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INTRODUCTION 

This information packet includes excerpts from selected Federal government. or 
Federally-sponsored publications which contain information on cocaine These data 
include production estimates, trafficking patterns, arrests. usage patterns, and treatment 
admission.;_ Information from the foHowing publications is presented in this information 
packet: 

1996 Drugs ojAbuse 
Natianai Household Survey on Dnlg Abuse 1996: Preliminary Estimates 
National Household Survey 011 Dmg Abuse 1995: ,VIain Find;ngs 
Monitoring the Future Sl1Idy: Decemher 18. 1997 
National SulWy Results on Dnlg Use from the Monitoring the Future Study. 1975·1997 
Office ojNational Drug Control Policy. Pulse Check: National Trends in Drug Abuse. 

Summer 1997 
Epidemiologic Trends in Drug Ahuse, Volume j: Highlights and Executive Summary, 

June 1996 
Year-End Preliminary F ..',lImalltsjrum the 1996 Drng Abuse Warning Network 
Dnlg Abuse Wamitlj;f Netwurk, AmUiul Medical Examiner Vala, J995 
191)6 Drug U\t: F(Jn:,:uslill~; Am,J/ul ReporJ on Adult Gnd Juvenile ArreSlees 
Drug.... Ulul JaillunJuh:S, 19X9 
Survey ofSurle Fri:«J11 Inmate,;', 191) 1 
('omparmg Federal ami Siale Pn.Hm Inmale.\', 1991 
Drug Enjorc:emem and TrealmelU in Prisons, 1990 
Illegal Dnlg Pnce Pllri~r Report, lluiled Siale.\': Jal1uary j99J~December 1996 
The NNICC N<porl 1996.· In< .\'1'1'1'1)' oflIIieN J)mgs to the United States 
The ('o(.:aine Ihn!allO the Uniled SUUftS 

The Somh Americun Cocaine l'rudf/: An "Industry" ill Transition 
Slale Resources und Sen'ic;es Reklled 10 A /cohol and Other Drug Problems for Fiscal 

Year N95 
Whw An1l!rican (/'\1/1'.\ ,\j)f!luf on file):,,' })rugx, N88-1f)t)j 

Complete, citations and ordering instructions for full copies of publications used in 
producing this information packer may be'found on the last page. 

This information packet was prepared by Frank PHiol at the Ol\"DCP Drug Policy 
Informal ion Clearinghouse Tbis Clearinghouse is funded by the White House Office of 
National Drug. Control Policy to suppon drug policy research and is a component of the 
National Crimmal Justice Reference Service For further information concernmg the 
contents of this information packet or other drug policy issues, call I~800-666-3332 or 
write ONDCP Drug Policy Information Clearinghouse. PO Box 6000, Rockville. MIl 
20849·6000. You may also visit us on the World Wide Web at 
bttp://www. whitehousedrugpolicy.go\,. 

http:whitehousedrugpolicy.go
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Drug Enforcement Administmtion 

Cocaine 


Cocaine, the most potent stimulant ofnatural origin, is extracted from the leaves of the Coca plant 
(Erytbroxy/on CQC~, which is indigenous to the Ar.dean highlands ofSouth America. Natives in this 
region chew or brew coca leaves into • tea for Tefreshment and to relieve fatigue similar to the customs of 
chewing tobacco and drinking tea or coffee. 

Pure cocaine was first isolated in the 1880s and used as a loeal anesthetic in eye surgery. It was 
particulary useful in surgery of the nose and throat because ofits ability to provide anesthesia as weli as 
to constrict blood vessels and limit bleeding. Many ofits therapeutic applications are now obsolete due to 
lbe development of safer druga. 

IDicit cocaine is usually distributed as a white crystaline powder or as an off-white chunky material. The 
powder, usWllly cocaine hydrochloride, is often diluted with. veriety of substances, the mostconunon of 
which are sugars such as lactose, inositol and mannitol, and loeal anesthetics such as lidoealne. The 
adulteration increases the volume and thus multiplies profits. Cocaine hydrochloride i. generally snorted 
or dissolved in water and injected. It is rarely smoked. 

"Crack," the chunk or 'rock" form of cocaine, is. ready-ta-use freebase. On lbe illicit market it is sold in 
small, inexpensive dosage units that are smoked. With crack came a dramatic increase in drug abuse 
problems and violence. Smoking delivers large quantities ofcocaine to the hmg., producing effects 
comparable to intravenous injection; these effects are felt almost immediately after smoking, are very 
intense, and are quickly OVeT. Once introduced in the mid-19S0s, crack abuse spread rapidly and made the 
cocaine experience available to anyone with $10 and access to a dealer. In addition to other toxicities 
associated with cocaine abuse, cocaine smokers suffer from acute respiratory problems including cough, 
shortness ofbreath, and severe chest pains with lung trauma and bleeding. 

The intensity of !be psychological effect. of cocaine, as with most psychoactive drugs, depends on the 
dose and rate ofentry to tha brain. Cocaine reaches the braln through the snorting method in three to five 
minutes. Intravenous injection of cocaine produces a rush in 15 to 30 seconds and smoking produces an 
almost immediate intense experience. The euphoric effects of cocaine are almost indistinguishable from 
those of arnphetantine, although they do not last as long. These intense effects can be followed by • 
dysphoric crash. To avoid the fatigue and !be depression of "coming down," frequent repealed doses are 
taken. Excessive doses ofcocaine may lead to seizures and death from respiratory failure, stroke, cerebral 
hemorrhage or heart failure, There is no specific antidote for cocaine overdose. 

According to the 1993 Household Drug Survey, the number ofAmericans who used cocaine within the . 
preceding month ofthe survey numbered about L3 million; occasional users (those who used cocaine less 
often than monthly) numbered.t approximately 3 million. down from 8.1 million in 1985. The number of 
weeldy users has rernalned steady at around a half million since 1983. 
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7oo17 (lOlA) PRELIMINARY DATA • AS OF JUNE 1997. ADJUSTED 1979·1993 ESTIMATES 

~'t.ble lA;--Ellfm.ttd Numbtn (I.n·Ybou..nd,) of Llfdlme,Uun 01 1I!Id, u.s. PopU!1d1Cti AJtd u: aJtG UICler. .. I'JY:-IYYtt 

0 ... 
Any (\licit Drug' 

MarijUlll\a and H!lShisb 
Cocaine 

Crack 
lnhalant5 
Hallucinogens 


pcp 

1.s0 


H<,roin 

Nonm<dic.ol U.. of,MY
PsycOOdM:tapeut.ic 

Stimulants 
Sedati\'e9 
Tranquilizm 
Analges~s 

~UicitDtuI
linin Marijuana' 

Alcohol 
~BinJC~ Alcohol Use1 

He.vy Alcohol Ullet 

C.iam«es 

Smokt!less T obaeeo 

1'79 1982 • 1985 1988 1990 1991 1992 1993 1'94 1m 1m 

56,414' .. 66.112~ . 61,457' 68.838 69;256 68.528 70,776 71,935 72.426 74,390 


50.322' 53.312' 56,541' 6O,7SI' 61.266· 61.900' 62,075 64,149 65,229 65,545 68,571 
lS.541' 21,756 21,495 21,058 22.617 23.271 22.41\2 23)69 21,821 21,100 n.no 


.. .. .. 2,612' 2,961' 4,194 3,OIa' 4.034 4,042 3,895 4,628 


.. .. )$.167" 12,646 11,562 12,100 10,988 12;240 12,178 12,016 11,909 

16.016' 16,989 13,221' 15,165' 15,nS' 17,007' -l',06S· 18,70 18,217' 20,129 W,699 


.. .. 3.81 I' 4,143' 4,019' 4,936- S,SSO 5,68J 5,911 6,718 6,155 


.. .. 8,889' 11,814' l1.656' 13,04S' 11,681 "14,411 14,711 15,852 16,400 

2,124 1.171 1,82' 1,14' 1,511' l,4ll 1,681 2,102 2,083 2,451 2,444 

.. .. 29.386' 22.258 22.731 24,0$1" 22,552 21,1'3 20,926 U,446 20,409 

.. .. )4,139' 11,241 11,156 11,385 10,284 10,001 9,671 " 10,160 10,075 

.. .. 9,260' 5,206 5,60' 6,482 5)09 5,120 5,460 5,760 4,1166 

.. ". 14.692\ 8,174 8,020 10,445' ',766 8,151 8,390 8,251 1,174 
" .. .. 14,6'3 11,465 12,751 1),182 U:.634 11,324 12,552 12,806 11,199 

.. .. 4),1l0 38.301 )9,190 40;228 38,921 40,801 39,383 40,426 40,375 . 
tS9,525~ 159.415· 163.608·' 166,511 165,410 169,640 168,572 171,167 176.290 114,182 176,107 

.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

.. .. 150,233 1SJ,466 111,699 151.922 150.283 151,936 153,509 151,917 111,2S2 

.. .. .. 36,S!1 35,193 35,420 37,538 32,862 36,042 35,899 36,369 _..... _- - - -_ ... -- _.... --.... - _ ... - 
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70611 (103B) PRELIMINARY DATA· AS OF ruNE 1997. ADruSTEO 1979·1993 P,sTIMATES 

T.ble 18. Pe~tlt.&" R«-portl0l. llitfhne lift of' IJIldt Dl"tllt, A'who!. and 'tobacco In fhe U.s. P~Q(at~ Ared 11 and Old...: 1919-1996 

D"," 

Any miat Drug' 


Marijuana and Hashish

C"""'"
CrICk 


Inhal_ 

Hallucinogens 


pcp 

LSIJ 

Hmlm 
Nonmedical Use ofAny 

Psychotherapw1ic' 
Stimulants 
Sedauves 
Trlllquilil.Cf'!l 
Analgesics 

Any Illicit Drug 
other than Marijuana' 

Alcohol 
"Binge- A.k.ohot Use' 

Heavy Alcohol Use' 

CiprtUes 

Smokeless Tobacco 

1982 1985' U88 Ino 1"1 1991 1991 199. 1995 1996I''''31.3

27.9' 
1t6· 
.. 
.. 

89 .. 

.. 

U 

.. 

.. 


.. 


.. 


.. 

.. 
88.5' 

.. 

.. 


.. 
.. 

.. 

28.6 
11.7 .. 


.. 

'.1 .. 

.. 


10 

.. 


.. 


.. 

.. 


.. 

.. 
855 .. 


.. 

.. 

.. 

34.4 . 
29.4 
11.2 

.. 
1.9' 
6.9' 
2.0' 
4.6' 
0.' 

15.3' 
7.3' 
4.8' 
1.6' 
1.6\ 

22.4" 

84. 
.. 
.. 

78.0' 
.. 

34.0 

30.6 
to.6 
u· 
6.4 
1.6" 
2.1" 
6.0' 
0.9 

11.2 
5.7 
2.6 
44 
5.8 

19.3 

84.0 
.. 

.. 
77.4 

1S.4 

34.2 

305 
11.2 
l.SJ. 
5.7 
7." 
2.0' 
5.8' 
0.& 

11.3 
5.5 
2.8 
4.0 
6.3 

195 

82.2 .. 

.. 

75.4 

175 

34.1 

30.5 
11.5 
2.1 
6.1 
B.' 
2A
6.4 
1.2 

11.9' 
5.6 
1.2' 
S.I' 
6.8 

19.8 

83.6 .. 

.. 


74.9 

17.S 

33.3 

30.2 
10.' 
LS~ 

S.l 
8.3 
1.? 
6.7 
0.8 

11.0 
5.0 
2.6 
47' 
6.1 

18.' 
81.. .. 


.. 

73.1 

18.2 

34.2 

31.0 
11.3 
1.9 
5.' 
9.0 
2.7 
7.0 
1.0 

105 
'.8 
2.6 
4.2 
6.' 

1'.7 
82.6 .. 


.. 

73.3 

IS., 

34.4 

lLl 
10.4 
I.. 
5.8 
8.7 
2.8 
7.0 
1.0 

10.0 
4.6 
2.6 
4.0 
6.0 

18.8 

84.2 .. 

.. 

7l.3 

17.2 

34.2 

31.0 
10.3 
1.8 
5.7 
.5 
3.2 
7.S 
1.2 

10.1 
4.' 
2.7 
).9 

6.1 

19.1 

82.3 
.. 
.. 

71.8 

17.0 

34.8 

32.0 
10.1 
2.2 
5.6 
9.7 
3.2 
7.7 
IJ 

'.5 
4.1 
2.3 
3.6 
5.S 

18.' 
82.6 

.. 

. . 
71.6 
11.0 

~~.........-"", 

-H\JII~. 
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70611 (104A) I'REIJMINARY DATA· AS OF JUNE 1997, ADJUSTED 1979.1993 F.8UMATHS 


----Table 4A-.-E,Utn.f..d Niimbt~ri (hiTlioulandijof piiiv;;;un:tt ufUllek Dtu,i,kAkohot. and TobattO Tothe U.s. f;ul.tloa Aa-d 11 nd Older; 191'~l", 


Dn,. 1919 1"'2 1"'5 1911lt 1990 1991 1991 1991 1"-1 1995 1m 
Ally Illicit IJrugI 31.48S· .. 11.4S" 24.S11 21."9 22.612 20.046 21.402 22.663 22,662 23,182 

Marijuana and Ifashish 29.869' 29.685' 26.14S· 19.492 18,931 18,061 16,322 17.510 ' 11,813 17,755 18,398 
CocAiM 8,608' 10.458' 9,839' 1.151' 5,442 5,284 4,332 3,941 3,664 3,664 4m3 

C""k .. .. . . 1,459 1,463 1,451 1,144 1,416 1,258 1,Ol8 1,315 
Inhalant! .. - 2,651 .2,4.1 2,212 2,319 1,889 1,940 . 2,213 2,308 2,421 
HsIIue",,-> 5.260 4,149 3,198 3,200 2,350' 2,562 2.530' 2,419' 2,12S' 3,416 3,602 

PCP .. .. 455 167 136' 172 207 199 206 322 3RI 
.. .. ., .. .. .. .. .. 1,651 2,108 2,104LSI) 

427 323 341 S08 443 359 304 210 281 428 45S 
N<>llIm!<Iical Us< ofAny 
Heroin 

.. .. 11,988- 9,151- 6.818 1,314 6,260 6,336 6.056 . 6,166 6,652 
Stimultnts 

P~hother.prut:iel 
.. .. 5,637· 3,698' 2,319 2,010 1.478 1,114 1,419 1,656 1,896 

Sed.live, .. .. 2.209~ 1,376 991 946 802 102 136 666 67& .. .. 6,181~ 4,124 2,316 3,10 2,8S) 2,380 2.405 2,210 2,430 
Analg~,ic, 

TrlUlquitizetj 
", .. 6,921· $,328 4,986 5,063 4,871 4,560 ' 4,247 ",101 4,510 

My Illicit Drug 

other than MMijuana' 
 .. .. 18.725' 14.884· 12.153 12,624 10.S15 10,968 11,127 11,193 11,644 

AlooIwI III ,40 126,534- 140.394 135,044 132,859 138,lIl 133.090 137,111 140,121 138,314 U8,912 
.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..-Binge- Akobol Usc) 
.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..J-H:A\IY Alcotd Usc' 


CigarcttH 
 .. .. 18.026 76.446 72,622 7).419 72.409 68.831 66.415 67,639 69,_ 

!>moU1css Toba<:oo .. .. .. 11,140 10,924 10.704 11.416 9,168 10.017 9,661 10,030 

~.............. ---~
....-
_M,.,....,. ...-.NIllllltMM.............4Q .........-.-lIot;e--._t., ...... ........
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Tahle <18. P«'t'"d.," IltporUIIJI Put Yr.ar ti,e of Illidt O"'Ca, Akobol.u41'obaua mtf«t VAihpulalJoD A~d 12 m4 OIder7 1919-1996 


~..., 191. 1982 1985 1988 "'0 1.91 1992 1993 1994 I99S 1996 

Any lUicit Drug' 

Marijuana and fJas.'tish 

1'.5~ 

16.6" !5.9' 

16,)', 

U,6' 

12.4 

',8 

11.7 

'.4 

11.1

",. 
',7 
7,' 

10.3 

8,5 

10,8 

85 

10,7 

8,4 

10,8 

8,6 
Caoaioe 

Cnek 
IntuI..... 
Il.tlucino_ 

PCP 
LSI> 

Hmlm 
Nonmediclll Use of Any 
Psychotherapeutic:! 

Stlmul_ 
5~~btivt:s 
T ranquilim'l 
Aoolp, 

Iuty Ulkit Drug 
other than Marijuana· 

Alcohol 
-Binge- Alcohol Use) 

Httvy Altobo1 Use' 

Ciguetletl 

_"'" Toi>ocoo 

4.8' 

2,9' 

0,2 

72.<)' 

5.6' 

2.2 

0) 

67,9 

5 I' 

1.4 
L7 
0,2 

0,2 

6.2' 
2.9' 
1.1' 
3.2' 
3.6· 

9.1' 
72,9' 

40.S~ 

3.6" 
0,7 
L2 
1.6 
0,1 

0.3 

4.6" 
L9' 
0,1 
2.1" 
2,7 

1.S· 

68.1 

385' 

5,6 

2.7· 
0,7 
1.1 
1.2' 
OJ 

0,2 

H 
12 
0.5 
1.2 
25 

6.0 
66,0 

36.1 

5.4 

- 2,6-_ 
0,7 
1.2 
1.3 
0.1 

0.2 

3,6 
1.0 
0.5 
I.S 
2,5 

6,2 

68,1 

36,2 

5,3 

2,1 
0,6 
0,' 
'-l' 
0.1 

0,1 

3,0 
0,7 
0,4 
1,4 
2,4 

5,3 

64.7 

,35,2 

5,5 

1.9 
0,1 
0,' 
1.2' 
0,1 

0,1 

3.1 
0,' 
0.3 
U 
2,2 

5,3 

66,S 

33.2 

4.4 

1.7 
M 
1.1 
1.3
0.1 
0,8 
0.1 

2,' 
0,7 
0.4 
U 
20 

5,3 

66.9 

31.7 

4,8 

1.7 
05 
1.1 
1,6 

' 0,2 
LO 
0,2 

2,9 
0,8 
0,3 
1.0 
I,' 

5.4 

6SA 

32,0 

4,6 

'-9 
0.6 
U 
1.7 
0,2 
LO 
0,2 

3,1 
0,9 
0,3 
U 
2,1 

s.4 

60 

32,3 

4,7 
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,,706='7"'("'1O,,5"'A)'-_______ _PRELIMINARY DATA· AS Of /UN!! I 991, AD/USTED 1979·199)IlSTlMATES 
. _ .._---,.,...-,.,.....,.,.--

T.bJe 504. Ettlmated Numbers (Jtt Thottundt) Gfp.,r Month U'e" of (Illelt Drult', Akoho" and Tobaao In tIM u.s. Popalatlon Apd 11 and Olden 197!M996 
. 

Dtu. I 1979 19111 19!1S 19118 '990 1991 1992 1"3 1994 1995 1996 

Any Illicit Drugl 

Mlrijuw and 118misit 
COI;,iM 

Cr~k 
InhalanI$ 
HaJlucinogens 

pcp 
l.SD 

Heroin 
Nonmedical Use of Any 
Psyclmtbet aflCulict 

S!imulrurt..<; 
Sedatives 
Tranquilizers 
AnalgesiC!! 

Any Illicit Otug 
ctUt than MarijuanAt 

Alcohol 
~Binge· Akoholllsel 

I-k.vy AIooho! Use) 

Cigare1te:s 

Smokeless T~bacr;:o 
- 

25,399' 

23.190' 
4.14l~ 

.. 

.. 
3.382' 

.. 

.. 
128 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 
114,06S 

-.. 
.. 
.. 

._-

.. 
21.507' 
4.491' .. 

.. 
1.608 

.. 

.. 
162 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 
105,613 

.. 

.

.. 
-

23.212" 
18,641' 
5.686' 

.. 
1,156 
1.251

• 
.. 

I.J7 

7.1I9' 
3,407' 

96' 
',lW 
2.657 

11.832" 
115,984 
38,545' 
15,157' 

14.545· 
.. 

15,192 

12,l!1 
3,140' 

613 
810 

1,245
• 
.. 

79 

4,076 
2,383" 

468 
2.512 
I,J61 

6.768 

108.882 
29,599 
11,468 

69.911 

7,169 

1l,526 

10,913 
1,720 

686 
787 
887 

• 
.. 

41' 

3,433 
1,100 

139 
1,116 
1,816 

5,436 

105,869 
211,837 
12,535 

6S,S40 

7,810 

13,368 

10,366 
2,032 

666 
806 

1.115
• .. 

11' 

3,934 
906 
468 

2.232 
1,721 

6,181 

105,938 
11.119 
1),540 

61,Ol0 

7,562 

12,0ll 12,256 

9,616 9,610 
10402 1,404 

43' 519 
586 589 
842 826 

16 29 
. . .. 

02 68' 

3,124 1,18' 
688 '7' 
410 lIS 

1.646 1.22) 
i,SIS 1,675 

.,909 4,813 

100,789 105,351 
29,493 29,984 
12.689 13.681 

65.695 61,186 

8,283 6,694 

12,553 

10,112 
1,382 

520 
799 
960' 
3' 

436 
111 

2.566 
678 
211 
961 

' l.542 

4,901 

112,804 
n.409 
12,656 

59,955 

6,838 

12,823 

9,842 
10453 

420 
896 

1.469 
40 

548 
19. 

2,601 
798 
421 
80' 

1.2f.W 

5,514 

IIO,SOI 
32,415 
11,119 

60,902 . 

6,901 

IMJ! 

10,095 
1.749 

668 
961 

1,316 
120 
482 
216 

J,082 
163 
232 
952 

1,884 

5,805 

109,1.9 
31.818 
1I,lIS 

61,759 

6,811 
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10617 (IOSB) PRELIMINARY DATA· AS OF JUNE 1997. ADJUSTED 1979·1993 ESTIMATES 


T.1m 5D. I'tn:eat.,,, ReplWUnC Patl Month Un of IIIklt Dru"tAkohol, _d Tob.",eq In ''be U.s. hpulatlon ASed 11 and Older. 191t~19" 


Drul 
Any Illicit Drugl 

MarijuaM.oo Hashh,', 
c-m. 

Crock 

rob.bnls 

HallucinogCM 


PCP 
LSD 

UmJtn 
N_"U.. ofAny 
Psychotherapeutic! 

Stimulants 
Sedative, 
t Tanquili.m"5 
AJtalpcs 

Any lUici. Drug 
other than Marijuana' 

A_I 
'Binge" Al«>ilol Use' 

lieavy AleOOol Use' 

Cigntta 

S~ Tobacco 

I~' 
)",1' 
13.2' 
2.6' 

-
-

1.9' .. 
.. 

01 

,.82 

.. 
t 1.5' 
2.4' .. 
.. 

O' .. 
.. 

0.1 

',II!S 
12.1' 

9.71> 
3.0' .. 
0.6 
12 
• 
.. 

0.1 

1988 

7.7 

6.2· 
1.6' 
0.3 
0.' 
0.6
• .. 

0.0 

1990 

6.7 

5.4 
0.9 
1>.3 
0.4 
04
• .. 

0.0' 

1991 

6.6 

5.1 
1.0 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
• 
.. 

0.0 

1992 

5.8 
4.7 
0.7 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.0 .. 
0.0 

1993 

5.9 
4.6 
0.7 
0.3 
0.3 
0.4 
0.0 .. 
0.0' 

1994 

6.0 

4.8 
0.7 
0.2 
0.4 
0.5 
0.0 
0.2 
0.1 . 

1995 

6.1 

4.7 
0.7 
0.2 
0.4 
0.7 
0.0 
0.3 
0.1 

""6,1 

4.1 
0.8 
0.3 
0.' 
0.6 
0.1 
0.2 
0.1 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

:H~ 

1.8' 
0.5 
2:.2' 
1.4 

2.1 
1.2" 
0.2 
1.3" 
0.7 

1.7 
0.6 
0.2 
0.6 
0.9 

1.9 
M 
0.2 
1.1' 
0.8 

15 
0.3 
0.2 
0.8 
0.9 

1.5 
0.5 
0.2 
0.6 
0.8 

l.2 
0.3 
0.1 
0.5 
0.7 

1.2 
0.4 
0.2 
0.' 
0.6· 

l.4 
0.' 
0.1 
0.4 
0.9 

.. .. 6. ,  3.4 2.7 3.0 2.4 2.' 2.3 2.6 2.7 

63.2" .. 
.. 

56,6' .. 
.. 

60.2' 
20.2" 
8.3' 

54.9 
15.0 
5.8 

52.6 
144 
6.3 

52.2 
155 
6.8 

49.0 
145 
6.2 

50.8 
".6 
6.7 

53.9' 
16.5 
6.2 

52.2 
15.8 
5.5 

51.0 
15.5 
5.4 

.. .. 38.1' 3$.3' 32.6 33,0' lI.9 29.6 28.6 28.8 28.9 

.. .. .. 3.9 3.' l.7 4.0 3.2 3.3 l.l 3.2 
----- ----- . 

~.,.,....""' .......~ 

_k......_ 
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70611 (58) PRELIMINARY DATA· AS OF JUNE 1991 


,-------Tablt6. -hr«m.p' RrpnrtRtIll Ufeelme;Put 'Vur:and 'ut Month t).e'OfIWdt DriI";",Akobo,,·. 'tob.ew la lhe'U..s.'f'opabtlOifAjid 12-'---- 

ud Oldtr: 1995 Milt 1996 

~ 

.
TIME PERIOD. 

~ 

Liretime Past Year 'astMootb 

D"'I 1995 1996 1995 1996 1995 1996 

Any Illicit Drug' 3'.2. 3'.8 10.7 10.8 6.1 6.1 
MarijUAna &tid Hashisb 31.0 32.0 8.' 8.6 '.7 '.7 
Cccaine !O.3 10.3 1.7 1.9 0.7 0.8 

Crack 1.8 2.2 0.5 0.6 0.2 0.3 
Inh.lanls 5.7 5.6 1.1 II 0.' 0.' 
Ilallucinogen.'l 9.5 9.1 1.6 1.1 0.7 0.6 

pcp 32 3.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.1 
LSD 7.5 1.1 1.0 1.0 OJ 0.2 

Heroin 12 II· 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 
»orunedK:N Use of An
Psychothnapemic' 

y 
10.1 9.5 2.9 3.1 1.2 I.' 

