 &6.7 “2.7 L. E
Tranquilizers 5.9 62.8 53.0 57.8 7.8 70.2 63.7 61.8

Approx. N =| (3600) (500) 8) (M 87 (h9) (95) (70

NOTE: Significance of difference between the twd samples: 4*.05, 44=.01, 444%.001.

‘Anl\nr aliternatives were:

(1) Probably impossible, (2) Very Difficuit, (3) Farrly

difficult, (&) Fairly easy. and {5) Very assy.
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drug users and the severity of the consequences of
being caught with illicit drugs. (Table 17 presents
these results. )

With the exception of the Atlantic and Panama
regions, DoDDS seniors believe that local authorities
and military authorities are about equally vigorous in
their attempts to catching users. In the Atlantic
region, military authorities are seen more often (31%)
than local authorities (14%) as being *very vigorous."
In Panama, local authorities (25%) are more often seen
?s biiag very vigorous than are military authorities
18%

In the Pacific region, about a third perceive local
authorities (36%) and military authorities (34%) as
being “very vigorous” in their attempts to catch young
people with illicit drugs. Less than a quarter of
DoDDS seniors in South Germany, North Germany, and
the Mediterranean report that either of these
authorities are very vigorous in their attempts.

On the average, military authorities are seen as
imposing more "severe" consequences for possession of
cocaine (58% feel the consequence would be severe)
than amphetamines (36%) or marijuana (30%). A
similar rank order occurs for expected consequences of
getting caught by local civilian authorities.

With the exception of seniors in the Atlantic regions
DoDDS seniors believe that the consequences of
getting caught with these drugs are more likely to be
severe if one is caught by local rather than by military
authorities.

The proportion of DoDDS seniors reporting "severe"
consequences for being caught by local authorities are
greatest in the Pacific and Panama regions.
Interestingly even though both military and civilian
authorities in sranama are seen as giving tougher
punishment than average for cocaine possession, the
use of cocaine is highest in that region—which
demonstrates the predominance of availability as a
causal factor in its use.

Implications for Validity of Self-Reported Usage Questions

e We have noted a high degree of correspondence in the

aggregaie level data presented in this report among
seniors' self-reports of their own drug use, their
reports concerning friends' use, and their own exposure
to use. We take this consistency as additional
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Tadle 17
Perceived Risk of Apprehension and Conssgqusnces of Apprehsnsion,
DoDDS Class of 1982

Ne2400
Ned i~
Atlan- North South terra- Paci-
0oDDS Total] tic Germany Germany nean fic Panama
Approx. N = (2600) | {k0O) (550}  (&OOQ) (250) (e30) (3500
W froportion reporting that
T tocs! sughorities sre very
igor in their attempts
1o catch young people
=, veing itlicie drugs 2.2 13.8 19.5 19.3 15.1 36.2 24.7
Proportion reperting that
4.5, mititary suthoritiss on
;; the imtillltion are very
g vigoroys in their sttempts
to catch young psople
using ilticit drugs 22.h 30.5 19.5 18.) 20.6 33.6 17.6
3 Proportion reporting mb
T consequences for getting caught
by local authoritiss in posses-
b sion of & small smount of:
m3r | jusna [T ] 5.4 31.2 15.9 h2.2 63.2 81,
smphetsmines h2.8 h3.6 35.5 1.0 42.7 58.9 8.1
cocaine 67.3 67.5 63.3 4.6 67.7 75.1 76.
Proportion reporting m’
consaquances for getting caught
by U.S5. military authorities
on the installation in possassion
of a small amount of:
mar i juans 25.8 &0.9 25.0 23.& 32.8 37.4 34.3
smphetamines 36.4 50.0 10.3 30.1 35.68 T -} L
cocsine £7.6 69.5 §2.8 52.0 57.8 £3.3 4.0

Sanswer alternativaes ware: {1) Not at e1] vigorous, (2) Stightly vigorous. (3) Somewhat
vigorous, (k) Fairly vigorous, (5) Very Vigorous, and (8) Don't know.