Stimulmts '.9 '.1 0.8 0.9 0.' 0.' 
Sedatives 2.1 2.3 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.1 
TtUlqulli7.en 3.9 3.6 1.0 1.1 0.' 0.' 
Analgesics 6.1 5.5 1.9 2.1 Q.6~ 0.9 

Any Illicit Drug 
Other- than Marijuanl ' 19.1 18.9 5.4 5.' 2.6 2.1 

A1",hoI 82.3 82.6 65.' 64.9 52.2 51.0 
"Binge" Alcohol Use' .. .. .. -. 15.8 155 

Heavy Atoohol Use1 .. .. .. .. 55 5.' 
Cigarettes 71.8 11.6 32.0 32.3 28.8 28.9 

Smokeless TobllCCQ 170 17.0 4.6 4.7 H 3.2 

~ 


, 

ttew prt'tibM; lID --..~ 
-NQi"*ibbllt. 

• Mr mieit.",., indkltcl_ fIllUll._ of-;Ju- or hutt:it!\, __ (mctlldinll:eract), ~~(~ PCP Bld1.SD). ~ or ... ,. p'~p,dr.olhcr~wed 
~':IJ', Iv<r 1Uitil Dno, 0Iher INR M.ij_ iadi~ _ III lnIfI_ ofMY or.... IKwI drvtJ, n~ offtIIIfi;i-~~ uscn • &tao tw.. DIId ...,. of the othct JUte4 d'rup ""'..",... 

l Nora fi~"_of"'l' ." ~~IrIIIcpi1inr.orallll!prir.~.,.iM.Iwk~..w 
, ~~ UN it~iq Bw or __ drfUI; Oftihf __ ~ .. Atkad<IM4II) iDdwpul 30.,.. ry "OOOM!on" it II:IWIt d the_ ........ Of ~.OOOJPI!! '-' or eKbollKr. Itc:ny 
~ Ute .. ~MdriM:.inf folIC 01' __ 6riIW CIIItbI_~OII ad! orrm..:rt1llOft .inlllepad 10.,.. an He,"! AI~Urm__111<1 "Oillp" ~ UIIm, 

~~ T99S ond 1'I96.~IIi~"""'." kvcl
"DiIr__~ lWS.d 1!I9lS.~I1t.lpifiocddtbl ,Ill kwlt 

~: SAMH$A. Off"" ofAppI~ SNdiet, ~ "-"old s..-wy-DnIf "*'-. 1m IPd f996. 
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10611 (6B) PREL.lMINARY [lATA - AS OF JUNE 1997 

Tabko 1. PI'tC:li!nt.~IrJ ReportltlJ: Ufdlfml, Put YUr, and Pan Month V.e or IUidl Bru,_, Alwhat. ad TohattO in tbe U.s. Populatiou A~ 12 to 17: 
1995.od 1996 

TIME PERIOD 

Lifetime Past MonthPast Yrar 

1993, 19% 1m· 1m ,"'5 •••6POUI 

Any Ulu;:it Orogl 22.2 22.1 18.0 16.7 10.9' 9.0 

Marijuana ami Hamish 16.2 16.8 147 110 8.2 	 1.1 
Cocai~ 2.0 	 1.9 1.7 	 lA 0.8 0.6 

C,ock 09 	 0.7 0.6 	 0.4 0.2 0.2 
InhalIDfs 4.6 	 4.0 2.1 1.1 
HaJlucinogen:o> 

7A 	 5.' 
5.4 	 5.6 4.6 	 4.3 1.7 2.0 

PCP 1.6 	 1.2 0.8 	 0.7 01 	 0.2 
. 0.841 	 4.31$0 3.1 	 2.8 0.' 


lferoin 
 0.1 	 0.5 0.6 	 0.3 0.2 0.2 
NOJ'II11CdicaJ U!le of Any I 
Psychoth«.peutic' 6.1 	 6.8 1.6 1.9 

Stimulan1;'l 
3.' 	 4.7 

2.2 	 2.2 U 	 I.S 0.5 0.5 
SedatiVC$ 0.1 	 U 05 	 0.4 0.3 0.2 
Tranquilizers LJ 	 1.7 0.6 	 1.0 0.1 0.2 
Analge1ics 5.0 	 S5 3.0 	 37 1.3 U 

Any l!lid Drug . 
Olfler than Marijuana! 13.9 13.0 4.9 4.6 

Alcohol 
'.7 	 9_3 

)5.1 32.1 :2.1. •• 1"-840.6 38.8 
_."Binge" Ak.olwI Usel 1.9 	 7.2 .-	 ...-	 -.lleavy Alcohol U..' 2.8 2.' 

Cigarettes )8.1 36.3 26.6 24.2 20.2 	 18.3 
6.0- 4.6Smokel~ ToblOOO 116 to.O 2.8' 	 1.9 

~,."mm;lIG~npomd 
- N", nlit.a»t. 

• My fthritl'lNt~_ '" te.d """ oI~«!t.hUh. -.;..., (~«IId). inUl....~ (-IudWtPCf>"'" L..'ID), beuI,,,,,w aI1 prac:rip(i-")'IM! ~'f!'MiQ usod~.ur. 
My tIIWt l>nIt: 0thcF !han ~ indic_ .....kat DIlIOC ..r IU¥'J orlb..liolcd dnt&*.....1IfdIat 0(--,j__; ~QtfIft who e1_ h__ .cd ItI)' or !he ~ t..u:d dnp .e inct.&etl 

• ?bill d'w_I)(tr!J~~...wi-'IIJClqllili""".ar~.~notWvde_~~ 	 . 
t 	"1J.~~ v.c isdd"IIICd' ..~rJVecr~ Itinb on ~___ion 011_,",,_ day iIldwput ~O~ BJ "_104\» itmuid altbe _ i.imIo CIt...w.m. ooupl,,"-"of~1>flIcr. HelY)' 

Alc<lhol v.c ~ 4d"1M4 .. drinlirIc jj~ Of 1IlOO: drirIb i:IC'\ 1tII_~ Oft aeh of five or __&'ytlflltlc,...10 .,.. til Heavy AJDOboI !.hen 1If~ .1116 '"0••" Akobol UKn.

'f>itf__~ (99' .... 1996 .. ~R.,m¢aal.tbIt .0' ~I. 
~ bdwa:n 199' .... tm iltUtistktlty ,iplr..,__ ".. .01 '-" 

s...-t; SI\MHSA, ot!I'oRor~ SNdi~ N~f~ s-w,.-DntaAbwe, IIWS....s 1996. 

http:d'w_I)(tr!J~~...wi-'IIJClqllili""".ar
http:usod~.ur
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T.blt 8. 	 Pe"'"tace. Reportll'll Ufdbrm. rb. Yurt ud Put Month 11ft of IIUclt Dnlet, Akehot. "bd Tohatto'" 1he' V.S. PopQ1atiob Aced 18 to 15: ."5 
udl9% 

TIME PERIOD 

Lifetime Past Year Past Month 

D"'I 

An)' Illicit Drogt 

Marijuana IltId Hashish 
Ccx:am¢ 

Crltk 
Inhal"'" 
Hallucinogens 

pcr 
LSD 

HtI'oin 
NOMtediceJ US( of Any 
Psychotherapeutic' 

Stimulants 
Sedatives 
Trtnquilizen 
Ana1Sesics 

AIry Illicit ProB 
Other than Mariju.ana l 

Alcohol 
"Binge" Alcoho! Use' 

Heavy Alrohol Use' 
Cigarates 

Smok.dw Tobaero 

1m 

45.8 

41.4' 
9.8 
29 

11.2 
141' 
3.0 

120* 
0..1 

12.1 
3.9 
I.S 
5.0 
8.1 

25.3 
84,4 .. 
.. 
67.1 

24.1 

, 

1m 

48.0 

44.0 
10,2 
J.O 

I<1S 
16.3 
2.3 

11.9 
1.3 

12.7 
4.3 
1.3 
5.0 
8.9 

26.6 

83.8 .. 
.. 
68.5 

23.4 

-

1995 

25.S 

21.8 
4.3 
1.1 
3.2 
5.]10 

M 
3.8 
0.3· 

6.5 
2.0 
0.5 
2.B 
4.2 

12.S 
76.S ... 
. . 
42.S 

8.1 

1m 

26.8 

23.8 
4.7 
I.l 
1.0 
6.9 
O.S 
4.6 
0..9 

6.7 
2.0 
0.7 
2.6 
4.9 

12.1 

15.3 . . 
.. 

.44.7 ., 

1995 

14.2 
12.0 

1.3· 
0.3 
0..7 
2.3 
0.0 
1.2 
OJ 

2.5 
1.0 
0.2 
0.1 
1.1. 

5.1 

6U 
.29.9 

. 12.0 

35.3

H 

-

1m 

15.6 

13.2 
2.0 
0.6 
1.0 
2.3 
0.1 
0.9 
0.4 

2.9 
0.6 
O.J 
0.9 
2.0 

6.3 

60.0 
12.0 
12.9 

38.3 

6.1 

.r.-~~I\O~~ 
_Nol ......Iwbk, 

·"""nlkitlJntt~..._IIt!fllfll_O(fIIIMi,;-.aor!whilti,. __{~etKt}.~~(~PCP...tl..SDh~or*«1~p'~ipNtiowcd~t.,.. 
An)' tUicit 'DnIt 0tMdiIft Mq-~ v.e lit kill: _ ofmy nllMac liMd",~of-';-_~ IMrii-wn w.o IIlto hto~ uw::6 all, d Ihe1IIhct tirud 4tUI' aN! iMludtd . 

• ~.. _ot1lll)'~~tedltiw:.U'~,«~"-JlClt_"'~~
) ~.. AJocehaJ \hi: itdd'iMd ......... fly.,., fIIOr't ....... <*6ot _~oafll'-'_ day_lhtp..t)O _ By ..~~ i:J ...... lht _tllM.,withm.~&o.nof ~~, ile&"}' 

AloMI:It u...~ ..~ fin «_4ri:tlb..1bc: *-~_t:idl""f_"'moR"" ialM p.t 3O_,.• .n Hc&YY J\Joabe1 ll'HA ~. "Bmtc'" ~ Uta'!!. 

~bd-.I":luodl_.~~ .. lht.i»hwl 
"Diff__~ 199' uod 19M Q ~~ III 1M .131 tcvd. 

s-w: SAMHSA.~ofAf:'pliH~~tr-wds.".,oaen.n-.lm"'l996. 

'" 
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70611 (3D) 	 PREtlMINARY DATA-AS OF JUNE 1997 

T.b~ 9. 	 httUta.«!1 Rtportlnl ur~lIme. P.st Vt'ar, and P •• t Month U.t' of mldt Dtue." Alcohol, Itnd TobftflJ In the U.S. PopulatMa. A,ed.16 to 34: 1"5 
tad 1996 

TIME PERIOD 

! 


Lifetime 
 rast VI':8r fast Month 

1995 1m 1mD"'I 'm , '''5 
Any Illicit Orogl 54.8 53.1 14.6 14.6 3.l 	 8.' 

6.1 6.3 
Coe_ 

11.8 11.3Marijuana 81td Hashish 51.8 50.5 
3.1 	 3S 1.2 ,.5 

0.3' 0.5 
21.6 20.9 

0.9 	 1.14.2 	 44C""k 
0.3 	 0.38.7 	 8.3 O.S 	 0.11M""''' 


Hs.llucinogt!'M 
 0.3 0.1 
pcp 

15.2 15.4 I.l 	 1.1 
4.6 	 4.1 0.1 	 0.0 0.0 • 

LSD 11.7 11.7 o.s 	 0.5 0.1 0.1 
Heroin 0.1 	 0.10.2 	 0.1I.S 	 I.l .Nonmedjcal. Use or Any 

1.6 1.9 
Stimulants 

Psycbo\ht'fl!lpeutic' 14.6 13.4 !9 	 4.2 
6.9 	 6.5 1.1 	 1.1 0.5 0.' 

Sedatives 3.1 	 1.9 0.3 	 0.5 0.1 0.2 
Tnmquilizers 60 	 5.8 1.. 	 1.6 0.5 0.5 
AnatgesK:S 2.6 	 1.5 0.8 	 1.I 

My lII.,aDlug 

Othe:r than Marijuana \ 


8.6' 7.5 

6.8 	 1.231.4 30.2 2.9' 	 3.6 

77.0 77.290.1 90.3 63.0 61.6 
"Bin~" A!coh.o1 Use' 

Alcohol 
--	 .. 24.0 	 22.8 _. 7.9 	 7.1Heavy AlcohoJ Use' 

34.7 	 35.0CipreHe5 75.8 73.8 38.' 39.2 

6.2 ---
_ H I 4.4 	 4.9Smokeless Tobaceo 2•.0 24.4 

'~f"Kiftaft;Ilril'.ru-.~ 
-Not....u.blL 

• An) Illicit Dnt ~_.t 1-* _ oI~« fwililh. _t.Uw{~ cttci), inIIatmtl, hlilllclMpu(lnelodlq PC1' -'LSD). heroin. or .,.~~~tpWtio-" _ •• *1; Hy. 
Mt Illicit Dnt 0Ch« _~ bM!im.-_ .IIUI _c <If., oilJlew ~ohp.~ of..-i,;-a. _;~1IIen~ abo bw:.-f my of"" «h« tiIw4<hp .... I.ndcdcot 
N~f*l_ ot.,~lIlilIluI-.lIOl!Itive,.trlftcJltiliz«.« 1IIIaI~" DOt inIIlIIIk_~ 

I "U!ntt" AiooMI U. ""'("<!It>d. ~rrve 01 __ dri:cB "",611 __ ....u.iOA_. fuool_ By in the f*t1O u,..fiy"ooc.arim" g murd ~ 111.. _ tl:roe Of'~. !IotIaple h<ltnofelldl odIcr. """1 
A.Iooo6oI \hot. defiDed .. ~fiw .. 1IMn drilW_tbI ____-.II cfh«--..,..u..- lOu,.; an Hw-y ~UMft"''' .'8.....~Utm. 

~ bc:twa:n ,WS -' itH illl.dlotl"-''' tipif~'" thoe .0' ~1. 
~ bttwa;a 199' and I~ iI "'-lirti«ll, fipUrtc.... thI: .0 I ltMil. 

$(QVII: SAMlfS" or_ <If Appli..s s..!ia. N.tlOMJ ~ 	 _19915.s.w, _Dnt. AN«. J'" 

I 

http:f"Kiftaft;Ilril'.ru
http:A!coh.o1


70611 (9RJ PRr:LIMINARY DATA· AS OF JUNE 1997 

_____TablfJO. 'eftfllt.~" Reportlnr: Ufdlmt;Put'Yu..;and Pul MonUt'UHOf lJutft' Dru&•• AkOhol;i'iid"TOi>"Co In the u.s. POPUlAtion Aced 3!S and 
OWn: 1995 aDd .'96 

TIME PERIOD " 

Lifetime Pas. Year rast Month 

1995 1996 1995 1996 1995 1996Dral 

27.9 29.0 5.0 5.3 2.8 2.9Any midi Drug' 

25.3 27.0 3.4 ).8 18 2.0 

Cocaine 

Marijllana and Hashish 

8.6 8.9 08 0.9 0.4 OA 
Crack U .1.6 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.2 


Inh.lant"l 
 3.3 3.6 0.2 0,3 OJ 0.1 

Uallucmogens 
 7_6 7.3 0.4 0,2 0,) O.t 

3. t 3A • OJ .. 0.0 
!.SD 
rcr 

5.8 5,8 0.1 .. • • 

Uefl'lin 
 1.2 1.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 

Nonmedicat Use of Any 


9.1 8) 1.7 1.8 0.8 0.9 
Stimuhmt:!: 

Psyclmtherapeutic1 

5.0 4.7 0.3 0.4 0.2 03 
Sed<1iVH 3.1 2.5 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.0 
TriUlquilizets 35 3.1 0.6 0.1 0.3 0.4 
Analgesics 5.0 4.2 1.0 1.1 0.) 05 

Any rlJicil Drug 

Otbc:r then Marijuana' 
 IU IS. 1 2.6 2.7 L5 1.4 

81.1 87.8 65.0 64.9 52.6 51.7 

"Singe" AlcoOOJ Use1 


AJoohol 
11.8 ILl 

~ Alcohol Use' . 3.9 ).8 
115 11.8CigBrette:!t 28.7 .29.1 27.2 27.0I 

Smokelcss·2T"ob"''''''''''''''---__-' ___14.2.. 14.8 2.9 2.9 2.6 .. 2.3 

"r..-cndsi....; II¢! ~.~ 
_ NM .".ilable. 

• Mt.ylllicic IlrItt indiula -= at Wooo\ _ ofawij_ <It ~__ (intklc!lnt Q'm:). iMthnU,lWIKinDJ"Il ~ PCP mill L.SO). beroin. ......y~i0ll4we psy;~lIptIftil; _6 ~.nr, 
Nt:! lumt f>rvJ Other ~MIIfij_ indicatq _ ""1-' _ of.., afllwlM lid"" dn:r.. fq*tdJoIU or 1DIIi.i--. ..-ij_ UMft who IhobYlI-.t ....,. ..rtbil4h IU:kd dnIp uc ~. 

• N~_o(""~I~ltlmuI_ ~""'Ii:ur.« I:AAIpic;6oet1lO4 ~~....... . 

• "B.~~ U.e it defwd"" dtWIiltafiv.: or _ «inb_lk _ ~<)ft all".... onu 4.t,. iIId!oiI pet 30.,.. (4)'~ui<m"y mum aI th~ _ "-' Of wiIhiII.l)oupl~ ~..r_h otMr. Ik....y 

Alcohol U. it.IkfMCl M ~flv<:or _ .vb_1M _ooeam._ndt4lCi~ or --= dayt.iaChe: p.d)O daya:.:I1 Hcnt A!c:coIhoIlhcn ... fito"Biq:e" A1o;obo1l.N:tt. 

~ betwwn 1m _,996 Qflatitt«:"U1ri~ III 1M .0' levd. 
~~ t99.1..d 1", iIo~Ity"tCCII ... dIII ,01 tnd. 

S<:Mne: SAMJtsA. OIf«;l$ of I\pplicdSndkl, N~H~~ «I t1nIa: AbaM. t99' 1M ttH. 
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70611 (1JB) 

Table J6. 

PRELIMINARY DATA· ASOF nINE 1991 

PtlUnl_Jt" 01 ,.,t Mon.h U"i'f of C"...~ttQ or A~ohot In the U.S. Popubtlrm AI~ tt and Older Rcporilnl Pul Moath Ute of IlUdt 
Otug'j Alcohol, and Tobac:to. by 1~11 of Pase Month CI,;_nUe and AlcohOlI Uae: 1995 and 1996 

- . 
USE OF CIGARETTES OR ALCOHOL IN PAST MOr<rn 

elCardtt U.e In P.,t M<lnlh Levtl flf AkobGt Ute In Pat Moath 
. 

"BlDle" U. But Un Bat Not 
Anl U., No Ule "H'VYUW _ Not Hn",. V," "alDp" Un' NoUn 

1m 1m 1m 1"6 1"5 1996 t99S 1m! 
An'! lllicil Drugl 

Dra, 1"5 1996 1"5 "96 

13.6 14,1 3.0 2.6 2'.9' 308 11.9 16.1 S.5 5.3 1.9 1.9 

Marijuana .. nd Hashi~ 11.2 12.1 20 1.7 221 25.7 IS.I 1J.7 • .1 4.0 0.' 1.1 
Cocainl!' 1.7 2.2 0.3 0.2 4.2' 6.3 1.8 2.' 0.6 O.S 0,1 0.1 

OS 0.' 0.1 0.1 1.25 2,6 0.3 0,6 0,2 0,' 0,1 0.0CrJ«:k: 
Inhalants 1.0 0.' 0.2 0, 1.7 2." U 1.3 0.3 0,3 ' 03 0.1 

1.6 1.7 03 0.2 1.8 4,5 1,0 1.7 0.' 0.3 0.1 0,1 
pcp 

Jlallucinogen!'l 
0.0 0.2 00 • 0.2 0,3 • 0,' 0.0 0,1 0,0 • 

LSD 0.7 0.1 0.1 0.0 22 20 07 0.5 0.2 0,1 00 0.1i
0,2 0.3 0.1 0,0flr:roin 0.3 0.5 0"- 0,' 0.0 0.1 0.1 0,0 

Nonmedical Use uf Any 

Psychotherapeuticl 
 2.1 3.2 0.6 0.7 1,9' 7.S 2.3 2.1 I.J I.S 0.7 0.7 

Stimulants 0.9 0.' 0.2 0.1 I.' 1.4 0.7 0.7 0.' 0,3 0.1 0,2 
Sedatives 0.' 0,1 0.1 0,1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 
Tranquilizers 

0.4 0.3 01 0,0 
1.0 1.3 0.1 0.1 I.' 2.1 0,8 07 0.4 0.5 0.1 0.2 

Ana1geStc, . 13 1.8 O,l O.S 1.9' S.:3 1.2 1.3 OA 0.9 0,5 0,] 

Any Ultcit Drug 

Other Uum Marijuana' 
 to,8 14.8 7,0 6,3 22 2.3 1,2 1.058 6.4 1.3 1.2 

664 61.4 .65 44.3 NlA NIA NIA NlA NlA Nfll NIII NlA 
"Binge" Aloolwt U"", 

AIeohol 
30.2 30, I 10,1 9.7 NlA NIA N/A N/A . NlA NlA WA NtA 

Hcavy A1cQho! Usel 12.6 12.8 2.1 25 N/A N/A NlA NIII NtA N/A NIII NlA-

N/A NIA NlA NIA 6.5 67.1 48.7 48.9 28,2 ]0,0 20.3 19.2Cigllretta 

4.2 5,0 2,9 25Smokeless Tobaeco 9.0 to,3 65 6.8 ],0 2,3 2.3 22 
'Low ~f\O~ rq.arttd. 
tvA: Not .",r.~. 
• My Illidt Drua indlt:.t1C:t UK IIII'~ _ ofrn&riju_ or ~~{mr:I\lditt&auk). infI.ahnb, ~ (indwlin,t pcp and UD), I\w)in, \T WI}' Pl-it.&n-fyptI ~lMItk:u-t 
~I,., Any illkit DNa ~Won M~~ out at Itut 0I'f0II (Ofmy of \heII.t lisbld dtup. f .....JJII;$$(If rnarijuMa vw; ~ usen ~ ,1.10 have used any e(Ihc other listed dtup _ 
inc:hllHIl 

, N~llSIftJf1ll1rp'~M-~ttimulml.l6IfItjq.~,0f~etie;doeItIOtinclu6e_~~ 
J ~8irIp~ AlODbot tkc ~dtfndu driA\m& Ii..o 'If -... driW«llhe _ ~Mit Iust_ day tt.tMpUlJO ~ by "OOC!IIionh iJI'l>f&fII '" \h__1Jm, or'fl'ilhin. ~ huvt1 of¢adJ 1ICbcJ. 

Uu¥)' Af«IboJ Use ndefined .. drW:ina flvt Of tI'IOt'¢ drinb on the _ ilCCaf;iOft 00 uth offwe tit mort lkyt ill tbI: pUllO 4i),"••11 H.IYY Altohol Ums we ,1$0 .. ~" Akoh<ll Ufm_ 

'Di1rcn'ft~ I99'S fJId 19% it ~ly sipi.fk.Int.1 tbt J)5 MveS. 
'm8"~bdwem: "9' aw$ J9%it~ca.ll)'~ attbl:.Ollewl 

S-: SAMlfSA. otIi«>Of App!iedStuw,N.tIoiW tr~Id~DII lJmtAhuH. I99S and 1996. 

http:J9%it~ca.ll
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10617 (74B) PREUM)NARY DATA ·ASOF JUNE 1991 

Tahle 37. P«'l'fntalt" or P." Montb U!tn or CI~...ettet OJ' Ale-oholln tht u.s, Popalatkm Aged n to 11 Reportinl P•• t Montb u ..: or IIUett DrqJt 
Alcohol. and Tobatro. by lA!'\'et, of Put Month Ciunite and Alcohol Use: 1995 and .9516 . • -... , 

• , 
• _ .... +.... - •  OSE OF CIGARETI'ES OR ALCOHOL IN PAST MONTII 

. 

CIc.,.tte Ute In 'IU' M4)nth Level of Alcohol U" In Pad Mouth 

ulltn~ U,e But U.. But Not 
Aay U«, No U.e Htav,. Ulr Not fhav,. Vir "'SlII,." Uw NoUlf!: 

Drul 199! 1996 1995 19% 1995 1996 1995 1996 1995 1996 1995 199' 

ofmarijhl'lll,,; nwiju_'IItIIn whud$o MY8 IH':d a;y idlht: olMr lis1r.d _p_' 

Any Illidt Drug' J5.J 12.5 '.1 3,g 5·t9 SU 49.1 41.4 27,0 2$,3 4.3 3,2 

Marijuana find Hashi~h 
Cocaine 

Crack 

29.2 
32 
0,9 

21.8 
l4 
1.1 

2,9 
0,2 

• 

ZS 
02 
00 

• 

·• ' 

'4,9 
7,1 
5,0 

4),3 
4.9 
0,8 

4),1 
),8
• 

21.1
• 

0,2 

19,8 
08
• 

2,' 
0,2 
0, I 

2,0 
0.1 
0,0 

fnllaJant'l: 
fb.llueinogen.1: 

pcp 
I.SD 

Heroin 

1, I 
69 
02 
15 
09 

6,1 
8,2 
01 
3, I 
0,3 

0,'
O. 
0,1 ,, 
0,2 I 
0,0 

0,6 
0,' 
0,0 
0,1 
0,1 

\), I 
20.S 
2.4 

•
• 

13.4 
16.5 

• 
8, I 

• 

8,5 
9.5 

• 
3,9

• 

14.0 
IS,S

• 
S,l
• 

. 
4.5 
],8

• 
1,9 
0,2 

4,2 
4,8 
0,3 
1.1 

• 

LO· 
0:4 
0,0 
0,2 
0,2 

0,4 
0.5
• 

02 
0,0 

Nonmedical Use of Any 
P,rycbothtr.peUlic' 

Stlmulauur: 
SedatiVe! 
Tranquilizers 

4,3 
1.7 
10 
0,6 

5,1 
2, I 
0.6 
0,6 

0,9 
0.2 
0,1 
0,1 

1,0 
0,2 
0.1 
0,\ 

6,6
•
•
• 

11.3 
5,3 
2,2 
16 

4,2· 
1.4
•
• 

121 
6,)

•
• 

2' 
0,6 
0,9 
0,8 

3,1 
0.1

•
• 

1,0 
0,3 
0.2 
01 

O,g 
0.1 
0,\ 
0,0 

AnaJgtSies 3.1 4,0 0,8 0,9 49 6.6 ],S· 8,9 2.3 ),1 0,9 01 

Any [lJicit Drug 
Other than Marijuana' IS,S 16,3 2, I 2.0 • 31.1 19,7 29.6 

. 
10,0 11.0 2,3· 1.6 

AI"""'I 54,6 55.9 12.6' 10.4 NlA' NIA NIA NIA NlA NlA NlA NlA 
"Binge" Alcohol Use' 270 28.2 ),2 2.6 NIA NlA NlA, NIA NlA NIA NlA NlA 

Heavy A!cohoJ Utt' 10,2 12.7 0.9 0,8 NIA NlA NlA NIA NlA NIA NIA NlA ,
Cigardl'CS NlA NlA NlA NIA 13.1 77.4 60\,1 60\,8 43,8 46,0 1t.6" 9.9 

Smoke~ Tobacco 9,2 6,' 1.2 0,9 203 15,9 11,0 1:5 4,6 ),1 1.3 0,9 
*Low~ no ~ «:ported.
NfA: Nat *RIlkmk 

I Any lITicit Om, ~ U$t ill. kat ~ofmarijuUIl Of hadIf.. oomno (inc:~dUl). inhaIanb. r.J~ (inellMtin& pcp aM. LSO)' haoin, "" my ~iorl4jipe~apeutie lntd 
~y, Any lnicit DN, OU-U- Milrijuina ~_Ii IW'lonce: of*'lY oflhese lilted ..... f1I""'....
• NlOOMlIe4tctJ \1M of UIf~~ Jtin:wbnt. ~tiw. tr.nquUiur, tit ~ic; doeI not ~ovcr..o.c~p.

• "~"~UM tl-dd"mta u 6rinkintfMC or fl'IDI'ClIIfrinb Oft 1M __~Ion OCI 111 ~ _ Illy in the put 30 d.,... By ..~~UrDCIII1t .. !he qmf time or witbin I ;ouplt ~ofAd! odIc1, 
}fltlv:y Akohot UK: h lkftnlOd u drinkinc five Of tnOfC drinb on the.-~WI_ c..:h offiw or mort day. in h pvt :10 cb.ya; aU Heavy Aleohot \hen: '" abo "Binr;oI" AkohoI~. 

"OOr~~ I'" IUId 19%,*..utirtk.&llyflpb.licanlatthe.O~ Itvd. 
'Di8"fI'«IQIII ~ 199' cnd l~btt.diJtiWty ti~.dtbe .01 ttvd. 
~ SAMHSA, 0IrK'A! OfApplied Studia" N&tiDRa.l HouMidd SUiI'Ve)' on Dru~ AbuM. I'" 1M. 1996. 
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NoTF.g: 	 r.en:lufsillllifit'lIllH· <1' ~limHt'l!t~ twtwr"'a IIIl' 11'1'" ,)'.. Drs: ~ ",05, l'I~,. .ot, 1!Ii!!" .00t. "--' Indlutelt data nllt Iwtl!ltlbl41. '·'Indlcotes t~n 
tltfln ,05 IU'n'euC 
Any optlllff'II' illt'lIIi!listl'l\t'y tj~lwr.. u tllll 1:hnllgl' eslimnil' oml the prvntleru::e lNltitnotelt rut ttl... two yean III' dUll If! rnundln8 .rrnr. 

SOURCe: 	Thl' MllniinritlK the FutHr!! Stlldy, Ih~ Univl!rllily'uf Mirhigan. 

Apprmtiruate W~ighh!t1 N'\i J991 1992 1m 199.. 1996 1998 1991 

8th GtlH:ht 11,500 18,600 18,300 11,300 11,500 11.800 IR,GOO 

10lh Grlnt~ 14,~O 104,,800 t&,3oo lS.eoo 17,000 15,600 15,500 

unh Grade U?.l\)OO 15,800 J6,300 16,.00 15.'09' 14,300 16.400 

-ror 12th grRders outy: tlse O("AUY iUicitlh1lf( iucltule!!l any' nse of marijuana. LSO, other hnlludnogens:, crock, other cocnine. or heroin. K any 
use of other opiAtes, sllmultlrtLs, bmbUutol.es. or trnnquilitet's not under a doctor's orders. For 8th and 10th gra.ders: 11le use of other opiates
nmi hnrniturnoo:!ll hAS br.~n eu'Iuded, bt:!'cnuge these ),ollllge'· ~!pondelils appear to overreporl use ~perhap8 because they include tM utle of 
nonprescription dl1JBg in their ltl1swer91. 

·Yor 12th graders ont)': Dnln bl1!1ed Oil Ihe of six rorm!!; N is Ove·shUls of N indicated. 	 • 
'hlhnlo.nts are unOlljustcd roOr uudll!tnpol'tillft of amyl nllft butyl nitrite!f; hallucinogens Rre unatljusted ror underreporUne or PCP. 

·f'or 8th and 10th Wllder!f only: Smo~~less dnt~ bnsed on one of lwo forms for 1991··96 a.nd'on two or four forms begtnning in 1991; }If is oue~ 
hl'd! or N indicated. MOMA dala bnsed on one thinJ of N iudicalcd due to change! on Ute questionnaire forms. For 12th graders only: Data 
based on one form; N I! one-sixth of N indicated. 

·Fol' 12th traders only: Dllta based on four of six rorms; N i~ foorwsbths of N hldicated, 

'In 1995, the heroin question was changed in three of 5'" forms for 12th graderfl and in OUf! of two forms fnT 8th And lOth gradem. Separate
questions were asked for uae with itVedion and without lrUeclion. nata presented here represent the O)mbined datu from aU tbrm!l. In 1996. 
the huoln quuUon was changed in the remainina 8th and 10th grnde Ibrm, 

'O~ly drug use which was not under a dodor's ordeNtl! included here. 

·Fcr 12th eradera only: Data based on two of aix forms; Ii is two-sl:r.lhs of N indicated. 

iFor all grade~ In 1993, the question lext wos changed slightly in half ofU,e forma to indicate that a "drink" meant "more than ft few Rips," 
The data iu tbtt upper line for alO)hot canH! from rorms using the original wording. while the data in the lower line came rrom forms usillR the 
mvil5ed wordine', In J993, tooth nne ofdata wos ba. ..ed ou one of two forms for the 8th and lOth grader!! ond on three of six forms for the 12th 
gradef1i:. N is one·hatf of N IndiC$ted for an grouP', Oata for 1994-97 were based on all f0mt8 for all grades. 

fFot 8th. lOth Iud 12th gradera: The changes in the '91-'97 change columns for alcohol are actually the '93-'97 ChlUlfte,. 

'For 12th graders only: The cltanges in tire '91-'97 change columns for smoke_ tobacco are actually the '92-'91 change~, 

'Oaily UQ i9 defi~" a5 use on twenty or more occasions in the past thirty days exoopl for 5+ dtinks, cigarettes, lind smokeless tobacco, for which 
adual daily u!le is measured. 

http:bmbUutol.es


-.. 'l'ABLE.3 ~ 

Long-Term Trends in Lifetil1lc Prevalence of Usc of V.arious Drugs for Twelfth Graders 

Pll'tcenl eVet \,Ifed 
tin",'!. CI&I\, Cln5t Class Cla!!,-Chlllillt Clan ci.!!!'! Clll.l'l~ CI~ CItWIL Clallit Ct"lI Cla\l\l Ct~" CID!! ctan CluuClu!I Cla.n<nIl!!!!ClIUIS Clut 

tlr of ur 01 (}f til ur tlf of uf of I1f or or of of uf of or Qf of uf 01 '111-'17 
ll!lR ll!lR lJ!ll JnI! JnI! jJ!lIll lSlU 1J!llll 1J!llll Il!!!j Il!l!ii lllftll !W ll!lI!l 1J!llll WI! 1m 1J!llll lI!Ila W.t. jJ!lIll jJ!lIll 1m <lw!u 

APPflH, N. ~wJ(t l!iUJO f7um 1711"", l!i500 1!t900 mmo 17700 Hi.10n 159(JQ 161HW '6200 ff).1(UJ 16300 16700 15200 15000 l$Jloa ,6.'fOO 15100 IMoo lI.'1OO tlilOO 

AlIy/UidIOrn... • 
Atl1 fIlirit DtllR Olll"f' 

1'.\0" MnTfjIlOI'rO·" 

Mtlrijuanttlltn!thbh 

fif'U 

:m2 
47.3 

68.3 

:t:s:,'. 
52.1i 

tiLS 

3fi Ii 

~r.. 

64.1 

311,1) 

SU.2 

66.1 

31.. 

fIOA 

65.4 

311.1 

1>0:1 

6:5.6 

n,R 

59,5 

6~L'" 

•• t 

6R,7 

62.9 

40.4 

57.0 

61.6 

40.3

5." 

GO.6 

:uu 
~".2 

57.A 

:11.7 

~0.9 

fi6.6 

3r.,A 

M.2 

63,9 ... 
.1.2 

50.9 

:11.4 

43.7 

47.9 

21U 

.to.7 

•.4.1 

2tU 

36,1 

.to.7 

25.1 

32.6 

.2.9 

26:1 

36,3 

.(5,6 

21,8 

38,2 

4FU 

28.1 

41.'1 

fiO.8 1'K.3 ..3.68 

2-8& - 30.0.1.15 

"'.9 49.6 ".,7•• 
Inhaltml!'l' 
hdltllllnb, AdjulIlt'd" 

AmyVBul),1 Nltrl1u,l 

Hot!uc!nlllt'''s 
Uotttlfl1lOffnS, "'IIJtI'~ktl" 

LIID 
PCP" 
MOMA i£ntallYY 

Cocal". 
Crack' 
Othu Cocaine! 

1I,,,,lw 
Oth.r Opiates' 

163 

1t3 

0.0 

u 
•• 

I•• 

I!; I 

110 

9,7 

I.R 

9,6 

II I 

1!"I,n 

PM 

IRA 

I.ft 

1t},3 

12,0 

u:t 

!H 

lV' 

l 6 

9.9 

12,1 
IR2 
ILl 

14 I 
111 
~!i 

la R 

Hi (I 

1.1 

10,1 

11.9 
17.:i 
11.1 

1:13 
t54 
93 
9.r. 

t5.7 

1.1 

9.8 

12.3 
112 
10.1 

I:U 
15:1 
If" 
1.R 

HUi 

1.1 

10.1 

12.8 
17.7 
lUI 

J2!i 
1"3 
9ft 
6,0 

IfU' 

1.2 

9.8 

13Jj UA 
18.2 18 ° 
8,4 8.1 

119101 
l:tft 12:1 
8J'l AO 
s.lI 50 

16,2 111.1 

1.11' 1.3 

9.4 9.1 

Hi" 
JILl 
151 

103 
121 
111 
4.11 

17.3 

1.2 

to.2 

lfL~ 
:01 

f4R 

!l1 
1l!1 
72 
.. 8 

16.9 

1.1 

g,O 

17.0 
18A 
•.7 

)(l:t 
106 
IU 
3,0 

15,2 
SA 

t •.6 

1.2 

9.2 

10.1 
11.5 

" fl."D. 
11 
2.' 

12.1 
4.8 

12.1 

U 

R.6 

11.6 
18,8 
'.3 
9.'••B.'

••• 
10,3 
•.7 
8.6, 

1,3 

8.3 

180 
165 
2J 

9.4 
0.7 
8.7 
2.B 

"., 
3.B 
8.8 

I.. 

8' 

17.1' 
i8.0 
1.6 

9.8 
10,0 
8.B 
2..9 

7.8 
3.1 
1 .• 

0 .• 

0.0 

HUJ 
.'.0 
L/;, 

9' '2 
9.4 
8.6 
2,4 

0.1 
2.• 
'.3 
I.. 

6.1 

17.4 
17.1 
u 

10.9 
1l.3 
10.3 
2.9 

61 
2.8

••• 
1.1 

6.' 

17.1 
18,3

1.7 

11.>4 
tt.1 
UU 
2,8 

.., 
3.• 
B.' 

I.' 
0." 

11.4 
11.6 .." 
12.1 
13.1 
11.1 
'.1 

6,0 
3.0 
Itl 

1.1 

1.'2 

18j) 
17,$... 
t4.0 
14.5 
lUi

••0.1 

7.1 
3.3 
IU 

(.8 

iU 

IS.l .0,8 
16.9 ·UI 
2,0 .0.'2 

ULI ..I.l 
'$,4 ..0.9 
13.6 ••.0 
3.9 -01 
lUi +0,9 

1t7 ..1.61 
3.9 +O.«ls 
8.2 .ta
2.1 .0.3 

9.1 .. 1.1'iIt(t 

Stimulants'" 
Cry.1el M~th, Hur 

Sed.U.,.,,'" 
Sarbituratll's' 
Methequalt:ln*l. .. 

Tranqulliuu' 

22 . .1 

,.2 
16,9 
8.1 

17.0 

226 

11.7 
l6.2 
HI 

16,8 

23.0 

17.. 
lUI 
8,,6 

18,0 

22,9 

16,0' 
13.7 
7.9 

11.0 

2,,4.2 

u.e 
118 
8.3 

lB,3 

26.4 

U.9 
1l.O 
9.6 

Hi.2 

3'2,2 

16.0 
11.3 
10,8 

14.7 

~1J1 

15.2 
ltl.3 
10.1 

14,0 

26.9 

1•.4 
9,9 

10.1 

13,3 

27.9 

13.3 
9.9 
8.3 

12,. 

21U 23,4 

lLB HU 
9.2 lUi 
8.1 5.2 

lto 10.9 

IU.O 

8.7 
7,<1 
4.0 

10.9 

19.8 

1.8 
8.1 
3.• 

U 

19.1 

7.. 
OJ'l 
2,7 

7.6 

11.1) 
2,' 

1.5 
'"8.8 

2.3 

1.2 

15,4 
3,3 

6.1 
6.' 
I.' 
7. 

13,9

•• 
0.. 
B.' 
1.6 

0.0 

UL!
..1 .,
'6.3

•• 
•. j 

15.7... 
7 .• 
1 .• ... ... 

163 
3;,9 

7,6 
1.. 
!:.2 

1.1 

l&.3 16ft +1.2 
•.• ..4 (),O 

8.2 8,1 ..0.6 
7.8 8,1 ..0,6 
2.0 U ·0,3 

7,2' 1.8 .0.8 

Alcohol" 90.t 91.9 ~,5 9U 1l3,() 93,' 92,6 92,9 92.8 92,6 92,2 91.3 92.2 92.n 90.7 IHUt 88.0 87,fi, 87,0 
RQ,O HO_(I RO.? 19,2 BU .. 2.1'1.. 

Be*fJ Drun~ 65,4 63.4 SUI mt9 113.2 liLA r.•.2 ..2,4 

Cf!anttt!l 73,6 75.4 1~.1 15,3 1(1.0 11.0 71,0 701 to.n 69.7 gilA 67,ft 61.' ruU 65.7 84,. 6!U 61." 6L9 62,0 r..t,2 G:U~ tll'i.4 .. 1.9 

$mokll!1n:. Tobacd· 31.4 32.2 ao,. 29.2 32.4 3\.0 30,1 30.9 2!HI 2l'i,3 ·4.f} 

St~f'Olds' 3.0 2,!) 2,1 2.. 2.0 2..( 2,:1 1.9 24 +OJi 

NOTES: Lnet (If "IIillnlflcanu of dlff1!rence hr.h·u't'f\ th~ (wn mmlt nunt dR!!!ul!!: II .. ,(l&, Y • ,01, !!Sf '" .001. '-' imiicat1!1 data mIt avall.hl•. 
SOURi:;!: 'l'h. Monhutinl the Future Study. the Unlv.rsUr or Mtehlltll!\. 

http:avall.hl
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TABLE 4 

tong-Tel'ln TI'endS' in ~nnU1d Prevalence of Use of Various Drugs for Twelftb Graders 

l'En:ent who uSEd In last tWfllvt marllhSl 

t:IIl!l!ll:/a!tll: C!ill!!!t CI:t'l!l C\n;. .. cl;':ill< elMs CblUI C~nll~ Cb!'!.. Cb1<' Ct!\~.. (:1:<.... elMs Ctas! elMS Ct••• Class Ctasl ClUJ! Clan Cla!!11 Cillillil 
of IIf uf 0( of uf of of uf _______(If uf or uf. of of of of i1f of of oi of of _ '30.-'B1
_IM.I_~I"'I__II_~ ~______ 

App'<"t, N .. 9400 IGlOO ,71m, 17tWU I!l5tm I1l9{Jt1 J75UlJ 1711111 f"",'It11~ Umfllllli/J(J1J 152M ,r.,1m, ,'I:/tIO umm fsttll) 'SOfW lfiROO 16300 '6400 16400 1-4.100: 15400 

Any Illn:lt DftlJl·· 45,0 4ft 1 fiU 5:16 1.4,2 !l:U ~2.1 404 47" 4!l14 4n3 H:\ "t 1 3M" :L~. 32,1\ 29.• 27,1 31.0 35.8 39.0 40.2 "!t4 +2.2: 
A.1I1 Ultdf DrUff (lth,.,. 
l~on !lfqnjucllo" ~ 211.2 25.01 2Jl.O 27.1 2fU! :m 1 :14 f) 30 I 214 <4 1MO 214 2r., 11 I U I 200 11.9 IIU HL9 17,1 {8,0 19.4 lUI 20.7 .0.9 

Mat1juanallrollhillb 40,0 -t45 47ft ftO'l 50R 4HR inl 443'423 4011 40R :tXX :tn j 33 I 2!t6 21,0 23.9 21,9 28,0 30.7 :14.1 3!i.A 3ft5 +2.1 

'ob.tanl!l' 3. 31 41 !i..$ 40 41 4r. 43 IU 57 III fl9 6!'o 5.9 6.9 6.6 6.2 1.0 7.7 8,0 1.6 ft1 ·0.9 
Inhole"l$" A41U1lltd'~ 39 1!i BI fir. 412 7.2 1.5 8.9 8.1 7.1 6.9 15 6.9 6.4 1.4· 8,2 8.4 8,5 73 -UII 

AmyVD\it)'t Nit! it ...!!·' 115 !i7 37 VI 36 40 4.0 '.1 VI 1.7 •. 7 1.4 lUI (),R OJ. 1.1 t t 1.6 1.2 ·0.4 

llat1uclol'lg(,1'I1I 112 !H AN !H' !H' 93 !HI: ILl 73 65 (13 6.0 0.4 !ii.5 5.6 59 5.8 5.9 1.4 7.6 9.3 10.1 tU ·0,3 
Jlu'ItU'imtg1<<UI, J\dju_~ll'IP lIS 104 101 9.0 fU 1.3 16 16 (j.7 5.8 6.2 6.0 6 i 6,2 7,8 18 9.1 10.7 100 --0.7 

LSO 7'l IH 55 113 fl;r. .(HI 66 fl.1 5.4 4.1 4,4 4.5 5.2 4.8 4.9 5.4 &2 56 68 8,9 SA, 8,8 8' ·0.' 
pCp-.r 70 44 3,2 2.2 2.fl 2.3 2.9 2.4 J.3 1.2 2.• UUL4 1.4 In Jft 2.6 2.3 ·0.3 
MOMA (Ecllto-"f ..0 .0.8 

Cllcalnc 6.6 6.0 1.'1 !I.O 1'20 12:l 1:2.4 U,S lU 11 r. 13,( 12.7 10.3 7.9 3.5 3.1 4,9 fI.~ 1'0.6••• •••,. 3.' 3.' •••. 1 3.9 3.1 3.1 1.5 1.5 I. I • 0. I 2 I 24 .0.80'61:"" ..,Other Cot.ln.· {UI 1.4 ... 32 2.fJ 2.• 3.0 .. 4.2 fto +0.8 

Jhruin' Ul O.R 0.8 O.S 0.5 0.5 OJ) 0,6 0,6 (Ui O,S 0,5 0.5 ()J'; 0.• 0.5 04 0,6 ... 0.• 1.1 to U .0,2 
O'het Opt.'tlS' 5,1 5.1 fl.4 fl.O ttl n3 6.9 IL3 5. I 5.2· 5.9 5.2 5.3 4,8 .., 3.6 . lU 3.8 6.4 6.2 .0.Ss•• ••• '.1 
Stlmttlut,U 16.2 15,8 HL:J: 17,} 18.3 20.8 26.0 20.3 t7.9 17.1 11\.8 13.. 12.2 10.9 10.8 9.' 8.2 1.1 S. B.' '3 9Ji 10,2 .0.1 

Ctyst.1 Meth, Uee' 1.3 I... l.3 1.1 2,8 2,3 ·0,5,8 3.' 
SedatlvuiA JJ.7 HtT )08 g,g 9,9 to,3 HJ.5 9.1 7.& 8.8 5,8 6.2 ·U 31 3.1 3,8 3.8 2.9 3.4 .. 2 4,9 5,3 5,4 +0.1 

Barbiturates' 10.7 9.6 9,3 8.1 7,5 6.8 6.8 5.5 6.2 4.9 .. 6 4:2 3,6 3.2 U 3.4 3.4 2.8 3.• ·U 4.7 4],9 5.l 40.2 
Meth.1U.haM~· 3.1 •. 7 6.2 4.9. 5.9 1.2 1.6 Eta 6.4 3.8 Ita 2.1 l.6 13 1.3 0.7 OJi 0.8 0.2 0.8 0.7 1.1 l.0 .() 1 

TrltnqnUilll!r" 10.6 10,3 10.8 9.9 9.6 8.1 8.0 U' 69' 8.1 6.) 6.8 6.5 '.S . 3,8 !U 3,6 2.11 3.S 3.7 4.4' ".f!: .u +0.1 

AkollQI" a4,8 811.1 81.0 87,7 88,J 87.9 81.0 8&.8 81.3 86.0 8&,6 845 as.7 85.3 82.7 80,6 1'1.1 '16.8 '16.0 
12.7 '13.0 13.1 72 5 1~ R +2.:111 

Bem Drunk! 52.7 51).:1 ~!Ul fil.7 52J'i fiUl I'i:U .. 1.3 
Cigllll'l!ttes 

&noble.. ToheeeoM 

B1efOldsl 1.9 1,7 u: 1.1 1.2 t 3 U'i l.4 H 0.0 

NOTES; '..eve! .. ( silniRcBfu'c uf di!T.rl'nee bt>twlln the two mflSf fII!Icent dasSI"': II "" .Oli, lJS "" .01. $fill "" .00l. '-' indlcatG1l dlltll .,fIt :lvaiI3Mc. ~Il'C Tnhle :l ,"'I tf'lc\'Q!lJ fi->«tnnh'!'I 
SOURCE: The MrmitQrlllg the FUlllf'(' Study, lhe University uf Michil.n. 
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-------------------------------------___TABLE.5 . 

•",ong-Torm Trends in l'hJrty-Dny Prevalence of Use of Various Drugs Cor Twelfth Graders 