"Ansnr alternatives were: (1) No consequsnces, (2) Rild, (3) Moderate, (k) Severs, and
(8) Don't Know.
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evidence for the validity of the self-report data, since
there should be less reason to distort answers on
friends’ use, or general exposure to use, than to distort
the reporting of one's own use. There is also a pretty
good ocorrespondence between the DoDDS-stateside
comparisons based on self-reported use and those
based on amount of exposure to use,
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APPENDIX
Estimates of Sampling Variance

Estimation of Sampling Variances

In most surveys, a relatively small sample is drawn from a much large
population. If the sample is randomly drawn, then estimation of the
sampling variance of any statistic is a straight-forward procedure. In
general, given a simple random sample (srs) of size n, the variance of an
observed prevalence, P, is simply P(1-P)/ n. In the Monitoring the
Future national study, the samples are not simple random samples, so
adjustments have to be made to take account of the multi-stage
clustered design. These adjustments result in a very straight-forward
modification of the srs procedure; specifically, the actual obtained n is
divided by some factor (called a design effect, usually greater than 1),
and the resulting "effective n" is used in the normal srs formulas.

In principle, every different statistic derived from a complex sample
can have its own design etfect, and different statistics in the same
sample can have quite different desig.a effects. In practice, however,
design effects are usually averaged across a number of statistics; often,
a single design effect is anplied to all statistics. In the Monitoring the
Future project, extensive explorations revealed systematic differences
that led us to employ several different average design effects, varying
primarily according to the particular drug measure being examined, and
on how many questionnaire forms the measure appeared.* In all
confidence intervals and significant tests reported here, appropriate
design effects have been applied to produce “"effective n's" for the data
from stateside senijors.

DoDDS Survey

The DoDDS survey provides a very different survey design than a simple
random sample one. In four of the six regions, no sampling was done;
the surveyed respondents are essentially a complete population—the
"universe" of all seniors present on the day of administration. In the
other two regions (North and South Germany), a very high proportion
(half) of the schools were sampled, after stratification on the senior
class size, the branch of service hosting the installation, and the size of
the city in which the installation was located.

#See Johnston, L. J., Bachman, J. G., & O'Malley, P. M.
Student Drug Use in America: 1975-1981. Rockville, MD: National
Institute on Drug Abuse, 1981, for more details.
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There are a number of 2'“ernative ways to determine the best estimate
of sampling variances f . data obtained in the survey. The approach we
adopted in the tables in this report is to treat each prevalence estimate
as based on a simple random sample; we used the following reasoning in
adopting this approach.

Core data. Consider first the "core" data, data included in all five
questionnaire forms. If we used the notion of a complete population
survey in four regions, we would estimate a sampling variance of 2ero in
those regions. In the two regions samplcd at a rate of 50%, the
estimated variance would be 50% smaller than an srs estimate.
However, this ignores the clustering by schools which was used; the
effect of clustering is generally to increase sampling variance (relative
to srs). The two factors—sampling a high proportion of the population
and clustering—may well virtually cancel each other out, so that srs
estimates should not be very far off.

For the six regions as a whole, the srs procedure is conservative in the
sense that it overestimates the sampling variance {(compared to the
"universe® approach). However, because the total number of obtained
questionnaires is about 2,400, the srs variances are still quite smali. A
prevalence of 50% would have a sampling variance, under the srs
assumptions, of only .01%, which would yield a 95% confidence interval
of plus-or-minus 2% around the 50% estimate. Although the "universe”
approach would result in a still smaller variance, we believe that the srs
approach provides a reasonable, though more conservative, estimate.
Quite small differences between DoDDS and stateside seniors are still
“statistically significant" under this approach. For example, lifetime
heroin prevalence rates of 1.2% and 2.4% for the total samples of
DoDDS and stateside seniors, respectively, would be significantly
different at the .001 level.

Non-Core Data. Most of the non-drug use-measures, such as degree and
duration of highs, grade of first use, and attitudes and beliefs, are
included in only one questionnaire form. In this case, we essentially
have a random sample of 20% of the population in the "universe” regions
and 10% of the population in the Germany regions, and the simple
random sample assumption makes good sense. Adjusting for the
relatively high proportion of the population sampled would decrease the
sampling variance, but adjusting for the sample clustering in Germany
would increase it.

In sum, a straightforward simple random sample approach seems best

for all measures. If another approach is preferred by a reader,
alternative ways of assessing significance can be used.
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