Pt'rcl:'ld who ~d In t .. 1ll lIlII"', d,,)'lf 

Cln~s cj"~" ctn1'l! Cll(jil!!. Clns!tClns!I Clas:. cil1~iCl1J.8i ciop ejiis, CfiIlHCllull'-Clu"--ct.:q CIa.. Clol'lll c1tuIl'lcfus Clas!I cta" Clan Clln 
of pr uf of of uf I of of of of of of of· of of Qf of of of of of or of l~n~!
~~~~~~ ~ ~ ml~ 

"I'pr>lt. N to 9ltUJ 15400 tUM lTROO l$5tl(} 169f)(J 17500 177()fJ 16300 15900 16000 15200 l630tJ 16300 16100 15100 15000 '5800 16300 1,';400 r540D '4.100 Uf400 

. ,\IIY lIlidt OWI(''' 30.1 34.2 31-fJ 38_9 38.9 31.2 3ft!1 3:1:-5 :10,5 '29.2 2!11 21.1 24:j 21.3 19,1 17.2 16.• 14.,( 11'1.3 '21.1.- 23ft 2.U 28.2 _1.8 

,In'I: rtl,t',l nrffR Othtr 
'half MnrIJIHt1IIt·· 1Ii-4 t3.' 1~.2 uu litH )H4 21.1 17.0 15." Hi l 14.9 13,2 lUi 10.0 9.1 6. 1.1 63 7,9 s. 10.0 9.6 1(t,1 .. 1.11 

M8rlj\lotlaJlln~bl~h 211 32' 3!'i .. :l1. t 3fi5 331 3Ui 2'M !j 2:1.0 2~.2 257 23-4 21.0 "to ,., 14,0 13B 11,9 156- 19.0 21.2 21.9 23.1 .. 1.8 

'1I1111In/lI ..' DU .. 17 14 t5 ... 17 I.' 22 2 fi 2 B •• ... 2.1 24 2," lUi 2.7 .. 2.ti U~ 0,0~ .. ., ., ,.fl1#ta/l1n,:a. Ad/tl.~I«t" 1 " 32 21 'Hi 2.fl '0 32 ;U 3.0 29 2,'; 2',5 28 3.' 2.9 ~U 0.0 
AmyllBlltyt Niltth'''''' 2<1 1M 1<1 1\ .. 1.1 I fi , :\ i a .8 OR 0.' O. 03 0.6 0.' D.' 0.7 0.1 0.0 

ltnl1udnua~n5 H ;19 40 :11 11 2. 2 fi 25 2 • H 2,2 2.1 2.7 3.1 :u. 39: ..0,4,. ,r. .. ,.. 
HalluClhtlftfllt, A.1JuMta' fi:1 ... <15 :'l:!l ~ Ii '28 U 2.' 2,. 23 3.3 3.2 'S :ta •. 1 _0.3 

!.SD 2.' 25 I • I 8 2,. +0,&1 
" " ".. .. •• .... 21 21 24 23 .. I • .. L'7 1.8 .. 1.9 2.0 2. 2.5 :U 

PCI"' 21 '4 14 .0 13 1.0 U 0.6 0.' I.' 0.' 0,5 0.6 1.0 D.7 06 l,3 0.7 ..0.6 
NDMA tEutltsyf 2.6 Ul ·•.4 

CO(alne 1.9 " !U !ill 6ft !LO 49 8,1 it2 4.3 3.4 2.6 19 1." 1,3 1.3 15 1_8 2.0 2,3 .0.3'0 3' 5. 
CTAlCIt" l.3 J.8 U 0.1 O:t 0.6 0.1 1),8 tOo to 0.9 -G. 1 
Othfr Cm:alne' ,fd 3.2 1.9 1.1 1.2 1.0 tt t :. 1.3 1,6 2.G .0.• 

Heroin' 0.' 0.' 03 0.3 0.2 0_2 0.2 0.2 0.2 O' o a 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 D.' 6.2 0.3 0.2 0.:' 0.8 O,lI: 0,5 0.0 

Other Opl.t~s~ '.1 2.0 2.8 2. I IU 24 2,L 1,8 UI I .• 2.3 2,0 1.8 t.6 1.8 U 1.2 U tJ) J -8 2.0 2_3 .(Ill"0 
S4imulanl"'" 8.0 1.1 8.1 9.9 12.1 IS.S Ht1 It9 •.3 6,8 5,5 5.2 4,1) 4.2 3.1 3,2 2.8 3.1 4.0 4.0 • I ,1.8 .0.7. 

Cryt:'el Meth, tlc«t ••• 0.• 0,6 0,5 0.6 0.'1 1,1 U 1),8 -0.3 

St'daHvl!s·'· - ... 0.1 ,.. 4,4 .,8 .Uj 3.4 3.0 2.. 2.2 1.1 1.4 U· I., I.ft ),2 1.3 (.8 2.3 2_3 2.1 -0.2 
B.tbituutel~ '.1 U 3.2 2,9 2,0 20 2.1 1.7 2.0 1.8 1.4 t'l 1.4 I. 1.4 U l.3 11 2,2 2.1 2.J 0.0 
Methaquatone'·· ••• •••I. 2.3 3,3 !U 24 1.8 1.1 '.0 0.8 0.6 0.5 . 0.8' D •• 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.4 0.4 0.6 0,3 ·0.3 

TuoqUllllur.' '.1 '.0 ,.. 3.1 3,1 2.1 2." Ui 2.1 2.1 1.1 '2,0 1.5 1.3 1.2 1.4 1.0 1.2 U 1,8 2.0 1.8 -0.2 

Alcohol" 68.2 68.3 11.2 1:U 7J.ft 7'2.0 10,1 00.1 69.4 612 65.9 66.3 66.. 63.9 80.0 &7.1 &4.0 51.3 51.0 
4'1.6 50.1 1;(.3 fln.R 52,1 .. 1.9 

2.1 1.8 2.3 

Be.n Drunk' 31.6 2ll,9 2j1UJ aO.8 33.2 aL3 3-U: .2Jl 
eIK.retft'S • 36.1 38.8 38,4 36_1 34,4 30.5 29 . .( 36,0 30.3 29.3 30.1 29.& 2!U 28.1 28,6 29.4 28.3 27.8 29.9 au 33.1i: 34,0 36.0 ..Ullt 

Smoblus Tobact!)"' I U tt.3 10.3 "4 11.4 lIt1 Jlj 12.2 9,8 9.'7 -OJ 
St"rulds' 0.8 1.0 O,A 0." 0.1 09 07 0.7 10 .0'3 

NOTES~ 1 •• 1'.' or IISllllnt'lIIInce t.tf dilTerenc. behYEen lbl! twa ml)"t YeeEnt clas~": ~,. .05, " ...Ol, us :: ,001. '-' IndieatE1. data Ollt avall.hle. Sce T"hlc a (.-.r rf'te!lant f(",tollt .. ". 
SOURCE; Tho Monllatlnl the Future Study. the UniYE'f!l(ity of Mir:hlgan, 

http:cil1~iCl1J.8i


• 
• 

------
-

-

---"
0

0
0

0
0

... .
... .... 

-•
• 

1iC _C'i_ 
_

_
 

_
_

 
IN

 
n

_
~
-
-
:
w
 

N
-

-
-


t.¢
 
c
o

c
i 

c
:".:>

o
o

d
 

Q
O

C
 

d 
ci 

0
0

 
o

¢
i<

;i 
ci 

~
 

CN
'''''' 

_ .. 
N

N
_

 
cor 

n
-

-
-
0

M
O

 	
"
"
 

..,. 
o

e
;;c

 
0

0
. d

o
 	0

0
0

 
c:i 

C
 
c
o

 
c
ic

io
 

;:;: 

C'oI__ 
~
-

c
ic

c
i 

0 
ci 

O
Q

 
c
ic

ic
i 

•
:: 

0 

0
0

0
 

.. 

~
 -¢'.I--___ 	

--c
-
-
-

(
'q


C

'i 
l;io

o
 
0

0
0

0
 

o
c
io

 .... 
d

e
 c

o
o

 .. 

CI! 
-
"
-

-
-
_

.... 	
N

_
 

.... 
o

e
o

 d
o

c
io

 
coO

-
.... 

c
id

 o
. c:i 

.. 

~
-

c
io

o
. 

c::i 
d

o
 d

o
* 

ci 
_

_
_

 
e
t
_

 
_ 

w
 

c
ic

io
 
o

o
c
c

I:"! 
"
"
-

-
"
-
-
	

cicio 
.. 

c:i 
e

o
 
0

0
,. 

ci 

f'J
N

 _
_

 
~
 

C
'o

I'(")e0
2

 
_

"
"
 

N
 

N
~
 

IN
 

c
id

c
i 

o
c
:i. 

Q
 	

'0
 c:i c:i 

0 
c:i 

0 

to 
lN

n
_

 
oN 

c
ic

io
,.. .... 

01 

to:; 
_
.
.
,
.
~
 
_
I
N
_
~
 

	
C
'
l
:
~
'
"
 

_ 
t":! 

~
 

c
ic

io
 
0

0
0

0
 

! 	
0

0
0

 
.. 

c:i 
c:i 

~
 
N
"
'
~
 

_
f
':

 
0:

.. 
0

0
0

 c
d

 .. 
d 

~
 
N
"
'
~
 
-
f
O
'
i
I
_
~
 

.. c
o

o
 
0

1
0

0
0

 

C! 
_

O
N

_
 

-O
N

 _
_

 

I.e
 

O
Q

O
 

c
io

Q
c
:i 

;.e 
_

lN
t'f -«">-

.c 
c
ic

c
i 

0
0

0
'0

 

C':I 
_

IN
O

 
-
t
i
l
 

_ 

'" 
;:) ei c:i 

c:i c:i.. 
c:i 

IN
 _

_
 

_ 
~
 

_
C

O
I 
_

_
_

_
 _ 

.. 
0 

N
 

_ 
,... 

c
id

o
 c

ic
o

o
 	

o c:i c
i 

ci 
IN

 _
_

 
_ 

_ 
_ 

N
 
_

_
 N

 

t!'i 
c
io

o
 e

o
. 

<::: 	
Q

 
ci c:i 

ci 

M
 

_ 
-C

<
/I 

- ~
 

c:i 
.. 

0
. 

0
0

'"
"
 	

..
- ,.. 

I I 
on 

I .. 
• 	

::
=

 
" 

-
I 

• 
- .. 

N
 

<i 
• 

I I 
0 

J,. 	
Q

 

"
E

 	
~
 

.. :!'"- .5 

1
1

.,;1
. 

I 
I 

Q
 

•• 
•

• 
•

-
~
 

.= 1 
! '" 



" , Fuotnotes'for'Tublc':I:Tiilile6 ,". 

'Use: of Mnl,y illicit rimer illdmtei un~ use of nlnlijuann. LSD, olher ha1lucinogens. crack. other cocRiue. or heroin, Q[ an,. use of other opiates. eUmulanl!J. 
barbltufRWJ. nmlhlUluntoue (exdmled shire 1990). or trnnquilitem not under II doctor's orders, . 


·Bec'l1niog In 1982 the quesUon about sumutant US8 (b•• amphetamines) \Vas re\'ised to get nlspondents to 811clude the tnappropriate reporting of non

prescription slinmtnnt!l. The prevalence nde dropped slightly R!; n result. of this methodological change, 


'Oala based.on four oHive forms ,n 107iH3i8: N is fl}ur·flntl!l orN indiCAted. Data based ollli~ of six forms in 1989-97; N Is five-ld.UlS.ofN Indkttted, 
iruljusted fot unden~portit" of amyl and butyl nitrites. See text for detAils. 


~D8U1 bftsei4 on oue form; N is one·nllh of N indh:nlcd til 1979··88 and one-sidh of Ii iiulica~d ill 1989:·97, 


'Que!lion ~d cflanged slightly in 1981, 


tA<ljusted for uuderrepot1ing of PCP, Sell' l~d for dehtils. 


~()Q,ta based on one of lil'c rorms In t!J80; N is nrw-fillh of N indkated. Oata bAtred on lwo forms in 1987-89; N is two-HR.hs of N indicated In 1981-88 and 

two·3ixths of N ind'r.nted in HlA'9, Untn itaflf'd on !!illl form!! in 1990-97, 

'Data based on onc fonn in 1081-89. N is one:liflll of N ,ndicnted in t981-86 And one·sb:th of N indicated in 1989. Dat.a based on four ofsix forms In 1990-97; 

N is four·.sb:ths of N Indic"ted. 

'In 1995 the heroin question WBS changf'1I ilt half of tile questiol1nai~ fo11'tl!. Separate qumions were asked for use with hUedion and without injection. Dat.a 

presented here represent the combined dnto from all forms. 


'Only drug mte which was not under It doctt;lr's ordent lilI Included here. 

'Dala based oti two of Ii. forms: N 19 two-sixths of N indicated. Steroid data based on one of six form! in 1989-90; N is one-sixth of N indicated In 1989-90. 

Steroid data based on t.wo of six forms since 1991; N is two-sixths of N indicated since 1991. 


"'Sedalhes: Data based on five forms tn 1976·88, six forms in 1999. one form in 1990 (N is oM-sb:lh of N Indicated h:l 1990). and six forms of data 8fthtsted by

one-form datil beginning in 1991. Methaqua1one: Oata based on five rorms in 1975-88. six (onn1l In 1989, end one of Btl fbnns beginninft In 1990 (N Is one

,"lllt.r N Indlcaled beginning in 1900), 

-Data based on fhe rorms in 1975-88 and OIll'riX forms in 1989-92. In 1993, the question tell wei!!: chnn~ &tightlYln three of silll forms to iudk:ate that a 

-drink" meant "more thsn a few sips," The data In the upper Uue fOf' alcohol came from the three forms using the original wording (N is lhttlfHlidhs of N 

IndiCAted), white the data in the lower tine came from t.he three fotfll3 con14ining the revbw.d wording (N-Is: lhru-sbUt& of N Indicated). lJatu for 1994· 91 

were- baaed on an sit forms. 


·l-revatente of smokeless Wbaeoo was not asked of lwelnh graders In 1990 and 1991. Prior to 1990 too prevalence question on smokeless tobacco was lucat.ed 

neat" the end or OM twelnh-grad" questionnaire rorm. whereas after 1991 the question was placed enrlier and in It different form. This shin. oou1d explJliu Um 

dlsoontinuiUes between the eo~onding data. 


SOURCE: The Monitoring the Future Study, Ute Univenrlty of Michigsu. 

http:lucat.ed
http:two-HR.hs
http:based.on
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'J'ABI.E 9 

Trends in Disapproval of Drug Use 


hy ~';ighth, Tellth~ lind Twelfth Graders, 1991-97 


._- • -p~I'(-;i'i1"wh-;~disapprove:" j}r~Bhi)oglydls·.ppro\'1!·"-· -..; 

IIII! Gn)!!!; J01h Orld! 121h Gft!dl~ _ 
n.. ,rllU ~li&opp.m'.. "r P""I'/I' '96 ..'91 1m-'l11 '9B-'97 
.dm. lJ!J! l 1m IlIll J.ru 10.. 1JlJ!!l lJ!J!l ~ J.ru lJ!J!l mI Wi l!!JIli 1JlJ!!l lJ!J!l dwlu lJ!J!llmlJ!J!1 1m l!!l!J. J.ru Im_ 
Tt1 nletijuona flfl«' lit Iwice 84-11: 82,1 19:.2 12.9 10.1 IiT.S G1.6.0.1 14.6 7UJ '103 62. 59,8 65,6 64,1 -1.4 68,7 n.9 $3,3 51,6 IHI.? 52.5 5U ·1.5 
Smoke m.rljuano I't(casiflnally 8!1~'i HR,t R5.1 M,!} 79.7 76." ?lU J UlJ as.1 83.6 19.4 12.3 10,0 66.9 68.2 -0.1 1~1.f 11.7 '7&.1 68.9 66.1 611L9 83,2 .0.3 
8m"k. ml'l"ijlUtllI'I It'fluhuly 92.1 9(},8 81:1.9 R!l.:J ruu 82.1:1 64.6.t.6! 90.4 tHLO 87.4 sa.2 81.1 1tt? 19.1 0.0 M.3 90.1 81,6 82.3 eu 80,0 '18,8 .1.2 

TI'11llha'anhl ooce or twice' 84/9 84,0 A2,fj IU G HUI A29 86.2 85.6 84.8 84.9 8Hi 66,0 88,9 +0.98,..'.U 
TAb Inhabmlll rt'.,ulln",' 90.6 90.0 881) BIll stUt stu 90,3 +1.0 91.0 -91.5 90.9 91.0 00.9 9l.1 91.1 0.1) 

1.')' LSD OflCl or ,wieo' 17.1 752 716 709 72.'.U 82 1 1!J.3 11!iI 16.B 1iLe ·0,2 90.1 8S.1 85.9 82.6 e1.l 19.8 80.6 +0.9 
'tah LSD tttuhHly~ 79J~ 78.4 75.fI 16.3 76,3 .1.0 06.8 85.6 84.8 84J\ e3,4 .1.1 98.• 95.5 115.8 94"3 92,5 93.2 92,11 -0.3 

Tr, crfl:k one. at 1\1'lce' 91.1 90,1 A9.l 869 M,1) 811.0 85.1 10.1 92:.6 92:Ji I... 89.9 88.1 88.2 81.4 -0.8 92.1 93.1 89.9 89.5 91.4 8V, 81.0 ..(J,,, 

Tlltu! ctflck oct:Jt!'litlntdly' 9a.3 91Hi !)I,l R!UJ R!lIt fl93 90:3.1.0 94.3 94.4 93.8 §Vi 91.1 91.9 91.0 -0,0 94.2 95.0 9-2.B 92.a 94.0 91.2 91.3 .0.1 

Tr,. (1I(ai", powder ORCe m' , 
twlte' 9l.2 89,6 H8,6 fl/U Jt'i.3 83.9 85,1 +l.2 SO.A 911 90.0 M.t Alt8 81U 8!U ,1-0 88.0 e9.4 M.6 8il 88.3 83 1 83.0 ·O.l 

Toke eucaine pllw41l'r 
utt.~ioo.lly' 93.1 9'2.4 91.ft A!l.7 R!17 fllU 90.1 .1A,!'! 94.0 1M 0 9:\,2 fl2.1 9l.4 !H.l M.. ·0,7 93,(,1 t:U 91.2 91.0 92.' 89.7 A9.3 ..0," 

TtJ httoln once nr .wice 
without ul1na • l1udl.4: fULl! 81).0 R1.7 .2.71111- 89.7 89"ti 8tU ·0" 9UI! 908 92,3 +1.8 

T.ttfl hlttOln occ.!llottaUy 
wUhwt usiOI a needle· RRJi M1.7 9(tl.24" 91.6 &l.1 9H -0.3 94.7 9:Ul 94_. +1.2 

ttY on. or ''YO 1trlnkt or an 
.1tuhollc bennIe (beet,
wtne, liquor) M.7 fi2,2 509 41.e .fU) 45.6 46,7 flU 31J!I 39.9 38.& 36.1'1 36.1 3-4,2 33,' -0.1 29.8 33.0 30.1 28.• 21',3 2fUi 28.1 -0.4 

Tab OM or C"o drirtb "nt'1y
""yd.y B2.2 81.0 1\).6 18.1 15.9 '4.1 18.6.2.S,. al.7 61.1 18,6 16.2 7fH 13,8 16.4 +1.6 18.5 1fL9 17.8 13.1 13,3 70.8 '10,0 ·0.8 

nave n•• 01' mon «Itfnlta tloc'" 
othrkUlIIChWl'@k.nd 85.2 83.9 113.3 StU BO,7 19.1 81.3 ..22" 1tl.? 11.8 14.1 12.3 12,2 10,1 10.2 ·OJ~ 67," 10,1 10.1 65.1 M,7 84.1 nl\.o +8,3 

Smoke -one or mote packa of 
cl,lIttUa, p"f «1., 82.8 82.3 80;8 18.4 78,8 71"3 80.3 .a.Olln 79.4 11.8 76.5 13.9 13,2 11.6 13.8 +2.2'11 71.4 73.5 70.8 119.R mu 612 11.1 "'.1 

U.. amot.len lob.eco 
reRular', '19.1 11,2 11.1 15.1 14.0 74.1 16JS .2.4" 16.4 74.8 13.8 11.2 71.0 1.1.0 12.' +1,3 

T.ke ,t.nmb" 89,8 gil',:) a9jt- 81,9 90:.0 91,fl 9(,2 90 R 90,6 92.1 92.1 91,9 9LO 9L1 9l-f ·0.3 

Appt'o.t'. N .. 11390- 18503 18435 IU!9 11560 11998 18765 14750 147U fM34 ISJ19J r1D16 ft;tUf6 lM37: 1..1).1 lB4!; 213:' 2SltR :/60:1 .2.199 !tiDI 

NOTts; 1.enl ofllfnUh:aoc. of dlrr.,..nce tatwHn the two m'lmt Rtent dM~es~ 11 ,.,.05, 1111 ....01, hS ... 001. '-' indicates datil 00' a¥pltabte. 
SOUR(JE: The Monltorln. thl Futuft Slud,. the Unl¥'.rslty of Mkhlilln. 

"AIl'w,"" .U.m.U.... a "~re: U) {)(j,n't dlsaPfroYfl. (2) OlnppHlve, (3} 51('(111(1, disft-pproYe. For 6th lind 10th Ctlll1u. til ere "as 8Imt".r catelm,,-~ean'f If,ay. druR unrll;mlllAr~ - whith lYMI 

included in the c;akulaUon of the•• percen acn. 

~h~ tuelrlh crad. q\.l~stlon' uk about 'PftPle wtll'> ara 1ft m' O'ider. 

'Rth and 10th «~M": 0 ••• b~ In 19S7 tin two·third" of N Indi!!'lIted due to' chan,," In ~ul'SHonnalr. form!!. 

"atb aM IOtb Itad.. ; Data ba,t1l tin ol'le O'f h'l"O' fl'lt<fl5 in 1993-9B; N ilJ (me·h.tr af N Indicated, O!l;ta blind in 191}1 on one·third of N Indlcatfli dul' til ch.nl~ In q"Il",'h,"(Ulir~ ("I roll. 

"Doh .....I Hh~ ..."d.., 11..1", b.ud 01\ twn r.,,·tM '0 1991 _ltd 199:2 and (In (In. Df h'o thtms In 19!t3 end Ht94; H b UIII:!·h.tr Dr N indkaled. • • 


http:UIII:!�h.tr
mailto:othrkUlIIChWl'@k.nd


'I'ABLEIZ 


Long~Tel'Ui T."(!tul" in l'lerceived Availabilitv of Drugs. Twelfth Graders 


1/1111' ,lttfirttlt ItII y.U! Percent 1.,inR ~r.ltly 1!.'1~ at' ~••r1 e••,- to ,('t 
lhin" it II'imhl "-'fur P'll 
to Bel to("h .0( flit' (!IR~S C!Ui CtO'l:5 Chl,1I1I Clall'l ct.!'I!I Cl11lltt Cia!;" Clll"lI Clii~ C1a!!!! CiL'!!I ctUt elalu! Clan Cl.Mt Chllnt C1.slll mall' Cla."s CIIIIIII CJa!ts Clal'lS 
fHllml"", hilt" nf .trulI_, uf of of uf of ol of of of (If of of ttf of of of of of of of of of ot '90-'91 
If YO" ""tIII1/f'd JrIltH" 

~~~~~~~lW~ __ ~____ ~ ______~ 

lIt-tljuann 1t7,ft t\7.4 111'9 A1ft 90,1 AjU Rl'I.'2 RHi'\ Atld! AHI 115.5 85.2 AU' 8".0 8".:1 ·ft.... 83.3 82,1 83.0 85.5 88.6 8B.7 89.6 to.9 

Amylltlut11 NUrile1\ 23.9 2!U) 26.8 24.4 22.7 25.9 21UJ 2';,1 21Ut 23,9 23.8 ·0 I 

LSD .62 31.. :U fi 32'2 342 an j 3!to :H.2 30.!1 30,r. 30)1 1P..f'i ~IA 33.3 3A,j 40,1 39.5 .... ,5 49.2 50.8 53.8. 61.3 &n,1 -0.& 

&.,.\(! nlht'f p'II,,<:hedelic 41" :Jr,7 :t1 ~ :l:t Ii .1. f, :m 0 32.1 :10 s 2fU, 21l fI iHI.l 2UJ 2&,0 26.2 28,2 Zft3 2A.0 2!t.9 33.5 33.8 3rt.R 3.3.9 mu 0,0 

PCf' 2Ut 2U~ 2R.9 21.7 27.6 3U :iIl.1 3\.-4 3tO 30-1. 30.0 ·OJl 

MOMAjEe!ttafty. '2(.1 22.0 22-1 24.2 21t1 31.2 34-.2 36.9 3R.fI +J.I' 

Ontoi»C! 37Q :UO 330 37M .5.~ .7.1") <415 .7.4 43.1 4(tO 4A,9 ~I.~ .'R2 M,O 58.1 54}i fiLO "2_1 48.6 4fitl 41.7 (8,1 48_6 +IU 

Cud: 41.1 42.1 41_0 42." 39_9 43.5 43.6 405 41-9 40,7 40.R -0 .• 

Cnc(l)ne p'U'Idct 52,9 503' 63.7 49_0 "utO 48_0 41i." ·4.1.1 4-:l_R 44-.4 43,3 .1.1 

Hlttoln 24.2 tlU t1.~ BOA 18.9 2t.'l IIU 20.R 19.;3 19.9 -21.0 22.0 23.7 28,0 3U 31.9 30.8 :H.9 33,1 34.1 3!U 321.2 33JJ .U 

Some uther n.ROtlc 
{indl.ldln.mathadnnd 34J. 26.9 21,8 2fU 281 29.4 U.6 3{U 30.0 32.1 33.1 32.2 33,0 3&.8 3-8.3 3fU 34.6 37.1 3Ui 38.0 39.8 40.0 31H! .1.1 

Amphetuthlla 61.8 SUt 58.1 68.1'i 59.9 6l.3 69.6 10.8 68.5 flll:1 GII,4 64.3 fI,,5 r,3,9 114.3 59.1 51.3 6lt8 6Ui 41:2.0 flU! fig.,. &98 .0 .. 

Cr,.tsl m.th. Uca. 24.1 24.3 28.0 21.8 2t1.6 21.0 26Jt 27.11 .. 0.1 

Barbiturates 80.0 5•.4 62.• 50.6 49.S 49.1 54.9 55.2 52.5 61.9 1\1.3 48.3 .c1t2 41.8 <lS,4 46,9 42,4 44.0 ••.5 • .1.3 42..1 .fl.4 40.0 .U 

Tl'.nqultllfr. 7L8 &5.5 64.9 64.3 6U 69.1 M_B fi8.9 56.3 6f.1i &4,1 61.2 46,$ 49.1 45,3 44.1 40.8 .f0.9 4l.1 39.2 31,11 36.0 31i.4 ·0.11 

Sterohh 4'U' 46.8 .....11 42.9 46.1i 40.3 4-1.7 .. 1.4 

Apprtu-. N .. 2621 2865 3065 359B 3112 32.fO 3578 :mOt .13/f5 3J1'69 3114 .'t01; 3271 .12:" 21106 26.9 24M 2fiRii 2671} 2526 2552 23(/1 2511 

NOTES; Leval of silnlfit.nc. of dUferenc'li bet...,e«n tii« 11'10 moat tannt etasH': ••.05, a. '" .0'1. "a ...001, '-' htdko.lc!\ .lain. fl1lt uvollnhlri 
SOURC!: Tln~ Monitoring the Future Study. Ihe Unlnulty 0.( Mkhl.sn. 

"Answl'f .lIun.Uvn \'Iftlt: (U Prob.bly imposS:ihle. (2) Very difficult, (3) rairly dlffleult. (4) Fattly eta'!ty. and Hi) Very CMY. 

http:htdko.lc
http:silnlfit.nc


FIGURE 7 

Trends in Annual Use of Selected Drugs by Grade, 197.5·1997 
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utetime Use of Selected Drugs by Grade, 1997 
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T}eatment Providers Report 

I In the Northeast, Mid-Atlantic and the South, approximately 19 percent ofpeople who 
enter treatment cite heroin as their primary drug of abuse, In the Midwest. South. and Southwest. 
this figure is about 10 pernent. Though this proportion ofpeople rose slightly in the West and 
Mldwes~ and rell slightly in the Northeast and the South, these changes did not represent a great 
inkase or decrease for most of the 61 prognuos reporting in this Pulse Check.

I Most heroin users entering treatment inject the drug, with ille exceprion of the Northeast. 
WHere more clients inhale. One treatment provider in the Northeast points out that while the 
m~jority ofheroin clients usually snort, many ofthese same clients aJso inject, especially when 
they are unable to find high purity heroin, or when they want to speedball with cocaine powder. 
C6caine is commonly mentioned as a secondary drug of abuse (by 33-92 percent of ciients in aU 
rejions) as is alcohol (by 6()"92 percent ofclients in all regions).

I Heroin users seeking treatment in all regions tend to be older (i.e., ov~ 30), though 
sources in the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic region report higher percentages ofclients under 
twhtty years old. In all areas contacted, the majority ofheroin treatment chents are wbite, except 
in ~he Midwest where just over half of the clients are African American. Over 75 percent of the 
cli~nts have been in treatment before, and there continues to be a 70/30 split between men and 

t 	 . 
women. 

Jrt II: COCAINE 

I 	 . 
In this Pulse Check, sources report that the market for cocaine is generally stable j and in some 
ar~as it is declining, In particular, the demand for both cocaine and crack has declined, cocaine 
av~ilabi1ity is down, while the availability ofcrack is stable, Cocaine users continue to be a 
di~erse group, primarily people in their 30s and 405 who have been using for several years. 
HJwever. there have heen reports of rising cocaIne use in specific communities, such as the 
Bitmingham suburbs; the Hispanic community ncar the Texas border; and young people in the 
N~w YorkINew JetSC')' area. Treatment providers in most areas report that cocaine and crack are stt the most commonly cited drugs of abuse among their clients. 

Etbnographers and Epidemiologic Sources 

I Sources report broad shifts in the population of cocaine powder and crack users in 
panicular areas, For example, young iMer city users are starting to disdain crack as a ~'ghetto 
dr¥g"; Miami sources describe crack usc as "unfashionable" among youth. particularly With 

African Americans in inner city areas, and often those who continue to use crack try to hide it 
rr6m their peers, In contrast, crack has recently made inroads into the Hispanic community 
alqng the Texas border; formerly. it had only been popular in the African American community 
in that area. In addition. the New York/New Jersey area has seen an increase in young crack , 
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users for the first time in over a year. 

However. the market for both cocaine powder and crack cocaine is generally stable; and 
cocaine is stiH a commonly used drug in most. Prices range from $50~$150igram for cocaine 
powder and from S3·S40lro<k or vial oC crack. Purity is describcd as "good" to "Cair" at the 
street level, though there is considerable variation in most areas, 

Cocaine users are a diverse group ofall ages and ethnicities and both sexes. In most 
areas, crack is mmketed to people in their 30, and 40, who have been using the drug for ,everal 
years. Cocaine powder, though jess common than crack. is ~arketed t~ a diverse group ~~ 
primarily adults, of .Uetbnicities and soeioeeonomic groups. It is mentioned as a "club drug" in 
New York. Miami. and San Diego. but is not as prominent in the club environment as 
methamphetamine. MDMA. marijuana. and some hallucinogens. 

Sources in Chicago repo" that some users are dissolving crack cocaine in lemon juice or 
vinegar and injecting it intravenously. This practice may have started as an innovation -~ a new 
method to administer cocaine - or as an adjustment to the d~reased availability of cocrune 
powder. since it is cheaper to dissolve and inject crack than to- purchase enough cocaine powder 
to create the same effect. While this practice reportedly produces a more intense rush than 
smoking the same amount ofcrack, the dilutants can produce serious abscesses and pain if the 
user misses the vein and injects into muscle tissue, 

Cocnine powder. when available. is often used by heroin addicts to ;'speedban" ~
combine cocaine with heroin -- to. enhance or extend the effect of heroin. This entails injecting 
or snorting heroin, then smoking crack immediately, Several ethnographers note that as cocaine 
powder became harder to purchase during the summer, some heroin users began to speedball 
with crack. This overlap in herom/cocaine/crack users may be related to the increase in double
breasted dealing described in the section on heroin. Similarly, heroin may be used by crack 
addicts to dampen the overly agitated effect produced by extended crack use, In both cases, the 
second drug is used to supplement rather than substitute the primary drug, 

. 
New York and Bridgepon ethnogrJphcrs describe Jarge pieces ofcrack called "slabs" 

being sold at the Street level in their areas. The sl3b is a pieee ofcrack about the size and shape 
ofa stick ofchewing gum. sometimes scored to foon pieces. The slab is sold in the same 
containers (e.g .. vials, bags) as individual rods or pieces but. due to its size, cOSts more. This 
unit is smaller than what was described I::m ycar in the Pulse Check as the "cookie." a larger 
piece or sheet of crack sometimes bough I for the purposes of resale. 

In i'ew York and San Diego. sources report that many crack users look for powder to 
make their own crack ber:ause processed cr;l.ck is seen as "a bad buy" (Le., poor quality or made 
up primarily ofadulterants). This is largely due to the perception that dealers are cheating crack 
users by using very little powder in the cooking process, 

OFFICE OF NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL POLICY 
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Law Enforcement Sourees

I Police sources in most areas repon that cocaine use remlIins stable. Boston police repon 
fevlct' crack users, but maintain that crack is still a serious problem in that: area, Three police 
"Jurees (Seattle, Miami, and New York) repon double-breasting dealing in their areas. Prices of 
c6caine are low (S30-S7OJgram), and purity varies considerably. 

I Birmingham police are the only soUrce that reports rising cocaine use in this Pulse Check. 
Crack has become more popular in the inner city; even in the suburbs. which have long been a 
pJwder market, police note an increase in the sale and use of crack. Consequently, prices are 
hil!h; a piece ofcrack can JU!l from $40 to 550. Police repan that this increase in price may 
reflect the increase in the "yuppie" crack market of casual, middle~ciass users. Dealers have 
foiIowed their new clientele into suburban areas, resulting in fewer open air cocaine markets in 
th~ inner city.

I .' . 
Treatment Providers 

\ Treannent providen; in all areas except the West and Southwest conrinue to repon that 
cocaine is the most common megal drug problem ofclients seeking substance abuse treatment. 
while there have been slight decreases in the percentage of treatment admissions with cocaine as 
thJ primary drug problem, in general. admissions for cocaine treatment changed little in recent 
mJnths. The majority ofcocaine treatment clients smoke crack and use a variety of other 
substances. In aU regions, alcohol is mentioned as a problem drug by a majority of clients (79-93 
pekent). as is marijuana (53~80 percent), Heroin, amphetamines, and tranquilizers are also 
cotbmonly cited as secondary drugs of abuse, ,

I The majority ofcocaine '!reatment clients are white. except in the Midwest, where there is 
a fairly even proportion ofwhites and African-Americans. About tw()..thirds of the clients in aU 
are~s are maie. and ju~i over hal rhave had prior treatment.

I As in the last Pulse Check. sevemllTeatment providers commented on the "aging" of the 
crack user population~ that is. the hardcore crnck user is more like)' to be an older user, who also 
coJsumes marijuana. alcohol and olher drugs. than a teen or young adult. Just 3 to t 1 percent of 
coc'aine clients in aU areas are beJo\\ 20 years old. While sources report that there appear to be 
mo:.c young cocaine users seeking treatment in the Northwest, unlike the younger heroin clients. 
the~e young cocaine users are more likely to be new to treatment.
I . 

P.}t III: MARlJt:ANA 

ThJ market for marijuana appears to be thriving in the areas surveyed in Ihis Pulse Check. 
Mafijuana users are a diverse group. and the drug is highly popular in a variety of social settings. 
Molt sources repOl1 that many types of marijuana, both foreign and domestic, can be purchased 
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Tabl.4 

Ethnograpbers: and Epidemiologists Report 011 Coc:ainelCracK 

, 

I 

Cio' 
Bridgeport, CN San Antonio/ , San Diego. CA "'.w York, :-;y 

EI Paso, TX 

Us. stable stable stable stable 

Wbots Using! wide range primarily African African Americans : 
Cbange in Users of users Americans, some (crack) 18·35 )'!:S. 

;Hispanics; , old. all groups 
more Hispanic i (Hel) 
users , 

Metbod of Use smoking ;smoking !~lcing smoking 
snorting injecting , snorting 

, I , 

Drugs.ln heroin marijuana PCP heroin 
Combination Iheroin heroin 

, 
, , 

, 

, 

Wbo's Selling HCI sold More dealers of I African Americans Young crews selling 
with beepers. crack:; both heroin .and ' & Hispanics: heroin also 

,sold on street cocaine. i beeper sales ,, 

Purchase $S, 510 bag; 520. S30/bag (Hel) I S80·5100/gram 510.520. SSOIbaS; ! 
Amount/Purity good purity SIO. $20. '30/uniT 'S10 ·1110 gr. S5fvial; , 

i (crack) (crack); i purity fair , , 20% - 50% purity 

OtherlComments There bas been a There are twO A lot of users know 
noticeable trend major distributors: how to make their 
among crack users one uses young 'own crack, so they 
to add bero;n dealers to buy powder. Vials 
(snOrted) to their distribute, the other have given way to 

prefers older. use. Crack is also tiny ziplock bags, 
,experiencednow sold as so the product is 

I, dealers."slabs" more visible. i 
,or strips of crack in 

i a plastic bag. 
, I I-

OFFICE Of NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL POUCY 22 

SOUTee: Omce ofNaliolt.11 Drug Cuntrol Policy. fJl/lse (fleck: Ynt/onn! TN!nds in Drug Abuse. SUflUflcr 
1Y')7. 

I 

http:ofNaliolt.11


, 

Table 4 (cont'd.) 
Ethnograpbers and Epidemiologists Report on CocaiDe/Cratk 

Denver, COi I CilV 
Cbie"llo, IL 	 'TrentonINewark. NJMiami,FL 

I 
stable 	 , stable stable 

I 

stableUs. 
! 

wide range ofages; 

Cbange in Users 

'YhOfs: Using! 

I 
African Arnencans 


' (crock) 


I 	 i 


I 
Metbod .fUse 1injecting 


! smoking 

, 

,,i 


Drugs in i , heroin , marijuana Iheroin 
 alcohol 

I 	
, : alcohol : marijuana Combination 	 , 

, , 

Gangs Non~usefS primarilyMore sellers of 	 ~ Sellers macch theibO" SelHog 
: corrununities theyberoin & cocaine i selling ooly 

together work ' CocaUle. ,,, , 

$$ - SIOlvi.1 S10, S20lbag S50-S150/gram 	 !$10 for 1/10 gram,Jturtbast 
. S$O.S75/gramAmountIPuritv S3-$201rock; 	 i S60-701mg ,I  purity "good" , vari.ble purity 


Other/Comments 
 Methamphetamine Hard to fmd HCI 
is at highest level on the street, 
ofavai1ability in ,but crack 
years. Most users is available, An 
are white, young. ' "ozone" is a 
and equally likely i marijuana cigarene 

,10 be male or with pcp and
I , , 
, 

Ifemale. crack in it that sells 
for S15. 

-

. 
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wide range of users 2l)..30 yr'. old. all 
d('cline in young 
Hispanics; 

eilinicities; 
adult use , some more young 

lus=, 
,, 

smoking 	 Iinjecting 
:smoking . 



Table 4 (conftd.) 

Etbnographers and Epidemiologists Report 00 Cocaine/Crack 


Citv 
, Newark, DE Austin, TX 1iew York, NY 

stablestable 
level 

; Who's Using! 

stable at highUse 

more young users 
: includiog women & : Hispanic, maJe &. 

African American &.wide range of users. 

ICluIng. in Users 
female; 

more teens 
; teens; 

mQre Hispanics 

I smQking•Method of Use , , 
!injecting

I , inhaling I 
, 

i Drugs in heroin ,
marijuana!Combination 

, I 
Sellers often from larger : Who's Selling : Young sellers who 

, icities & come into area with ,match community., 
supply,I, ,, , I 

IPurchase $1O~S20lvial Purity is "fair" $600-$ 1.200/01. 
,S4Q-S50Igram;!Amount/Purity S20-$JOOlgram 
i, ,,purity is "good", S1O-S40Irock 

,i \'nriable purity , ,, ,,, 
, 

Otber/Comments "Slabs" of crack Cocaine continues 
available. increase in as III drug among 
number of brand treatment 
names or hag admissions, thougb 
markings. the proportion has 

dropped 'lightly. 
Crack users are 

, older 
; than He} injectors ,Ior snorters,,, , 
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Table S 

Law EDfor~ement Repon on Cocain~Crack 


. 

Birmlngbam, AL 
P.D. 


up 


inner city crack users; 
suburban HCI usero: 
some casual middle~ 

Iclass crack users 

, smoking 
I 

· · 
marijuana 
alcohol 

Fewer open markets: 
some move to 

: suburban areas. 

City I 
Seattle, WA ,New York, NY · iI 
P.D. 

. 
P.D. 


Use 
 'stable .I 
African American and ;variety of users 
Hispanic users 

~ho's Using! 
funge in Us.... 

inhaling smokingMethod · 
injecting i: smoking 

, ,, ·I . · 
Drugs in i Iheroin 
C()mbimltioJl 

iI . .• 
Whols Selling Crack dealers also IMore sal•• ofboth 

selling heroin. . ,heroin and crack by Ii 
i same dealer. ,I ,I · 

S30 • SSQlgram 53 • 510lvial 
510 • S20/rock: 

p'urcbase $40·5S0Irock 
5S0 • S701gram:jmountlPuruy 

15%· 92% purity (HCI) variable purity 
30%·75% purity (crack) 

Increase in crack Some Mexican dealersIh.rlcomments 
prices. "Yuppie" sell heroin cocaine, 
crack users in suburbs ; marijuana and 
also reported, methamphetamine. 
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Table S (eont'd.} 

Law E.fo....me.t Report o. Cocaine/Crack 


SllIbl. stableUse smbl. 
, 
Who's Using! somewhat fewer crack 

Change in Users 


No change in users 
users 

. i 
smokingMethod of Use snorting , 

, injectingsmoking i , 
,, 

'Drugs in marijuana 

Mexican Nationals. Crack dealers also 
,selling heroin. ' 

: 
I 

,$10 for 1110 gram $15.520 for 1/4 gram; 
! $SO/gram; variable purity , 

, 

. i Dominican and 
Colombians, 

: $8o%z, 

Ci~': 
Eug••.,OR Boston; MAMiami., FL 
P.D. ,P.D.P.D. 

I Ihigh purity 

i Combination 

'Who's SeIling 

Pur.:hase 
, AmonntIPuritv , . 

.-' 
, Other/CaromeD(S Methamphetamine is up Crack is somewhat less 

ariel often substitutes for : popular than before. 
tnt: more: expensive, less 
available cocaine. 

OFFICE OF NATIONAL ORUG CONTROL POUCY 26 

Source: Office or National Drug Control Policy. Pube Check: No110na/ Trends m ~gAbuse. Summer 
1997, 



I 

I 

T.ble 6 
Treatment Providen Rtpon Ob Cocaine/Crack Use Patterns 

Regl•• 

I: Northeast 	 , n: Mid-A'loatic I ill: Mid-West ! IV: Westl 
! &Soutb i SouthwestI 

' 
 N=lS 

34, 

7% 
73% 
,19% 

23 

77 

20% 
80% 
80% 

7% 
33% 

7% 

N= 14 

21 

29% 
71% 

0% 

27 

73 

14% 
57% 
79% 

7% 
21% 
14% 

N=15 , N=17 


%~cli.n!S with drug listed 
as primary drug of abuse 

! 
C~	..ge over last year , 

mcreaseI •, no change
, , 
: ~ecrease 

%~lients injecting 
! 	 ,

% clients 
: i~ling/smoking 
I' ,

Other Drugs Abused 
(%jclienlS who menlien) 

heroin 
fuarijuana 
:lcOllol 
tranquilizers 
amphetamines•other 

' 

45 

8% 
17% 
15% 

15 

85 

47% 
53% 
93% 

7% 
0% 
0% 

32 

29% 
71% 

0% 

9 

91 

0% 
59% 
82% 
12% 
12% 
6% 

Re~ion 1: ,Connecticut. Maine, Massachusetts, New Yoric. New Jersey. Rhode island, N~w1 Hampshire, Vermont. Pennsylvania 

Region 11: 	 Alabama, Florida. Georgia. Kentucky. Mississippi, Texas. Nonh and South Carolina, 
Tennessee. Arkansas. Louisiana. Oklahoma, Maryland, Delaware. Virginia, West 
Virginia. Washington, D.C. 

I 
Region Ill: Illinois. indiana, Michlgan. Minnesota. Ohio. Wisconsin, Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, 

Nebraska. North and South Dakota 

Region IV; 	 Colorado, Montana. Utah. Wyoming, Nevada, Arizona, California. Idaho. New Mex.ico, 
Washington. Oregon ! 
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Table 6 (cont'd.) 

Treatment Providers Report on Cocaine/Crack Use Patterns 


Region 

IV: Westlill: Mid-WestII: Mid-AtlanticI: Northeast ISouthwest& South 
N; 15 	 , N; 14 	 i 

I 
N; 17N =: 15 

.Average by Age 
I7%10% 3% 


21-30 

11%under 20 

44% 36% 46%33% 
46% 57% , 51%56%31+ 

Average by 
I ,RacefEtbnicity 

African-American 47% 17% , 

White , 48% 53% 
42%39% 

46% , 65%
I . 

18%Hlspamc & Other 13% 5% 

Average by Sex 

Male 64% 
 62'1\ 69% 68% 

38% 31 % 32%Female 36% 

I, 	 IPrior Treatment 

Ye, 
 65% I 	 I51 % 56% 53% 

No 
 35% 49% 44% 47%i 

Region f: 'Connecticut. Maine. Massachusetts, New York, New Jersey, Rhode Island. New 

Hampshire, Vermom, Pennsylvania 


Region II: Alabama. Florida. Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi. Texas, North and Soum Carolina. 

, Tennessee. Arkansas. Louisiana, Oklahoma. Maryland. Delaware, Virginia. West 


Virginia. Washington. D.C, 


Region Ill: 	 Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Mione-rota. Ohio. Wisconsin, Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, 

Nebraska, North and South Dakota 


IRegion IV: 	 Colorado. Montana, Ulah. Wyoming. Nevada. Arizona. California, Idaho. New Mexico, 
Washington. Oregon 

OFFICE OF NAnONAL DRUG POLICY 

Sout'C(: Office of National Orug Control Polley. Pulse Check- NOfional Trends il'! Drug Abuse. Summer 
1997. 

28 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

COCAINE AND CRACK . . 

MIIm1: "7/HI rem.lning t:tH!IIimI uun ~ tD be tlHJ mOftlllddict«/ 
group whfJ$IJ ~ d:JwnwMti c~ of abuH IMsl«I to 
irlt::tMling /NfJbMm. snd IIdtlfNse CtII'INqUfJt'lCft$I .wen IIInOftg • $hrinkinlJ 
number ofU$IIIf3... 

&In _: -CnrcIr b ~ vitI_ •• 'gomg out of .tyIe.' 
•• , NomIthBItI$$, pI1IWHmce ffII'IJ8ins hlph. •• .. 

MORTALITY DATA 

Available e<><:aine mortality figures show 
recent declines in nine cities and increases 
in four. 

Recent Declines or Stable Trends 

Cocaine mortality figures appear to be 
declining in nine of the cities wbere 1995 
(or early 1996) dalll are available: 

I Denver, Honolulu, Los Angeles, Miami 
(cocaine-relatA!d, as opposed to cocaine
induced, deaths), Philadelphia, St. Louis, 
5t. Paul, San Diego, and Detroit. 

In Denver, after peaking in 1993, cocaine
related deaths per I million population 
have been declining (to 21.0 in 1994 and 
20.5 in 1995). Cocaine to,icology 
mentions in Honolulu declined nearly 40 
percent between 1994 (38 mentions) and 
1995 (23 mentions). During tIlat same 
period, in Los Angeles, deaths directly 
attributed to cocaine declined by 23 
percent (from 107 to 82). Cocaine·related 
deatlls in Miami similarly declined by 14 
percenrbetween 1994 (292 deaths, or 14.7 
per 100,000 population) and 1995 (250 
deaths, or 12.4 per 100,000). (However, 

e<><:aine-related deatlls increased in otller 
Florida cities; also, cocaine·induced deatlls 
increased in Miami.) 

In Philadelphia, 100, cocaine-positive 
lOlticology repon.s declined between 1994 
and 1995, botIl in number (from 368 10 
336) and proportion (from 60 percent to 
53 percent of all drug·related deaths). 
Cocaine-related deaths in St: Louis 
sintilarly declined between those 2 years 
(from 128 to 58). Earlier in that city's 
cocaine epidemic. many cocaine-related 
deaths were overdoses; recently j however I 

most wem cocaine~related homicides. 
Cocaine-related deaths in St. Paul declined 
slightly over the same period (from 8 to 
7). In San Diego, after peaking in 1993 
(at 57), accidental overdose deaths 
involving cocaine have Hkewise been 
declining (to 54 in 1994 and 52 in 1995). 
Early 1996 data in Detro!! indicate a 
possible decline in deaths with positive 
drug toxicology for cocaine (61 in the first 
3 months) following increases in 1994 
(324 cases) and 1995 (342). This possible 
decline is even more dramatic in light of 
an expanded case definition as of late 
1995. 
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Executive Summary: Cocaine 

Recent Increases 

Four cities with 1995 data show increased 
monality between 1994 and 1995: Miami 
(cocaine-induced dealbs), Minneapolis, 
Phoerux, and Seattle. 

In Miami, the increase in cocaine-induced 
deaths (from 31 w 33) was .still well below 
th. 1986 peak (of 53). In Minneapolis, 
however, cocaine-mated deaths increased 
to a record number (from 3S to 46). 
Cocaine-mated deatbs in Phoenix peaked 
in 1992, declined for the following 2 
years, but have increased again between 
1994 and 1995 (from 22 w 35). And, in 
Seattle, cocaine overdose deaths increased 
6 perceht between 1994 and 1995 (from 65 
to 69) (4.3 per 100,000 population in 
1995) and seem to be increasing again in 
1996 (19 deaths in the first quarter). 

Speedball Deaths 

Overdose deaths attributed to injection of 
"speedballs" (heroin-cocaine combinations) 
have been ·rising steadily in Seattle since 
1990. both in number and as a proportion 
of all drug deaths (to S5 cases, or 30 
percent of all drug deaths in 1995). 

Earlier Trends 

Data in Dallas and Newark were available 
only througil 1994. In Dallas, medical 
examjner (ME) mentions of cocaine 
declined in 1994 (10 1(6) arrer reaching a 
record high in 1993 (129). Although 
cocaine findings in Newark have been 
surpassed by heroin, both have been 
increasing since 1991. CocaJne was found 
in 14 percent of drug deaths in 1994 
(compared with 13 percent in 1991). 

Cocaine Babies 

According w an ongoing urine toxicity 
study in Chicago, cocaine was detected in 
68 percent of the 2,4~ infants who tested 
positive for controlled substances in 
1994-95. In Miami; infant deaths related 
to maternal cocaine exposure t which 
pOaked in 1990 (at 21), continued to 
decline (to 2 in 1995). And, in Minn
eapolis, 3 of the 46 cocaine-related deaths 
in 1995 involved newborns or stillborns 
where maternal cocaine abuse was a 
significant contributing factor. 

EMERGENCY DEPARTMENT 

DATA 


During lbe first half of 1995, cocaine 
(including crack) Continued to account for 
sizable proportions (20 percent or more) of 
wtal drug emergency department (ED) 
mentions in g of the 19 CEWG cities in 
the Drug Abuse Warning Network 
(DAWN) (exhibit 1). In the majority of 
cities, however. these proportions 
remained relatively unchanged from those 
a year earlier, in the first half of 1994. 
The two largest proportion increases, 
which were less than 3 percentage points 
each, occurted in Miami and Atlanta: the 
largest decline (less than 4 poims) 
occurred in New Orleans. 

Cocaine thus remained, by far, the most 
frequenUy reported illicit drug ED mention 
in most cities; heroin; however. remained 
more frequently mentioned in Newark and 
San Francisco; and methamphetamine, 
once again, was the most frequently 
mentioned drug in San Diego. As in 1993 
and 1994, New York City and Miami bad 
the highest proportions of cocaine ED 
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Exhlbft 1. ProporHona Of total ED mentiona compoMd of cocaine. hetoIn, 
morijwlna._ -_.. by_.................by_. _ ..H01 '"'' . 


New York City 


Miami 


Allanla 


Chicago 


0e1r0it , 


P!>'adelph;. I 

Newark 	 I 


I 

Sl Louis 	 (2 

W~.OC adS : =- = 
BosIon 

san Francisco 

NewOri8ons 
!

50.... 
I 

Dallas 

Oenver 

Los Angeles . 

Phoenix 

." San Diego 

MinneapoUsISt. Paul 

All of Unitfld States -
0 

!z?ZZL227JI 

~III: 
7Taz;ti.\!j!!I 
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N= 4.950 
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N= 19.788 

20.965iN. 

19.284~~~: 9.238, 

~ IN. 5.689 

IN. 1'.027 
IN. 17.067 

13,336=J~: 5.721 

:::=:r
, 
N. 9.244 

: l N= 4.827 

:l N = 3,793 

..-J N. 18,553 

I N:I 6.583 
I
I N= 	 4.256 

N. 4.422 
I: 	 IN =485.507 

90 100 

• C~ 

2J Heroin 	 i 

o M.~ i 
._-=___--.:0IIle~.,(includes~~~mbi~!~l.~ 

·Pl'$fimlftary estimates 

SOURCE: SAMHSA. Drug Abuse Warning Network. October 1995 file$. run in April 1996 
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mentions (32 percent and 31 percent) of 
their respective total ED mentions. 

San Francisco, however, now heads the 
list of cities in the estimated late of 
cocalne ED mention, per 100,000 
population; it is followed by Detroit 
(exhlbit2), San Franciseo', jump from 
11th plaoe in 1994 follows an g3-percent 
incn:ase (p<O,OOI) between the fIrSt 
balves of 1994 and 1995. At the same 
time, that city had an ovetall increase in 
ED mentions. 

Four other cities had substantial incn:ases 
in cocalrte ED mentions between the first 
balves of 1994 and 1995: Boston (55 
percen~ p<O.OOl); Atlanta (29 percen~ 
p<O,05); Chicago (20 percent, p<O.05); 
and Miami (17 percent, p<O.OOI). Only 
in Atlanta and Miami, however, did these 

incn:ases parallel any notable increase 
(more than 2 percentage points) in 
cocalne', proportion relative to total ED 
mentions, (Note: Coeaine mention, 
appear to have increased in 16 cities. 
Only in seven, however, did these 
incn:ases meet statistical standards of 
precision at p<O.OS.) Mentions declined 
in three cities. Only in Denver, however, 
was the decline statistically significant (13 
percent, p<O.05); and there, too, the 
cocalne proportion remained stable. 

Exhibits 3 and 4 chart the latest 6 year, of 
fim-semes<er ED = per 100,000 
population in several seleered cities, 

, Interestingly, they dellneate a gnulual 
convetgence of trends in many cities that, 
6 years ago, had • wider disparity in rates. 
Overall, the most notable changes are the 
recent inaease in San Franciseo and the 

Exhibit 2. Estimated no of toc:ainetcrack EO mentions per 100.000 population 
by metropolitan arel. first natt of 1995· 

San Francisco 
[)elrod 
Newa~ 
Allanla 

New York City 

Phuadelprna 


Chicago 

New Ot\eans 


Miami 
805100 
Seatlle 

Wasnington, DC 

St Louis 


o.n"."
Los Angeles 

DalJas 
p".."", 

San Diego 
MitmeapolislSt PaUl 

All of United Sllues 

-

EO Mentions pet 100,000 Population 

·Pr.elirninaty eslimales 

SOURCE: SAMHSA. Drug Abuse Warning Network,. October 1995 tilu, run in Aptill996 
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exhibit 3. Flrst-hett~year trends in cocainelemck ED mentions 

per 100.000 population jn tour ~ cities, first hatt at 199O-fir.;t hetf Qf 1995· 


EO Mentlons per 100,000 Population .__..------------- ._. 
HiO.I . 

, Detroit Atlanta 

20 1


1 -1(-_ New York City 
0, j-.~"-~.----~----- .----., ..-.::::~ 


lH91 tK92 tH93 1H~W 


Half-Year 

·~mirwy estimates 

SOURCE: SAMHSA, Drug AbuH Waming Networl<:, Oetober 1995 rUes. run in Aptill996 

Exhibit 4. Firt.t-hatf..year tferlds in cocalnelcraek ED mentions 

per 1 00.000 population in Hiected cities. fi~ half Of 1Q90-.fJn:;t hatf 011995" 


.E~,?-~ pet ~Popu1ati~_,~, 
" "",.- -- _~-.:.-_""-_..,...' :'-~'. ':':"_-;C':":-'." ,--. 

• San Fmncisco • Miami

'so I .. I
Chicago Boston 

• New Orleans1eo-: 
: • 

140
, 

o 
1H90 tH9t ,H92 tH93 tH94 tH95

Hatf·Year 


~Prel!mj"ary estimates 


SOURCE: SAMHSA. Drug Abuse Warning Network October 1995 (des, run in April 199& 
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decline in the New Orleans taleS since 
early in the decade. . 

THEATMENT DATA 

Cocaine (UlCluding crack) as a primary 
drug of abuse now =unts for the largest 
proportion of admissions (excluding 
a1cohol-only but including a1cohol-in
combination) in only 7 of the 18 areas 
where such data are available: Atlanta, 
Texas, Detroit, Chicago, Philadelphia. 
New Orleans, and St. Louis·(exllibit 5). 
Since the previous n:porting periods, the 
percentages for cocaine have declined in 

several ....... including Boston, Denver. 
Los Angeles, Newark (where heroin 
admissions have concurrently increased), 
New Orleans, and San Diego. The 
percentages have remained relatively stable 
in ClW:ago, New York CitY, San Fran
cisco. Texas, and the Washil,gton, 
Baltimore consolidated metropolitan 
Statistical area (CMSA); the proportion has 
inereased in Sealtle. 

Heroin now dominates the treatment 
PIOPOltionS in another seven areas, while 
marijuana and methamphetamine each 
=unt for the largest percentages in two 
areas. 

Exhibit S. Ptimaty dfUOI of abuse 81 pereemeges of trutmem Nminions" in r.orting CEWG areas 

....... ..- ·eli.,..,.. ........
"
7195-12195Athtnt. as 12 

• 
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1195-121$5T.... 1742 12 .,Oat,o;t <1 1195-12195.. 
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•,.
..eMago 11 7S.-619$1 ., 5 <1 l/&<l~&!9"•"""' 3. 23 <1 1195-12195Philod~hi. • 
<1 la95i Nctwo.t.em 34 27• 


, $1. I..ouf.c 32.. 12 1195-12195-• 
 ,: NII.1Ift Ht5~619S72 -
lot "hgIIl•• 13 10195-12195 

.. 
5' • • 

I $ ... Frlll'lci.r;o . 1195-619552 3 5 
, .,'" ..: Ne"" Y(nk City 11 lJ9S-12J9S 

Bal1011 29 38 5 <1 1195-121'95 ,.W••hington-a.ltim(!,. <1 71114-121&.>1 ,." S..W. 23 2. H9S-12IBS"33 31 .. 13 

2 

1/95·12195I:Hn.... ' " 
 ,.Mln!l<le;Klli.tst. pJ 15 2 1195-121'95 ,.Sen Di,1JO 1 1195-12/95"
,.j.Wnotulr.l 10 18 1/95-t21'9535 

·lot~ «tmini_ nurre.., ueludes MO~nI\'. 4 Stata-rundad PfOgt~ only 
.. mclvd., HaffiI. tklxlH. and 0.. Countulc ~ Att.ol'd-onty n not emUlf.d, 
~ ~ St. I.oull City, Cwnty. .nd Ii.... nn-' •__ 
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DEMOGRAPHICS 

Age 

New Yon City: ....._ m.y ". 
umg cntck now IMIfI thrm in the 
f'IICfIIIt IMst. ReId reUBl'Chen raport 
tMl tnOIYI young plt(Jp/fJ Me smoking
mtuiuIIM joint. or 'blunt' -.__ 
with Cf'IH:k. '"' 

TUII': "In HtIU'$IOrI. IITHt youth MIl 
mroklng """'k _ injocting_lIB.... In SIn AnItNJio, young 
Afdun-Amflrit:on. will _Ire crllClr in 
• mIITifu- cigJuett., but thoy _ 
down on cnu:k pipe smtJUn., .• In 
0IJ/hI-, upper~$' snd upp.--mit:idlfl. 
.... whlUt youth .,. -.,I to'" 
flxfHldmflnting with CFltCk• .. 

ChicI>go; ·Cm:k _ .... __ • 
bIwd CTOS.~S6Ction of IIgt1$... /nitMIIy 
crnk was 41$«1 primIIrI1y by i1Ik:it drug 
uun yomIg¥ t/Jsn 30. /k)WSWlfI 11$ 

cr.ck t:lIfmI to ~,. the ,,,..,t 
ct)f;6ins mMlui,* older drug '".,,~ 
mc4tding /DUs, lHtg8n to ,mtJke Of 
inj«:t cntt:*.• 

Despite the growing evidence of an aging 
cocaine~using cohort, it is important to 
note that some youth an: still initiating use 
in certain areas, especially in conjunction 
with marijuana. 

However; available mortality figures for 
cocaine generally show decedents to be 
well over age 30. For example. the 
average age of cocaine decedents in Miami 
was 37.9; in San Diego. 42 percent were 
age 30-39 and 38 percent were 40 or 
older; and 45 percent of Dallas decedents 
were 35 or older. 

Similarly. the rates of cocaine ED 
mentions per 100,000 population by age 

group continue to indicate an aging pool of 
cocaine users (exhibit 6). In every CEWG 
city, the highest rate occurred in the 26-34 
age group. and the lowest rate was in the 
12-17 group. The highest of all the rates 
once again occurred in Newark. 

In many cities-such as Atlanta ard 
Miami, the two cities where cocaine ED 
mentions jn~ both in number and 
proportion-trend analysis suggests an 
aging cohon of hard-core addicts who use 
emergency <lepattments for primary care 
and addiction treatment services . 
Similarly, in San Francisco-'-the city with 
me- Nation's highest cocaine ED rate-the 
pnuportion of ED mentions in the 35 + 
group increased from 41 percent in 1991 
to 57 percent in 1995, Other examples of 
ar aging coCaine ED population include 
the following: Chicago, where the 35+ 
group had a higher increase than the 
younger groups between the first halves of 
1994 and 1995; Dallas. where the 35 + 
group increased from 27 percent in 1992 
to 37 percent in 1995; and New York 
City, where over the past 5 y..,., those 
age 25 or younger have represented a 
declining proportion, while those 26 or 
older have become an increasing 
proportion of cocaine ED mentions. 

Treatment demographics, like tbe monality 
and ED figunes, similarly suggest that 
cocaine users are aging as a group 
(exhibit 7). Again, the 26-34 age group 
overwhelmingly accounts for the highest 
percentage of cocaine admissions in all 
reporting cities, except for Detroit, where 
the majority are even older OS +). Trend 
data in several cities further suppon the 
notion of an aging cocaine-using 
population: for example. in Boston. the 
percentage of primary cocaine clients age 
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Exhibtt 6. Rate 01 eocaintl;/ew;k £0 mentions Exhibit ,. Percentage 01 primary cocaine 
par 100.000 population by age group and admiSSion, in reponing CEWG .reas who ere 

area. JanuJtY-June 1995* in the two olde$l; age groups 

- , , "2..:", 18-25 26-34 ,35+ 

Atlama U au 384.7 122.5 . 

80St0n 11.1 .5B.0· 340.& 55.3 

ChiCSi.lO 12.2 ..70.9 342.2 84.2 

""... 11.9 . l8.8 88.4 '25.3 

Denver 10.9 44.5 i 19.9 26.1 

Detroit S.• eu 444.3 '44.4 

Los Angeles 1£;'7 24:0 100.6 31.0 

Miami '17.7 :e6.'1~ 293:5 '69.5 

IMinneapOlisl 
St. Paul . ... 7.1 28.7 7.8 

New"" 12,3 104.5 i 526.4 88,' 

New Orteal\$ '" 70.0 291.5 71.2 

New York CitY 5.8 63.7 423.7 , 15,4 

Philadelphia 16.8 79.7 411..6 81.4 

Phoenix 7. , 35.6 1 18.6 16.2 

St. louis 6.9 36.S '89.0 41.3 

Sfn Oieoo 7.2 7.3 49.3 14.1 

San Ffaneisco 28.4 : 95.5 346.0 . 150.7 

Seanle 19.9 67.1 223.4 64,5 

WltShll'lgt(m, DC 9.' 34,' 189.9 , 42.3 
. 

NOTES: •...• OeOO(M: estimate did not meet 
standard of "feeisiOl'l; $haded 8fUas teflec:l rates 
mat have increased $ioce tnt- first half of 1994 
(1)<0.051. 

SOURCE; SAMHSA, Drug Abuse Warning 
NetwOlk.,. October 1996 files. fun in April 1996 

30 or older has been increasing substan
tially since 1991; and in Detroit.;tIle 
percentage of crack adntissions in the 35+ 
group bas been steadily increasing fur 

,- 35.26-34 
1 

48 40 


So_ 


i Atlanta 

3252 

50Chicago 33 

I Denver 41 37 

DeffOlt 43 51 


los Angeles " 
 i 39 
, 

5' 

45 36 


Minneapofis!St. Paul 


Miami 

.7 38 i 

New,,,, 56 28 

NewYQrkC~ 

Philadelphia 1 52 

St. LoUfS 88 3 


San Die;;o 
 43 


San Francisco 
 4.'2 ., .,Sean-Ie 

Texas 45 37 

Washingtol'\-8attimore 35'8 

56 
. 

32 

40 

NOTE: Reponing periods are the same as those in 
exhib't 5. except for St. Louis (period covered is 
7/95-121951, 

"Oa13 I1'Icomplete for the whole year; include State
funded and,non-State-funded treatment cemers 

the past 6 years. In Newark. however, 
cocaine admissions are younger than 
heroin or alcohol admissionsi their lower 
nu:an age (31.3) is one indicator of tile 
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L_ . . f .!"",uve seventy 0 negative consequences 
for cocaine compared with the other drugs.

I ' 
IGender 

Gender-related mortality demographics 
:were available for Miami, San Diego, an~ 
pallas. Females accounted for 30 per""", 
,29 percent, and 17 percent, respeetively, 
I~f cocaine decedents in those three cities. 

Males outnumber females as a percentage 
of cocaine ED mentions in all CEWG . 
cities in DAWN (exhibit 8). The gender' 
gap is widest in Pboenix, followed by 
Atlanta; it is natrowest in Washingron, 
DC" Between the first halves of 1994 and 
1995, the rates per 100.000 population 
increased (p<0.05) for males in eight 
citi~ and tor females in six cities, as 
indicated by the shaded areas in the table; 
rates declined for males in Denver. 

Males also account for the majority of 
cocaine admissions in all reporting areas, 
except in San Diego, where males and 
females are evenly split (exhibil 9). 

The narrowes! gender gaps, following San 
Diego. are reported in Los Angeles, 
Newark, and Seattle. In mos! reporting 
areas, the male-female !realmen! ratios for 
cocaine are similar to or lower than those 
for ED data. New Orleans is a notable 
exception. with males outnumbering 
female. by more than six to one (for 2 
years in a row) among !reatment 
admissions but by only about two to one 
among ED mentions-suggesting that 
females may possibly be unaerserved in 
the New Orleans tn:atment community. 

By contrast, in some cities. such as 
Newark. females: continue to have easier 

Executive Summary: Cocaine 

access to treatment than males as a result 
of Federal initiatives and Medicaid. In 
that city, the percentage of female 
admissions is higher among cocaine 
admissions than among heroin or 
marijuana admissions. In Texas, with the 
loss of eriminal justice treatment initiative 
clients, the percentage of males has 
decreased. In Detroit, after peaking in FY 
1993, the percentage of female crack 
admissions has been declining; however, 
among cocaine hydtochlOride (Hel) 
admissions, the male-female ratio has been 
stahle for more than 5 years (at 
approximately 3:1) .. 

Race/Ethnicity 

$on Fnnci.CIJ: "c;,.ck.eIIon.,. 
rmntJy Afrit:4n..Am.,i'tWI or Hispanic,
_HCI.eIIon __dy 
whlttl • .. 

In areas where cocaine mortality figures 
are available, the racial/ethnic distribution 
often differs strikingly from the 
distributions in the ED and treatment data. 
In San Diego, for example, 52 percent of 
decedents were white, 23 percent were 
African-American (an overrepresentation). 
and 25 percent were Hispanic (an over
representation); whites also predominated 
in that city's ED data; African-Americans, 
however, predominated in !reatment ad
missions (exhibits 10 and 11). Similarly. 
in Miami, whites predominated among 
cocaine decedents (16 whites, 12 African
Americans. and 5 Hispanics), while 
African..Americans accounted for the 
majority of ED mentions and treatment 
admissions. In Los Angeles, African
Americans represented more than half of 
the decedents and treatment admiSSions, 
but ED mentions were more evenly dis-
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Exhibh ft Proportions of cocameJCt8ek 
ED mentions by gender. 'area. and 

male-femele tatios, January-June 1995

bhibh 9,' Proportions of primary coealne 
admissions by gender Bnd male-female 

ratiol in reponing CEWG breas 

CIty 
_.. 

FlIP's'.. -Atlant; 73 26 2.8 
Boston 80 38 1.6 

i Chieego '66 33 2.0 
Dalla, 60 , '0 1.5 

o.nv., 58 . 39 1.5 
Detroit 68 3' 2.2 

los Angeles 66 32 2.1 

Miami 66 3' 1·9 
Mit'U'lUpoli$1 64 36 1.8
St. Paul 

, 

New... 62 37 1.7 

New Orleans 69 31 2.2 
: New V Qri(: City " 28 2.5 
IPhiladelphia 69 30 2.3 

IPhoenix 15 2' 3.1 

St. Louis 66 32 2.1 

san Diego 6. 36 , .6 

San Ftancisco 69 31 2.• 
Seaute 65 34 1.9 

WaShington, DC 59 41 1.4 

, , 

i 

i Atea ...... , Ratio 

I Atlanta 66 3_ 1." 

Bostoo 62 38 1.5 

Chicago 58 42 1.. 

_ Denver 59 41 1.4, 

Detroit fcrack) 63 37 1.1 

!..os Angeles I 52 48 U 

Miami 11 29 2.4 

Minnt,tapoiisl 
S' 36 1.8: St, P~l\l1 

. . 

Newark 52 .8 1.1 

New Orleans 85 " 6.1 

i New VOfk City* 50 '0 1.5 
Philadelphia 62 3S 1.6 
St. lOuis SO '0 1.5 

,San Diego 50 50 1.0 

ISan francisco I S4 36 1.8 

Seattle 53 48 1.1 

: Texas S3 37 1.7 

ttashington. 63 37 1.7 
Baltimore i I 

I 

NOTE: Shaded areas reflect ptOQorttons where 
rates have increased sinee the first half of 
1994 «><0,05). 

SOURCE: SAMHSA. Orug Abuse Wamng 
Network, October , 995 tiles. run in April 1996 

trib"ted actoss the three groups. Monality 
and treatment distributions were more even 
in Dallas. where 43 percent of cocaine 
decedents were white. 38 percent were 
African-American, and 19 percent were 
Hispanic. In Philadelphia, cocaine
positive todcology reports have been 
<leclining among African-American males. 

NOTE: ReportIng periods .re the sa~ 8S 
thOse in exhibit 5, except for St. louis {period 
covered 1$ 7195-12I9S1. 

·Oata incomplete for the whOle year; include 
State·funded ~l'Id non-State.funded neatement 
centers 

African-Americans account for the ma
jority of cocaine ED mentions in 10 of the 
CEWG cities in DAWN, and they are 
the modal group in another 3 cities; whjtes 
are in the majority in BoslOn and 
Minneapolis/51. Paul, and they are the , 
modal group in Phoenix, San Diego, and 
Seattle. The largest Hispanic represen-
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'J,P.·;·>"'·~:.· '··;;,tt~~ f4'A""-,, w..... . . 
:i>£·;,AiM :~;>ry ." ..~ 'H_. ~{'.. . ,"". ;.~ 

A_ 57 12 <1 

8!mon 17 65 6 

Chicago 57 12 10 

0.11•• .6 41 12 

Denver 13 27 18 

Detroit 80 18 <1 

Los Angeles 36 29 3, 

Miami 53 30 13 
Minne4polisl 32 54 ... 
St, PaUl 

:Newark 64 18 7 

New Oriaans 71 26 I 

INewY~ 62 . 1. 19 
•City 

, PhiladelJ)hia 65 29 6 

.......... 20 46 29 

St. Lou" 69 27 I ... 
San Diego 3' 40 i '6 
SIIn . '2 21 6 
Francisco 

Seattle 26 ., 3 

Washington. 70 26 , 
DC I 

· 

· I 

• 

· 

. " African. 'j .WIll... 
, ':::\'..'. ··X, -.. . . 

Atlanta 76 22 <, 
BO$1(1n 66 34 7 

Cl'lieago 73 23 3 
Denver " 39 42 17 

Detroit 82 "'16 , 
Los Angeles 69 '8 '8 
M~i 55 2' 26" 
Minneapolis! 60 3' 3 
St. Paul 

,NeWark 86 • '0 
New Orleans: 8a 37 -

:NewYort 65 16 18 
ICity' I 
• 

Philadelphia 88 10 • 
St. LDuis 87 '3 .. 

ISan Diego 66 2' 8 

SIIn 75 13 9 
i Francisco 

: Seattle 50 42 3 

Texas 57 29 •• 
Washington. 67 3' <1 
8aftimore 

• 

. 

I 

Prop._ of _1••1CkExhibit 10. Exhibit 11. Proportions of primary cocaine 
ED mentions by raceJI!hnlcttv and erea. admissions bV raceJethnidty in reportint 

January........ 1995". CEWG ..... 
 H_ 

NOTES: ...... denotes estimate does not meet 
standard of precision or is less than 10. 
Some oercemages may be on the low side 
because oi an Uf\U$ualty high -race unknown" 
category. 

NOTE: Reporting "nods ~e the same as 
those In exhibit 5, except tor St. Louis (perlCd 
covered is 719:5-t21951. 

'ndividual$ whose ethnK:ity is cited as Hi$pan. 
ics may also be inctuded in the African
American or white race categOffes, 

SOURCE: SAMHSA. Druo Ahuse Warning 
Ne!WOfit. Oetober 1995 files. run in April 1996 

wion """Ur> in Los Angeles, follow«! by . 
Phoenix. African· American, are over" 
represented among cocaine ED mentions in 
several citi .., such as St. Louis. 

'!)aUt incomplete for the whole year; include 
St.at~funded and non-Stato-tunded treatment 
conte,. 

The pereentag. of African·Americans 
among cocaine ED mentions has de<:lined 
in Los Angeles in the two latest haIf·year 
periods, while that of Hispanics and whites 
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incrwed: Similarly, the percentage of 
African-Americans has decreased slightly 
in Atlanta. In San Francisco, however. 
the percentage of African-American. has 
been increasiog since 1991. In Dallas, the 
percentage (If whites has been declining 
(first half 1992 versus first half 1995), the 
percentage of Hispanics bas incrwed 
.lightly. and the percentage of African
Americans has been fluctuating, The 
largest Chicago subgroup iner.ase between 
the first halves of 1994 and 1995 was 
among whites (36 percent) and Hispanics 
(32 percent), 

AfricanwAmericans continue to account for 
the majority of primary cocaine treatment 
admissions in every reporting area, except 
Seattle, where they constlwte the modal 
group, and Denver, where whites are the 
modal group, In Boston. the proponion of 
African-American treatment clients has 
been decreasing since 1991. Similarly. in 
New Orleans. the percenUlge of African
Americans declined between 1994 and 
1995. while the percenlage of whites in
creased, , In Texas, too, with the loss of 
criminal justice treatment initiative clients, 
the percen~e of African-Americans has 
decreased, 

In every area, except for New Orleans and 
the WaShington-Baltimore CMSA, the 
percentage of African·Americans among 
cocaine treatment admissions remains 
higher than the percenlage among cocaine 
ED mentions: conversely. in mosi areas, 
the percentage of whites among cocaine 
treatment admissions is lower than among 
cocaine ED mentions. One possible 
explanation for this difference is that 
emergency departments treaLa gn:aler 
diversity of populations than do treatment 
programs, However, this phenomenon 

warrants further investigation, especiaily 
since it is not as consistently noted among 
heroin users, 

USE PATTERNS 

Route of Administration 

AtJantll: -Uun; tffPCIIf to ethM-
tplIp/ItJI's, 0JJ1TNch -.. end drug 
"."ttM.1t _If t/JIIt they hIw. shifted 
from m10king t:rltCk to il'lief:t1nf/ 
eouiM. afttm in eombimJtftm whh 
/HWoItL A ttNnbination Df COCIIiM and 
hNoin is IIlsD Ttl{XJl'ttldly smt>ktJd• .. 

Chicago: .....cr.ck hB$ pmvidlHla . 
bfids1tt to IinJt inj«:tDn mtd fttm<

injecttm, The </_ proximity of 
t/tII"" drug "..,. b; _od by t/tII 
Dbs~ of Intervention $uff lit_IIfI8I/IKIB., wh_ e tp'OWing 
numw of UUfS 35 yNt:r old or 
___bBn ."",,",",g, Whi1# 

tM ,qciaJ btwndaritn blJtwHn 
inJectors ."d nr.minjtJct(Jrs ,.",.in 
prominent thfllll is irlt:Tt,uWng 
interKtiDn betwHn the two liS rMy 
begin to flnllB!1fI in drug~taking 
lICtNitiu in II CMnrnDn p/IIctJ • .. 

TflJlH.' -In Austin••••Among Afrit:Jm· 
Armlll'iCilns tmd Hil.PIRJics. HCI is 
ini«ttId. sometimes with htII'Din as II 
'$fIHd/Nlll • • w~ whim II/'tt mote 
1ik4lly to Mort COC4infJ or to inject If 
without the hernl'" combinstjon • .. 

s.n Francisco: "One obntvtH' noted 
rM pnu:t/cs of scntping 1lI$1d1H/. from 
crlld pipe, to ". diuolwd IIItd 
initICltHi. ObHl'Wl's blJuid in till' 
TtHHJedoin district cDmn"",twI on 
th#J...,inf«tion of ~ by tram
tlflndtlJ' UMIfS. • 

Smoking (usually crack) remains, by far, 
the most reported primary route of 
administration arnong primary cocaine 
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treatment admissions in every reponing 
CEWG area (exhibit 12). In Atlanta, 
110_, the percentage of smokers has 
been declining (as has the percentage who 
mject), whil. the percentage who use intrn
....uy has increased. Similarly, intrana
sal use may be increasing among primaty 
RCI admissions in Detroit, while smoking 
may be declining (from about three
quarters of PY 1993 RCI admissions to 38 
percent in the first half of FY 1996). • 

Injection continues to decline in Newark; 
intranasal use, while reported by only 22 
percent of admissions, remains the most 
common mode among active recreational 
users not in treatmenL 

Since Chicago imposed drug paraphcmalia 
laws, lirock- users smoke from cans, 
hottles, and other devices. well as a car 
antenna with a piece of scouring pad used 
as a screen. 

Mode of administration is often correlated 
with geoder, racelethnicity, age, and other 
eharacteristlcs. Por example, in Newark 
and New York City, smoking is more 
common among females than among males, 
and among African-Americans than among 
whites or Hispanics. In Texas, crack 
smokers are the oldest of the cocaine 
clients; injectol'$ are less likely than 
inhalel'$ to be • minority; the percentage of 
injcctol'$ who are females has increased 
sharply in I year (from 34 percent to 57 
percent in first quarler 1996); and the 
percentage of inhaler> who are Hispanics 
has increased. while the percentage who 
are African-Americans has declined, By 
contrnst, in the Washington-Baltimore 
CMSA, crack users and other cocaine 
USieI'$ differed little demographically. 

&hJbtt '2, Route of administration 
among cocaine treatment admiUioM. by 

percontage. in reporting CEWG b:reM 

Son_.,1IAtOL 

II Atlanta SO 5 2 
I 47. 15"""n 

c_ 81 8 3 ,. 12' 

Detroit 

68De""" 
<195 • 

los AnQeles 86 9 3 
' 67Miami 31 <1 

, Minneapdtisf 86 I 12 2 
St. Paul 

N....rk 76 22 2 
New York. 2. 112 

:atv" 
i Philadaohia 87 9 • 

10St. Louis .0 -
San 0;..., 87 7 S 

San 92 4 2 
IFrancisco 

16 13, Sea..n!' 2 
: Texas 14 12 12 

Washington 80 12 I 7 
,8eltimore 

NOTE: Reporting period$ are the sarl'le as 
those in e,,~ 5. except for St, Lows {period 
covered is 719S-121951. 

·Data ineompielt'l fOf the whole year; include 
State·h.rndild and MOn,State·tl,lnded treatment 
centers 

Multisubstance Use 

In many cities, such as Newark. cocaine is 
."en more of a prnblem as a secondary 
drug of abuse than as a primary drug, 
Alcohol and marijuana continue to be the 

. most frequently reported secondary and 
tertiary subStances of abuse among 
primary cocaine admissions. 
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Drug combinations in Chie3go include the 
'bazooka' (crack and tobacco combined in 
a joint) and the 'diablito' or 'primo' 
(crack combined with marijuana in a 
joint). TIlese combinations are not sold on 
the streets. Rather, users prepare tbem 
according to individual pneference. 
Similarly, in Boston, ·ooli.es" an: mari
juana cigaretteS laoed witb crack, and, in 
New York City. 'woolies' are marijuana 
joints or 'blunl' cigars laoed with crack; 
•speedl:>aIls' are PCP-crnck combinations. 

In SI. Louis, some 'okl-time' injecting 
drug users (lDUs) continue to mi. HCI 
and heroin together (speedball), but most 
users smoke crack. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT DATA 

Arrestee Data 

Cocaine remains involved in the majority 
of drug arrests in several cities, including 
Miami (58 percent), Boston (54 percent). 
Detroit, and St. Louis. However, recent 
declines or stable treeds are reponed in 
many cities. For example, tbe Boston 
proportion is level with the pneceding year 
but down from a 1992 high, and the 
Miami proportion is lower than in the 
previous reporting period. TIle number of 
cocaine arrests in San Francisco declined 
14 percent berween 1994 and 1995, and, 
in New Orleans, cocaine/opiate arrests 
declined between 1993 and 1994 and again 
in 1995. 

By contrast, in New York City, cocaine 
arrests peaked in 1989, declined over the 
follOwing 4 years. but rebounded in 1994 
and appear to be increasing again in 1995 
(based on the first 6 months), Similarly, 

cocaine cases in Honolulu inCJUSed 17 
percent berween 1994 and 1995. Arrest 
levels also remained high in Minneapolis, 
wl:>ere they represented a mi. of juveniles 
and Stn:et-level, midlevel, and major 
dealers. 

. Although cocaine remains the most 
prevalent drug in the Drug Use Fore
casting (DUF) monitoring system, its 
use has declined among adult male arrest
ees (exhibit 13). 

Three of the most striking declines 
berween 1994 and 1995 occurred in 
CEWG cities: Miami, down 14 percen
lage points; San Antonio, down 7 points; 
and Chicago, down 6 points. Among the 
youngest adult male arrestees (15-20 
years), rates of cocaine use declined in 
several cities, with an especially i3rge 
decline in Miami (19 points). Rates 
declined more moderately among fl:maIe 
adult arrestees following minor increases 
in 1994. TIle lalgest declines were 
reponed in St. Louis (12 points) and in 
Manhattan and Washington, DC (9 points 
each); three sites, however, had substantial 
increases for females: Detroit (IS points), 
New Orleans (12 points), and San Diego 
(10 points). Among the youngest female 
arrestees (15-20 years), substantial 
decreases in cocaine use were reported in 
Manhattan (30 points) and Detroit (12 
points). Many of these declines in DUF 
cocaine rates were offset by increases in 
rates for marijuana. 

Crime and Violence 

Alliin,.: "EtlmOgrBphic ..,. $holN lin 
mc:m..se Df dNfl U8e IImD11g tmIITIbtiNT 
of ul/fWlIl lJIIn!lS# which raul" in ." 
Im:tNu of ,lIndom viohmctI thBt b 
nor rMred to ~ w.n. , .. 
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ExhIbIt 13. Pet'Centage posttiYe fer cocatne among male booked il;mtstee&. 
1994 versus 1995 (ranked ~ 1995) 

Manhattan 

Attanta 

ChiCago 

Philadelphia 

SI. Louis 

NewOneans 

Los Angeles0._ 
Miami 

Houston 

W~on.DC 
-

Do"" 
Petrod 

San Diego 

Phoenix 

• 1995• San Antonio 

o 10 40 60 70 

Percent Posrlive 

SOURCE: NahOnallnstrtute of Justice. Drug U$8 Forecasting- 1995 Annt.tal Report on 
AduI1 and Juvende Arrestees (draft) 

i 

i 

1 

Although cocaine-related hospital 
emergencies and treatment admissions have 
declined in Minneapolis, the violeno., 
gang activity, and deaths associated with 
crack sale and abuse reached peak levels in 
1995; similar trends, however, did nOi 
occur in St, Paul. Several large cases in 
1995 involved the "Detroit Boys: who 
would bring juveniles and crack into 
Minneapolis from Detroit, quickly sell it 
out of eentral..:ity crack bouse locations, 
and promptly leave tile area.· In Denver, 
too, crack continues to be associated with 
gang violeno., drive-by shootings, and 

caJjacItings by users and distributors alike. 
Drug-related homicides in Atlanta have a 
higher incidence in areas where crack i, 
sold, and a significant number of drug 
cases there continue to invoive handguns 
and gang activity. ' 

Gangs in San Antonio have begun to cut 
down on the violence in order to decrease 
police attention. However. with the 
truces, concerns have been raised about a 
resulting increase in drug use. WhileS are 
now being seen at the middle to upper 
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distribution levels, and cnck use is being 
encountered in th. ntidd1e- 10 upper
income white communities. 

Availability, Price, and Purity 

At/imtll: ••.••~hIt in_lion 
f;nd/r:JItuJ Ih8t Ih8quMity of _. 
~_ck__ htt. 
__ I... _ •••Etltno-"'" 
~ nNflllllIn int:mlr•• in tiHI 
.IIIIHobIIIty of HCI. • . • 

PhI1lIt/oIphiII: • .•• durinll tiNt April 
1996 for.U$ J1TOUP __•••-' 
IWII.} #I tIJt1tiftUtld PllfCflPtitm ••• tMt 
the -""tof t:nck ._bIo hII' 
dtlClined owr thfIlut ,fWfIfItI l'fNII'$, .. 

Blnton: "~W$ with 
de_lion "",_ _ film /hilt 
cnck i. fIT more pt'eVlIl«it tMn 
HCI•.•• 

While crack cnntinues 10 be available in 
New York City, HCI availability has 
increased; tIIat form remains popular in til. 
nightclub scene and among crack users 
who prefer to process their own cocaine. 
In Newark. HCI is still more available 

. than crack; tltere. too. many users freebase 
it tltemselve, because they consider tlt. 
Street crack .., inferior. Similarly. in 
Denver. where HCI remains readily 
available and less crack is being sold. 
users buy Hel and 'rock it up' tltem· 
selves. Both forms .... readily available in 
Atlanta, whe.e HCI was scarce for several 
years but is now more easily available. 
By contrast. in Chicago. emk availability 
has increased but HCI availability has 
declined. 

Crack remains dominant over HCI in 

street..level drug sales in many cities, 

including Detroit (altltough it is rarely 

available in quantities above ounces). 


Boston (although both farms .... still 
widely available). and Phoenix. Both 
forms .... widely available in St. Louis. 
but most of the cocaine arrives as HCl and 
is processed locally int<> crack. Avail
ability of both forms is Stable in New 
Orleans and widespread in Miami. Both 
forms are even more widely available in 
otlter Florida cnunties than in Miami. . 

Craek and HCI prices and purity. as 
presented in exhibits 14 and 15, , 
respectively, have increased in several 
....... Prices (or both forms have 
increased in Atlanta botlt at tlte distribution 
and stteeI levcJs, and crack purity levels 
have also been inereasing. In Texas. 
prices have risen slightly for both HCl (at 
tlte kilogram, ounce. and gram levels) and 
cnck (at the ounce levcJ). while purity bas 
remained stable and high. In New York 
City, HCI purity is said t<> be increasing. 
The HCl ldlogram price has increased in 
Los Angeles, It has also increased slightly 
in Phoenix, as has the 'ejghtball' price. 

Prices have remained relatively stable, 
however, in Boston (altllough some purity 
increases .... reported), Denver (gtam 
prices). Chicago (ounce prices). Detroit 
(both forms. with purity also remaining 
stable). Miami (despite some periodic 

. fluctuations over tlt. past 4 years), New 
Orleans (prices and purity for units otlter 
than ounces), Phoenix (exeept for 
increases and decreases noted above and 
below), San Diego (price and purity of 
botll forms. although an Hel l:ilogram was 
slightly more expensive at tlte lower end of 
the price range. and purity was higher at 
the bulk level), and Minneapolis. Minnea
polis Street prices, however j are consis
tently higher than tIIose in many other 
major metropolitan areas. While thi' 
may reflect more limited availabmty tltan 
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ElIhilrit 14. Ctocl< pricfl and purity in 
reporting CEWG .ren 

-
i ....... : _1%1 

Atlanta 

, 

- $50-$75/; 
.'0-$SO/rock 

• , ,000-$' ,3ooloz 
$2',500-US,OOOlkg, 

Boston 80-95 $10-$201125 mg 

Chicago - $3-$20Itock. 

rntroit - $5-$SO/rock 

Honolulu - $$-$lSJdose 
$50-$130/0 

$20-$ 1 OOlrock. 
$100-$2,600/0: 

1..0$ AngeleS 50-70 $450/02 

Mitv'lebPOIiS( 
51. Paul 

- . $201toCk 

New"" - $3!5-mg ~ial 

New Orleans 90 $20.000-$25.000Ikg 

New York' City - $3-$SlVial 

Philadelphia "decline" tSrco" 

St. louts 50-90 $37-$8010 
$251toClt 

$1.ooo... $1,760IOl 

'San Diego - $101.29 

Seattle 50-80 $10-$40IfQCk 

Texas 

. 
44-85 $1-$SOIf-ock 

$700-$1,100101 
$10.800-$22.QOOtkg 

elicwhere. it also continues to entice drug 
profiteers from other areas of the country 

seeking new markets. Price declines are 


. reported in several areas, such as Denver 

(dramatic declines since laSt year in ounce 
and kilogram prices), New Orleans (HCI 
ounce prices). Phoenix (ounce prices. 
slightly), San Francisco (Hel prices. 
although purity appears to be higher), and 
Seattle (street crack prices as well as 
small-quantity HCI samples. which 
generally cost more when prewcighed than 
wben weighed at street buy). 

. 

Executive Summary: Cocaine 

In Chicago, large-quantity purchases have 
generally been more volatile in avail
ability, price, and quality than smaller unit 
purchases. Stiff competition in that city 
has resulted in marketing schemes such as 
"2-for-l" sales and free..sample giveaways . 
Similarly, in Seattle, some crack dealers 
deliver an extra rock, known as a "dub" or 
"double-up' as a marketing ploy to attracl 
customers. Vials for packaging crack are 
increasingly being replaced by cellophane 
wrappers in New York City and by small 
plastic bags (known as "CDs") in 
Philadelphia. 

Seizures 

Cocaine seizures continue to outnumber 
those for other drugs in several cities, such 
as Boston and St. Louis. In Chicago, 
coealne seizures increased dramatically 
between 1993 and 1994, and even more 
dramatically in surrounding ",ral counties. 

Trafficking and Distribution 

Arizona continues ID be used as a coealnc 
transshipment point for California, New 
Jersey. New York, Texas, and Florida. 
Distribution areas in Texas. Florida, New 
Yorl:, California. and Washington, DC, 
remain cocaine supply sources for Atlanta. 
which subsequently serves as a major 
transshipment and distribution point for 
both HC! and crack. New York City 
remains the primary source for Boston. bUl 
increasing amounts of crack are being 
converted locally. Los Angeles and 
Houston are sources for New Orleans 
supplies, which are generally shipped via 
the interstate highway system. Detroit, 
which is increasingly supplied vi. Texas, 
remains a source ror coealne destined for 
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Exhibit 15, Cocaine hydrochlOride prieM and purity in reporting CEWG areAS 

>9. 1100-$125 

elcrw to ,,*," . 

....gh.. I 

*''''' .,00 

.50-$75 

01"" 

,. <$7$ , 

•• $1(1)-$125 

"-w Yorio; Cily '40-$50 i 

$80-$11(1 

••• 
nO-$SO 

.s UO-$loo 

WashlnQ;on. oc ...... UO-$loo 

smaller cities and rural areas throughout 
the Midwest. 

Colombians remain the primary suppliers 
for Detroit, and """"ral organizations 

>90 ",000..
'u.ooo 

\1800-$1.100 

,800-U.OOO 

'800 

'7O()..'1,000 

.1,000

.12.000 

$900-$1 ,200 i 

$800-$1,000 

>9. U5,OOO-$2t,OOO 

$23,000-$30.000 

$20,ooo_UO,Ooo 

"2,000-$15,000 

'22,000-$52,000, 

"9,000-123.000 

$13,500-$18,000 

$18,000-$20,000 

10-90 "8.000-125.000 

125.000 

$14,000-$19,000 

- , 

$13,000 

.'2.~-$25,000 

distribute the cocaine within the city. In 
Texas, wholesale quantities are distributed 
by Colombian or Mexican trafficking 
organizations, while Hispanic and African· 
American crews, often affiliated with 
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gangs (such as !he Bloods, Crips, Mexican 
Mafia, or Latin King.), deal at the street 
level. Wbiuos are now being seen at the 
middle to upper distribution levels. 
Hispanic otgllIlizations continue to 
orchestrate the vast majority of the Seattle . 
""",'. HO trnffu:king. while multiple 
ethnic youth gangs are heavily involved in 
distributing crack. Much of !he drug 
ttafficking in Hawaii is by Me»ican 
nationals. 

Youth are increasingly recruited in Atlanta 
to assist mldleve1 dealers in selling and 
eanying .maIl amounts of CtaCk; women • 
are hired to cook up rock from Hel. An 
increasing number of .:raek dealers in that 
city also sell heroin or marijuana, which 

are touted for reducing !he discomfort of 
coming down from • .:raek high. Atlanta's 
dealer market is becoming more compli
cated and more organized, with StrUCture 

sometimes provided by gang leaden and 
members. 

In New York City, increased law . 
enforcement effans have resulted in three 
selling strategies aimed at avoiding police 
detection: regular cab delivery service 
(which used to be pfovided only to high
level deaIen but now also accommodates 
lower level dealers); StriCI rules and time 
schedules for copping; and indoor selling 
(in groceries, candy stores. and 
apartments). 

HEROIN . 

0-".,: "'Thtl ~/lfUlfget'$~ .,. ftlptlftHJly using heI'Oin foI' no.tJIJgic ,..,.SOM Mnd ••• 
rebllllion 4piMt crllCk t:t:H':IIiM .nd the gsntptar tap .cene:. ,. 

T....: .Frgm ~•• d.D lind from CDntlllnllt/(lns wJth triNItmtmt PID~$. Jt 4fpp(.U'S tNt 
II» whir. hemin tlp/dfllnic IMt iJ • .." on tIHt .,t t:4B,t lui, not 'IfIt hit TUN.• 

MORTAliTY DATA 

Chit:lJI1O: "'StrlNt .aun:. ffIptVI tlMt
._lNomIDf__ 

~wit:kMI' ••J _JHICiaIIy ptJtMt MHI 
w., linked tf:J .n tIHt twtHdoSfJ 

epistKhl. lind dNth!l. .. 

Recent Outbreaks 

'Polo,' a drug mixture sold as heroin, was 
involved in a series of outbreaks of serious 
adverse reactions, including falalities, in 
New York, New Jersey, Philadelphia, and 
Baltimore, during early 1996. The 
mixture conlaln. scopolamine (a bella· 
donna derivative normally used to 

treat motion sickness) combined with 
dextromethorphan, quinine, or, in some of 
the cities. with heroin Of even cocaine. 

Similarly, in Chicago, heroin contaminants 
(possibly stryChnine) were involved in an 
outbreak of death. from suspected drug 
overdose between February and April 
1996: at least five of the seven injectors 
involved frequented the same South Side 
gallery. 

Recent Increases 

Available heroin mortality figures show 
recent or continuing increases in nine 
areas. In Denver, opiate death mention, 
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MEDICAl,. SXAMINSR DATA 


Tabla aD64. Orvg$ mttnUoned most lrequenUy by ~ examineD in .995 


(ONga with fewer than 10 mentions a~ exctuded.) 

Number Peteenl Number Pen:el'll 

Ra". Drug nama .1 0110'" Rank Drug name ., ollolal 
mtll'ltions apiscdes..- epi~ 

.. 
 56 D.61
4,,,,", , • .501 c-m. .. ..T.......... 	 52 0."
Ht:n:WnIMctphil\e 1 4,17. .....• 40 ~ 	 51 0."3 ~ 3,EU 3920 ., 	 ,. 

.. -	 .. 
0."Codoine 	 1,156• Meperidine HCI 	 4142 - ... 	 0."... 7.855 MarijuanalHashish 'm '"'' 

.0 0.•3OWe..,. 	 7.16 .. p..udoepMdrine 	 .. 0.•1,• Methadone 	 .m .~.

• 	 P.ntoba:bital 0.37Molhamphalaminf/lSpHd 	 0.0 .. Epnedrine 	 .. 0.:J7• Amitriptyline 	
....., 5.02 ., Chlorpnmlazine 	 33 0.3(i.

10 Oipnennydramirw .50 4.97 .. j:iurazopam 	 32 0.35..,11 Acetaminophal'l 	 3." .. MtICi=me 	 3. 0.35...12 o.P~ene 	 3.97 
catfein•. ..50 	 O~13 NoMtllyliAtl 	 32' 3." 

30 0.33-hylin.14 Amphetamine 	 ... 3.10 
52 Phanylptopanotamine .. 0.211 "15 Oumine 	 ... 2.n 
53 ....""'Ion 	 .. 028,. 	 ...~ 	 2.50 
54 	 02811 PCPJPCP CombinaticM 193 .... 
55 	 .."" 021,. Unspee Benzo~ 156 2.04 """-,. 50 	 24 0.2&Pheflobarbicaf 	 157 1.10 
51 Brom~Nmm~.Ma~ 22 0.24Oox$pin 155 Uie 


21 FluoHline 1.. 1.67 
 56 "'.......... 	 22 .2' 
"'-Valptoic Acid 	 22 02'22 Hydroeodone 	 ... 1,52 •• 	
'050 lithium Carbonale 	 02223 AJprato!am 	 130 1.41 

O"Z....m 	 0.2024 Aspirin 	 1.14I.' 17 C.18 " •• F<m""~ 	 " Chlon:tlllZltpoxide 	 I." ., -_... 	 0.172S Bu1albltal 	 0." .. Phet'l~nnil'le 	 0.16HydantOin 	 ., 0.01'7 ., 	 " ~rlCI 	 0.16Dextromelhorptuln 	 0.95 
0.1S55 _"Ol 	 "•• 	 •• 0,93o."mioo 	 .. .......-	 ,." 0,14
•• 0.9230 Chior;menimmine as 

13 0.1"..'" -, 	 " 

31 T~ 	 os .... 
aom~ 	 13 0.143. .....-.ale .3 0." •• 


33 cansopmdel 7. 0." 10 rna-.. 13 0.14 


34 Imlpramin.. 7. 0.82 71 HaICpericlol: 0.13 


3' OOK)'tamine Succina'll 7. .... 	 7' TnmelhOClrimfSulfamattullt " 0.13 
73 Nioobne "II 0.1236 ThionoaZlne 	 0.75 

" In"""" 	 II 0.1237 Camllm8%epine 	 " M'" 
NOTE: Percentages am blI.sedM a IOIaI !'awmod1ca1exanunerdrug atruu (;Mol count 019,216. 


1 h"leludes opilIfff.$ not speelfied as to type. 


See gef>f:tai iOOtfIOIU at oM of tattIit, 


Soutet": U.s. Depuruncm of Health and Human Senvccs. Subsurncc Abuse- and Mental Health Servi~ 
Administration, Drug Abuse lFornmg .'lif!{w(lrk Annual.\ledtcol £;romine, Dara, 1995, May 1997. 
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DRUG USE FORECASTING 1996 Annual ffii~Jl? 

1996 DUF ANNUAL 

REPORT ON DRUG USE 
AMONG ARRESTEES 

In 1996, DUr program sites located in 
23 majOr metropOlitan areas collecled 
data from 19.835 aduH male booked 
arrestees. Data were also collected 
from 1,532 adult female booked 
arrestees at 21 of these sites and 4, 145 
juvenile male and 645 )uvenHe female 

wdeLainees all2 Sites and 7sites, respec
lively. 

This report presents drug use delecled 
lhrough urinalysis r{)r adult male and 
female arrestees and jllvenile male 
arrestees/delainees. Because of small 
sample si:.!es, data on lemale juvenile 
arreslees/delainees afe not incluaed_ 

program flndings are reported in three 
sections The first section provides an 
overview oflrendsand issues in the 23 
Sites. The I1ndings lor aaull males. adult 
femaleS, and Juvenile males.lft shown 
according to drug (marijuana, cocaine. 
and opi::uesJ. age group {partiCUlarly the 
youngesl adultS}, and (llher categories 
(SChool SlatuS fot Juvenile males)' The 
senion concludes with a spe.:-ia! &naly· 
sis of methamphetamine, 

The second sectOn of lhe report pre
sen~s speCia.l topics and analyses, in
cluding the impact of changing culorf 
levels for marijuana urinalySiS 
{see "1996 Marijuana O,Ha" on page 7 
01' thiS report! and an overVIew of 
TEL£:.DUF, This section also includes 
analyses 01 juvenile OUF data and re
cidiVism 

II' (he lhird .se.;lion. site 'spe..:: ilk tat';le$ 
and graphical analyses for advlls and 
IlJ"erdJes are prolfidec To ilSSlst reiH')' 
ers, Ihe reporl inCludes a discussion 01 
OUP' data collection methodoJOgy on 
page L) and a guide to the tab!es on 
page 20 The reporl concludes with se
iecled DUF site reports on !ocal and 
policy issues thai have relied on DUF 
daLa 

DRUC USE AMONG ADULT 
MALE ARRESTEES 

o 	 Marijuana use among adult male 
arrestees increased at almost every 
siltt at rales ex<;eeding those noted 
in recenL years 

o Compared to 1995 data. 12 sites 
showed decreased percentages of 
adult males testing positive for co
caine. 9 siles showed increased per~ 
cerltages, and :z sites registered the 
same percentage. 

A generallreM ofincreases in the frac~ 
Lion of ilrreSlees testing positive (or 
marijuana is apparent across siles. 
OnlY Phoenix reponed a decline and 
San' jose reponed no ,hange in adult 
male marijuana tesl positive percent w 

ages. In COntraSi, regional patterns are 
more evldenllor cocaine. opiates, and 
methamphetamine, Cocaine, which 
has historically been the most com~ 
manly used drug among DUF arrestees 
in most sites. was surpassed by mari~ 
luana in'popularity among mi'le adult 
arreSlees in many chies. but primarily 
in the WeS\ern United Stales. High rates 
01' amphetamine use remain largely a 
Western u.S. phenomenon. while the 
higheSt rates ofopiate use continue to 
Oe connned 10 a few large cities, 

USE OF MAItI)U""''': 

,j In 1996. increasing rates of man
jU3na lise registered across all age 
categories 0\ aduit males. This find
ing is In (ontrast to pasl years where 
increases were nOled primarily in 
the ju\'eniJe and young arrestee 
populations 

In ('line DUF Slles. the inCrease of 
mariiuQna positives from 1995 to 
)990 among 31- 10 35-year-Old 
arreSl('CS reached or exceeded 10 
percenlage points, and inetuded in~ 
>.:reases 0: 16 percenlage points !in
dianapolis and Atlanta). 15 
percernage pomtS (Cleveland}, ano 
12 percentage points {BIrmingham). 

Use OF COCAINE: 

o 	 While cocaine use among male 
arrestees continued to decline or re
main stable in many OUF cities, te~ 
markable increases were noted in 

. several sites. 

In Omaha, cocaine positives for adu1t 
male arrestees grew to 24 percent In 
1996, up from 19 percent in 1995, In 
Miami, cocaine positives increased 
from 42 to 52 percent Cocaine test 
positives ro~ 3 percentage points in 
!ndianapolis, In other sites {Dallas and 
HOuston) where there were overall de~ 
creases or a Jeveling e(fofcocaine posi~ 
tives in the adult male population, 
potenUally signllic.ant increases none~ 
lheless showed up among 15- to 20~ 
year~olds la finding that is discuSSt'!d 
rurther below)" Given the small num~ 
ber of cases, however, caution should 
be used when assessing the sjgnifi~ 
cante of the trend in this age category, 

USE Of OPIATES: 

o Opiate positives among adult male 
arrestees remained low relative to 
cocaine and marijuana, although a 
few sites reponed rates ofmore than 
to percent. 

Opiate use among male arrestees con· 
I,inued to be highest in Chicago, Man· 
hattan, Philadelphia, Portland, SL 
Louis, and San Amonia. In each of 
those cities. opiate test positives 
equaled or exceeded 10 percent in 
1996, The highest recorded percentage 
among adult male arreStees was 20 
percenl. (ol.lno in Chicago, In each or 
these Sites, however, the tate dropped 
I \0' 3 percentage points from 1995, 
excepl in San Antonio where it re
mained the same. 

USE: Of AT lEAST ONE DRUC: 

V 	In the majorityo(sltes (IS outof23i, 
the rate at which adult mate 
arreSlec$ were found positive for at 
leas! one drug increased over the 
last year, 

Source: U$. O<parunCll\ o( Justicr, NatlQffilllns:ilule ofJustice. 1996 Dnlg Use FM'Ututlng: Annwi 
R,pon on Adult tIIufJuveml, ,1,l7't.tIus. 1997. 
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I 
In 10. of 23 sites, more than 60. percent 
or adult male arreSlees tested positive 
for at least one drug, and two mote 
sites were within 3 percentage points 
of the 6O'..percent barrier. In only one 
site-San·lose-did less than 50percenl 
ofthe arreslees lest positive for at least 
one orogi

I 	 . 
Severallrends appeared to account for 
the ovenill higher rales of drug use in 
the adUtl~male arrestee population na
tionwidd The greatest inc~ases (5 to 
10. percent) were seen in sites where 
both marijuana and cocaine positives 
are c!im~jng, These sites include Den
ver, Forllauderdate, Indianapolis. 
Omaha. and San Antonio. all Ol'which 
are d(je~ not historically associated 
with the I)ighesl rates Ofdntg pt)Si\ives 
m DUF data, bUL which are (UHenlly 
experiencing increases in prevalence in 
the arresJee population_ On the other 
hdnd. dUes traditionally showing hIgh 
drug test'poSitive percentages, such as 
san Dieg"o and SL LOuiS, showed sta
bility thal is explainec by a drop in co
caine pOSitives and an increase in 
marijuana positives_ Furthermore, in 
Manhanan and Philadelphia the rale O'f , 
pDSitiveS:Jound fO'r any drug among the 
adult male populalion decreased by 5 
and 1 pe~cenlage poin~$. respectively. 
despite the ia.Ci thai \hese cities 1'01
lowed t~e na\ionwide nend 01 in
~reased marijuana lest posilives. The 
oedines in these two cities can be ex
plaioed by Significant decreases in ';0
caine and opiate lest positives In adult 
male arre.stees 
. I 

DRUG USE AMONG THE•YOUNGEST AOULT MALE •ARRESTEES 
I 

J I hI:' p,er..:el'llage o! lhc ynl:og!!::.: 
male!\(esHng pos,uve lor mari;u<lna 
m,; reaSed sharplv in most siLe::;.

I . 
The median rale 01 marijuana preva· 
lence jor~\his group was 64 percent an 
in.;reasej'Ol II nercentage points over r 
,he past year However. the rate' of 
chanoe varied across sites lrom a 6·,') ~ 
poim decrease in Houston to a 19·poinl r 
in..:reaselin Indianapolis, . I Sow«: U,s Dcpanm<.'tlt of iUSlio.:<:, Nlltiollll11nSl.itutc ofJustice 

....., 	 Recent cocaine use, measured 
through urinalysis, among the 
youngest male arrestees continued 
10 drop in most sites, but increased 
noticeably in olhers, 

The decline in cocaine posilivesamong 
young males noted in many DUF sItes 
in recent years conlrasts with increas
ing rates for this group in a number of 
sites in 1996. the mOSt pronounced 
being Jound In Houston (14 percentage 
pOinl.s)" Other siles that showed in~ 
creases are Omaha (II points). Miami 
{lO pointSI. and Indianapolis IS polms)_ 

;) The median rale (oropiatetest pOSi
lives was 2' perceni among the 
yo~mges( male arres\~¢s 

While the yOtlngesl adult male arrestee 
group exhihited the lowest prevalence 
rates for Dpla.es among adull males in 
19%, the percemage testing posilive 
increased in nine sites, or special nOte 
are Philadelphia and St.lOuis in which, 
respeclive:y, 12 and 14 percent of the 
youngest males tested posilive roropl
ales. These are high levels for this age 
bracket and ihus these figures bear 

'watchmg 10 d<!termine if they are in
dicative Of an emerging or more wide
spread heroin problem in these 
communities 

DRUG USE AMONG ADULT 

FEMALE ARRESTEES 


) 	 tn 20 01 21 sItes collecting female 
data. Ihe !raclion 01 adult female 
arrestee:; testing posltlve ror mari· 
Juar.,j m..,;re-ilsed 

) Consistt'nt with previous years, adult 
lemalesexhit'l-ited higher prelfaJence 
Idit'::. !UI "';Ud;1Ine use \han did adult 

USE or M<\RIJU<\NI\: 

In !996adlllllemalesdisplayedflolable 
mcrease.s in marijuana use. In five siles, 
'c e.... ,ched 10 or mor • cen'mr ....."'re epr ,
age POIOIS Atlanta til points). 6ir~ 
mingham 110 points). Cleveland (II 
points!. Penland no points). and 

St. Louis j II points!, The highest fales 
ofuse were among those under age 21, 
with a median rate of 36 percent for 
thal age group. Females 21 and older 
were detected as recent users ofmari
Juana less frequently. 

USE Of COCAINE: 

The median rate for cocaine test posi
tives among adult DUF females contin
ued to drop slowly-from 50 percent in 
1994 to 48 percent in 1995 and 46 per· 
cenl in 1996, Despite the consistent 
decrease, there was significant varia~ 
tion among sites, At the majority of 
sites, rates began leveling off, with 
large decreases a:t' five sites {New Or
leans and Cleveland down 11 points, 
$lrmingham down 9 points, and Dal
las and Detroit down 8 points), On the 
other hand, some sites registered sharp 
increases. with Philadelphia up by 10 
'percentage points and Phoenix. up by 9 
percentage points. Increases of 5 and 
6 percentage points for cocaine test 
pOSitives were seen among females in 
San Jose and Portiand, respectively. 

USE Of OPIATES: 

Q 	 Generally, opiate use among adult 
females remained stable or in
creased slightly. 

lWo exceptions to overall stable fate's 
of opiate use were seen in Manhattan 
and Portland_ In each or those two cit
ies. a-point increases were reported, 
bringmg the opiate test positives 
among adult female arreslees up to 27 
and 26 percent, respectively. In Port
land. the same percentage of adult fe
male arrestees tested positive for 
opiates as tesled positive for marijuana. 
60th Manhattan and Portland opiate 
ligures were among the higheSt. san 
Diego. a thIrd site with historicaUy high 
rates of opiate positIves among its 
acult female arrestees, however, dem
onstrated a decline among females and 
is currently at 10 percent prevalence. 

USE Of Ai LEAST Om DRUG: 

0 	 The percentage oC femaie adults 
testing positive for at least one drug 
inc~ased overall. 

19'16 Dn.g Ute FortroSling: Annual 
R<port (1f1 Aafffl olld JtI1'Jtl1i11! ArreslJtI!.\, 1~97 

I 



•to h..... ~ ccnvlcticrus for vioIam crime, '" ,... _ and p_ny off_ had 
Nearfy 30% Of Jajllnmm., charged with. juYenlJerecorcla (tabt& 5). AboU185% of 
VIOient ollenH in 1989 had previOlJsly bMn the dtu; off.n.d4lra had bun ccnvicIId &$ 

on prcbdOn Of Incarotrced 1m • viOtant aduts, a.Imoat the same p'retnt8p as 
oftff'I,M. ' thOA cnvgod wl'1h Yloa.nt offenses bUt 

lmwfr thin the 81 %tor pt,lbie-on:ltr 
InmalaS Charptd with drug offenses were otsanclet1 and 1he 11% tor propany 

__ Uko~!han thou charged_ offenders. ' 

pfCPIrty or pubIlc-oroer aNenso. to hINt: 

MCMtr 1*0", beln 8emenctd for a crlm. D/Ug offttlders: IW:llOmIIWhat shorter
__lhan _, otforIdorL
128%. _,od., 19% end 15%~ 

-.. 12% ott.. dnr; _. ,.,. oJlnmatu charoad wnh drug offonu:s and 

tnosa ctwged with violent oft.N""'" Iha vIolom otfo_. 20% "' ... propony 
equaiy hOly (2.8%) to have never ban atteraal"l. and 2.3% of the pubJc.ort:W 
MntartC8d in the put aft.tldera had all....t all prior Nnt8l'te81 

to p!ObaIIon., ,,,,,,,,,,,__roll. 17'10 
In 1989 abOut. quart.tef thelnma1N crt a1I)aIJ inll"lltOt In 11iJ89 had alx or mOJO 
eharg.d wtth drug oft8mIn and a third ..mnee. 10 probation ot I~n 

befOrathl!r arrast 1m thllr CUI"T1mt cIff.M8. 
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_ dill, _ by )011_. 

About 7e% of m! Ja,J11M1at8$ in 19ee 
I'IpDI't8d thai thO)' had used It laasl one 
lIIogal drug durlno ...., lit•• end 58% 
I'tipOnad they had UIJIld clruQI ,.mrly, thai: 
is. once or mot$ a week tor IS! ..ast 1 month 
(tabka 6). Among ccnvtctad IntnmOl. 44% 
had U$Od dl'U9lln 1M month tHmm tfWir 
QJTT81I1 crftlilnu: 30% dally or almost GaIly 
and 27'% under the Infll.l&na. Wh,n tn.)' 
con'ItTlhtIiId their cutrlnl offens•. 

JIO In~"'" w.1C11 as likely as persona 
tn the ;antral ;;cpuIdCln fa have .vor u.ed 
_ and 7_• ...,.Iko~than ...... In 
1h8 pMtal population '" haw bMn cutr.m 
..... oJ drvga. (F1>r jalIlmn.... "","",. 
rttera 10 ttMJ month bite,. tM arrest; tot 1M 
g.neras pepuletlon. 10 1N month btfoN the 
lnttMew.) Band on 8$1Immn from the 
11190 __""" SuMIy .... Drug 
_. _ctodb)'1hoN_,.. 
on ON; _ (NlDA). 37'!00 oJ all po""'" 
Il0l12 or otdar had UNcIIOmt UIlcif dl\lg. 
801M "me. and ~ than 6% wore cunvnt ........ 

-.. half ... _It! local JaliS In 1989 
h8I.1 uaad c:oceIne or CtI.CI(; In 1983, 38% 
__ having _ ......dnIgs. Cocaln• 

and c:tack w.,. tM only druga tot wtlld'! 
_r1IolIB!.~ _I........ __ .... 
In 1Q891han In 1983. Byevary mauunt 
applkId_wer uslng thOdtugt, woruamg 
them r.gularty. using them In the month 
pracodIno .... otfon... and U1Ing Ihtm .. 
tho tim. of the offe,.. - un CIt c::ac:aIttI 
and ~ II'ICf.uad. 

t,;;;;"~en~~tIlDJrWJ'*-tJIdd 
~O!I~AbI.IN: E...... '_. 
181C1•...,2-4. 

SoIJl'CC: U.s, Dep&rtmc.1U of lUllic:c. 8uteau oJ Justice SlaI.ti&ticI, 1lr1tp 4IIId 1411 btmDIu. 1989, Aup« 1991. 
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JalIInmal.. _ had UNCI 0 ..- of oon¥tcilcl jill ~....... IiIICf IIIIOCIIfM 01" enc*.
7 ... _no or crIICtc. 1989 "*orvoa. ViI no mea In 1M month ~...ofIMMI. ,. 

CorM"",!! I jail I.........poned _VOIy 
wkM",f'M(l "* at ooealno $ftd CtaQk 
only attur ~983, In thal y.ar, 12% of tN 
convicHd Inmates said they had UHCI 
OOQaIne Of:Cf8Ct( durin; the month 
bGfO,. tNIIr ottonse: wttnin 6 yoars the 
ptteemagt doubltd, Cocai". and creek 
_tho onlytyp..Of <IlUg$ __ 

tIotNd81y m'oN jaillnmm..uud In t9$1J 
man In 1983. tn JtY8n:u w.ays.1be$e 
Dffendetldfloted as a gl'OUp fmm othIT 
drug u~and hOm c1feRCl8ra whO wo,. 
using no dlUQS. 
·__ I)lUIn___ 

or...-Inlht ___ 

"""""'I• ~ lin """f. __jail 
mmatH 1n:1989 WMe ualtl'l ofcocaint 
Of Ct8Ck In tht month betor. they .,.,. 
arrntod 'lOr their c:unent aft.... 

I 
What.,. bJ c~ca of 
~ who uMdoocatnt or... 
In the mDRth bofote IMIr ctf.nMJ' 

•
;k':=~=.~C:=mar. 
loUapantc. tilan wo,olnmat.a who uaeel 
ether cJrugi or had not uMd G'I\Ig'aln 1he 
momh bw". thtlt of1enao. Cocaine and 
crack 1,J$8I" Wlte mo~ UQIy to:'" unClllr 
-0- 30 thin 'MIre Inmates wno had unci 
no drugs. I 
• About $7% of ~ and O'Ihtf dtug 
U8tr1 nru:(talltd 10 c:ompkIlI high school, 
ClOmpatocl to 54% of thou who we,. ~ 
using dn.tOs In th8 month befOre rh.l, 
ott..... I 
• UsaB Of eoeaino Ot ef1ICk wore more•ikoly to be unemployed (47'%) than other 
drug uuti (34%) orthQ$O who did not 
US8drugsl(29%)., 
• A. third of cocaine end C11ICk US*rs had•been corMcted Of drug 'lratfiddn; or 
po$$MS1On. 

I
• Coc:aIne or emc:k us_ were 3 tilM$ 
...... 1Ik.ly .... ...., drug ...... 10_ 
commlttad their CUI'rMIt ott.,. to ObtaIn 
Ift:)ney fot drugS-39% Of tho U'S8fS at 
c:ocam. o'r crack atdd they we,.. ttylno to 
gal mon.y tor dtu;$ whon 1tI8y ccmrM~ 
lid tht/, crim•• 

• ~ orenu::k uaeI'I were moN 
Ikeiy to nav. prior c:rtminal records than 
1runa1a$ Who used ather drugs or did not 

I 
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.... cInJgL AIxoII6l'%Of ...... Of • AbouI: 42% of coc:alnt UMC* had 
cocaine or crack had 81 ilast CIftt' patIidpaIad In ..... _ Of dNg 
__.and ........ 


tte.IJ:rntnt program. compartld 10 3&% 
In tho pili! been aIUIo, .. poobaIIoft Of or othIr 0Ng""" and 13% of those1_. who had not UHd dNOlIR 1htI m:>nth 

bP:Iro their Q..fn'ttnt Oft.,.., 
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Compared to 1986, inmates reported Increased use of cocaine 
or creck and decreased use of marijuana 

Half of all Inmates In 1991 had u.... 
_1.. 1n ....... lorm 

Thlrty-IWC _t had used coc:aino or CIlIcl< 
on a regular basIII. compate<IlIl22% in 1986. 

Arridnlg 79% 80% 62% 63% 
MaJljuatIa 74 76 52 5S 
CoaalneJcrack SO '" 32 22 
HoIoWopIaI.. 25 26 15 is

"' .. 
About a quartIIr Of Ihe inmates In 1991 said Ihoy had 
..... co<:8ine or craek In tI18 monlh befo", lila off....... 
COII\IlOIrad to a fifth of Inmatellin 1986. About 14% 
CIlmmlttod !hair _ under Ihe Influonc:t of co<:8ine 
or CIlIcl< In 1991. up !tOm 10%. 

The percantag. of Inmates USing marijuana In 111. 
monlh bofore m. oHense decreased !tOm 46% In 1986 
to 32% In 1991. EleVen percent of inmates were under 
lila inftuonee of marijUana at Ihe lime of Ihe offe_ 
In 1991. comparod to 18%ln 1986. 

About BO% of inmates .. both 1986 and 1991 raported 
over using. drug. and B2% "'lXmod regular use of a 
dllJll or ..mo ~mo In !hair five•. 

Inmaloaln 1991 _NIesa nICely lha" Ihou . 

In 1986 to have uaad druga In the month _ ... 

or at the time of tbe offen.. 


Arri drug 50% SII% 3&% 
Marijuana 32 46 11 "'" ,.
Coe.al_ 25 20 14 10 
HtrointopW.· I. 11 7•
9al'bltuf'atN"' I 
Stimul.!!!.tm" 10 
Hattuc!nogans' 7 2 3•
"Fot ~I:Io1l1lr1tO~ _ paot 30. 

"'~ 

"",........ 
.... 

-
.". 20% ..". t!O% 80'1<> 

Ptrcat01 i'rIIII1Is 
c:J ....... _ ~
--- -"""" 

FI9.41 

About Ihe sem8 proportion of 10m_In 1986 and 
1991 ",POrIBd USing norain or othor opIarss. Itlllla 
mOnlh befo'" the offense lor whlOh!hoy were ...,. 
tenced. aIlout 1 In 10 had used _ or other 
opIarss. and aIlout 1 In 16 had eommlttod lila 
offense under Ihe lnI1ueneo of these dllJllS. 

MarIJuana _11111111. ""'" oo....-Iy
used dlUg 

Inmates In 1991 ware mo", HkGly to '""'" used m8ri
luana 1!lan any other drUg. More !han naif reported
USing marijuana on a regular basis, and a third had 
used marijuana In lila monlh befDtathe offenee. 
One in live Inmate. reported uSing marijuana dally 
in the monlh befor. lI10ir offense. 

_14% ollnmaleO committed their oHe_ 
undor IIIe Inll_ol_tn. or orad< 

Sixteen Pfn:ent of inmates were daily users of cocaine 
or crack in the month before their oflense 
• 12% we", wing cocaine and 7% were using craek . 

Inmates we", twlee as fikely 10 report USing co<:8ine 
as to repot! wing crack
• For 1110 mOnlh _1110 offense. 20% reported
cocaine use and 10% fOlXJnod aack use. 
• AI the 1Ime clthe off....... 10% wore undBr tho 
Influence of coc:aine and 5% we", under the 
lnI1uonce Of crack. 

Sow'¢C:: U.s. Drcpuuru:Qt of Just.ite. BUJ"Cl.U of JUIticc SUltistict. s.rw, tdSJall Pri.wm 1mna.ru. 199J. hi., 1m, 21 
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About 4% of State prison inmates were not U.S. citizensI ' 
AboUl31,30D _ ........'lena 


• Abok 1In 23 inmates were not U.s. citlZ..... 
These aliens ...... from at least 49 COUnttieo -in North 
AmerICa, South America. Europe, Amca. and Asia. 

I 
I 

... 

14% 

IIJ!. rl 

• Mjcans accounted for about hatf 
or the aliens-

I 
~ PereQnt 01 alien in-
of ortgln mates in Suite er'sons 
MoxlcO 47% 
CUba] 10 
DominIcan Repubiie: 9 
Colonibia 4 
Jamaica 4 
EI SafvadClr .. 
Guatemala 2 
TttnidaCI and Tobago 2 
Unllod KI~om 1 
Vietnam 1 
Othe;s 1S 

I
YOUng, Hispanic men predomlrullO<!

I 
• NearlY all a\iel'l$ were male. more than fout~littf'1$ 
were:of Hispanic origin, and abOut half were 
age 25 to 34. 

I
• About aIhinj of slklns _e manied, n$IITly two
IhirdS ned not COmplete<! high scIlooi. and nearty tour· 
fiflt.ined Bjob at the time 01 their CUlTent offense. 

• ~ImSl.Iy' In '0 aJiens were non-Hlspanic_
Inmate•• _, In 25 were non-Hispanic while 
Inmates. and about , In 25. Asian-PacifIC Islanders. 

P.....nI of elkin Inmates using arugs
IntMmOnlhH- Attn,tlmt 
tcutheCfl8nt8 pf!h!otI'enl.! 

An)'~rug 38% 22% 
CocaInlk:raclt l$ 12 
Mat1luana ,. . 
HttOOlIDIheropI8I11 10 6 
Ampha1llmln..., 1* 

<1 
~n• 2 1 _..... 

1 

2 

.1 

"''' 

• 87% of an OSIlmate<ll.400 aJiens from ColOmbia and 
6'/% 01 an _Slad 2.700 aJiens Irom tile DomInIcan 
A8p1bIie war. i........ra!ad lor a drug off..... 

M081811an _ .,.", .....Ing time 
tor dNDI 1_>or._~> 

f~---

- IPublic-on:ter often$es _ : 

"''' 


8 Lu.s. .,.".,..."..r''-' a""""••f ,..,.,. S~ti_."""" "'.... p;i",. _u. ''''. M.y 1m. 
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Female Inmates were more likely than male inmates - and black 
Inmates more likely than white Inmates - to. have used crack 

Crack U5IIrs identified among Ihe IntnaIU Perc8nt oflnmat.. WhQ In t... 
may have USed other dl1lQS. Including pOW- moncf'l e-to:t!!.lM at!an..!:I. 
cIer cocaine. In lila month _,ellleir of· PowcHr AI'IOfhet 
lens.. Powder cocalna users may have e~lfllit; T.... Crack caea1nt d~ NOd!!:!(l 
used other drugs but not crack. Us... of AlI_ ",.... ,.... ,$% ..... $1)%
other dlUQ$ had not used ....ck or cocaln •• 


.,9%ot women In prison had used_In au
-....
lila month _Ill the offense. compallld!D 10% 	 ..... $1)%F_ ,- I.'''''' "'%
17 ..100 	 18cf lila men. AboUl equal percentages cf "'male 

end male InmaIaS used powder_. --"'gIn,- .".. .,. m4 ~1'"• 14% of black InmalliS. compared ID Il% Iliad< '00 	 21 51 
cf WhIle Inmates. had used crack For black 	 -0Ih0r 100 

•
5 " ,. :Ill 52 " . InmaIas, cocaine users a=unted Ior1lle ....n. '00 21 a <IS 

same parcemage as crack users. 

• HIspanic Inmales cf all races weill mare ""' ..24 	 m4 .- '0% 13% 
Ikaly then non·HIsPanlo lnmaIesll> have 	 25-8 100 12 ,. 'D 4S 
USed _ p_(21% versus 14%). 	 30-" 100 13 18 2S .. 


35-<U 100 8 I. 2.! 52 

.sor older '00 3 '0• ,. .... 

PIII"Cetd cd tnrnat. who in 1M 
1iIOilih "en l!:!! oftttnN UHd--,Characnria1fc c_ ....... '!M! 
 """a!IICUrront ...._ ,- ,''''''' .""'" '''''''' 
 • Inmates who had used _In tha..,.,.Violent offenMtl 	 ..... 51... month befoIl! tl1eir clteneo __ teas likely."'" ,.-. •• " 	 to be In prison for a viclent cltense than

Soxual ..ault 	 7 13 that. who had used cfhar dlUQ$-.y 	 17,.•5 

17• ,. 
or no dtug.• • • I. 

f mpetty - oIfent_ .,... lI6% 	 • About a l!II!Q of tha _ ueers wo"'25% 23%,. I. ,. ,. In Prison tor a violent O_e••11g11lly""'IIII!)' 
.....ny 7 5 Ie.. than alliin! for a p10pStIy cltenee • 
• • and IIboU! a IIIIrd for a drug offense. 


Dlugotll.... 32% 3.... 20% 
 I..,. 

p- .a 11 7 	 • The percemage of crack users Inill
T_ng 20 •• '2 11• 	 eating 11181 l!Iay had cornmllled I118lr Offense 

to get money for drugs (55%) W8II over 
P~c.o_r~ .... !% .... .... 	 2l> _11'18 percemage of users cf df\I!I8 

_rthan eo<:alne or CIIIck (20%).
Commlfttd cummt affenae 
tor money tor dnI;. ..... ..... 20% ... 
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2.2% of Inmates who reported the results of the test 
for the virus that causes AIDS said they were HIV-posltlve 

51,jol 8111_ bad ....... been lOlled 
tor tho human Immunodeflclenor "'"'" (HI\,)
end reponed tho .....1It 

P.re.t'It of inmiUQ 
10Ied for HIV and 
tIll)Otth\1 ll'i. rdUit$ 

lrimfte$ !!!!!!.. 5'.2% 
Male 50.3 
F,matCI 66.8 

WIllI. 52.6% 
81"'" 52.1 
01.... 10.5 
HIspanic 46.0 

Male
Who. 51.7% 
BIlIcI< 51.2 
Hlspanie 45.2 

Female 
W.... 68.2% 
SIaol< 67.3 

62.7-

Among 811 Inmates
51.2% rGpo~ed HIV·test r_
32.2 nacs never been tested 

HiV....... 

:1.2% 
2" 
3.3 

1.1% 
2.6 

.9 
3.7 

"',% 
2.5 
3.5 . 

'.9% 
3.5 
U

"' .. 
9.0 did not know if they had bell" IllstOd 
7.5 	 hOd be~n tested but did not know tile results 

. 1 nltusod to report Whether1hey hod belln 
listed or refused to ropon 1he test r....ltS. 
I 

Of those inmates who were ever lasted 10r the 
presoncejof HIV anO wno r.,.ed ttle 'esults

• Women (3.3%) were more .koly than men (2.1%) 
to tost HIV.positive. 

• 3.7% kHisPanic inmates anO 2.6% 01 black 
Inmates'tested HIV-positive. compared 11>1.1% 

ol_jinmatos. 


• HIsPaniC men (3.5%) wete more likely than white 
men (' .0""') to test HIV-posiIive. HIV-pasitive tests 
lIlX:Ountodlor 2.5'Y. of the bla<:k men WIlO had ever 
Illsted aild wIIo I'Gported the outcome. 

I 
• Hispanl: women (6.8%) had hIgIIer HIV-positive 
raIllS 1hIin wIlite women (t.9%). BIad< women 
had • pOsitive IIIle of 3.5%. 

I
Of all prison inmates. 55.9% said they had belln 
tested attar the most recent admisstcn. 

j"" U.S. ~.fI_. 8""""." 

--_---1 

D!Ug UN" and needle UN'" bad hlg""r 
potIItlv. rat.. then oth", Inmate. 

• For Inmates reporting test results. 2.5% Of drug 
users. compared 11> 0.8% of other inmate•• reponod
that they lOsted HIV-pos..... 	 . 

• Tho ~ 01 HIV·positNo was higher among

InmalesWhO
used drUgS in 1hO month before their oIIense (2.8%). 

used needles to inject drugs intravenOUSly (4.9%).

and GllaIOd n_.. With O1herONg users (7.1%1. 


A quarter of 1nmaI.. lIod 
10 InjeOl drugs 

_ a noodle 
. 

~ 

ev., lntha month 

"""" befor. the 
!!!:!l9! ~tnSl 

Eva, Injoclod • dNg 
for rcnmldical purposas 

Typo 01 drug 
HMoInIothOf cpiaI. 
~.. 
Crank (motham. 

phOl_1 
01..., 

evtr shatad a nMdle 

• , .... Of inmates wIIo used drugs in the mcnth 
before thair 011.".. hod In the past used a_ 
to inject drugs. 

• 1 in 6 inmates used a nHdle to-Inject hetotn 
or O1her QOIates. and 1 in 6. to Inject cocaine. 

• Mare than 10% 01 all inmates and 20% of users 
in the month befor$ their _e hod shared • 
noodle. 

25% .,... ..... 
17 22 25,. 2' 28 

8 8 11 
4 5 7 

12% '5% 20%

"'.. 

__._"'....'''"'''''1'''''''... 1991. >by '993. 25 
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Criminal history snd CUI16fft Of/en(te 

Most Federal inmates Wi1tlollt prtOt 
offenses or with a history of ani)' 
nonviolent offenses were eerving a 
sentence for a drug Offense (table 12). 
Five in ten first time inmates and over 
4 in 10 nonviolent recidivists were drug 
traffickers. About 7 in 10 Federal m.
mates with no prior offeMes and 2 in 10 

10(tD~ 100.~ 10C1.~ ...,,,".(1" ,. "...,. ...'" 
., ••.1 
TO' ,,.•••U 

~ 
II. 32.'.. ...
12 .. II',.,V" II....13.<4~,. ",.. 22-.'"
16 .• 11.1 ,., '"' U ,., ,.U 

U... ,. U,. " .., 
...... 3t,11'. 15J'~ 

'3,1 •., ..,""" ...," "'.7 IU .. U..•" ,..... TJ.. ""'.. 
21.377 -1M< 

.."" "".... 

State inmates were in prison for drugs.. 
COm1)ared to inmates with no prior 
ottense and to recidivists wtth no prior 
~nt (lffense. Federal and State 
inmates who were convicted in the past 
of a viOlent offense were less likely to be 
in pri$on for B current drug offense. 

In botn Federal and State prisons. 
inmates with prior violenl offenses were 

likely to be 1I"J prison for another viOlen! 
offense. Aboul 43% 01 these Federal 
inmates and 55% 01 State violent 
recidivists were in prison tor anotMr 
violent offense. Of violent recidivists, ~ 
third 01 Federa.l inmates and a fifth of 
State Inmates were in prisoI"J lor robbery. 
About 10% of Federal prisoners and 
65% of State inmates with no previOUS 
sentences were in prjson tor a Vlolen! 
offense • 

Drug use 

Although Federal,nmates were much 
more fikely than those to State prisons to 
be eeMtIQ: a 8etIte~ tor drug offenses. 
1hey were ..... likely than _ inm_ 
,. have _ drUg> (!able 13). AskeO' 
ttley had •.,.,r "'"'" drugs. had ""'" 
used drugs at JeaJt once a week for a 
month (regularty). or had used arugs in 
1I'te morrtn before their last arrest, 
Federal inmates reported less use than 
did Stale prison Inmates. Federal 
inmates were almost hall as likely as 
State inmates to have oeen usirlg drugs 
at the tlme 01 the current offense (17% 
and 31%1. 

Marijuana was the drug most common 
lor bOth Federal and State inmates, 
followad by cocain&-based drugs and 
heroin _net other opiates. A fifth of aIt 
Federal inmata and almost a third of 
State mmatH had used cocaine at least 
once a week tor a month or more. JUS! 
uf'lder 1~ 01 Federal inmates and 15% 
of Sta1e inmates had used heroln Of 
other o~es regularly, 

!T.,t, 1~. Drug Ul"a of .emel'loed F«ierat end Stitt pfilOM Runatca, 1991 

,,~ 3U: ,~. 7.1 ,.~"tif ,.., 25'
14,\ OJ ... 3.7 .....- ,,. ... .,,~,........... ...'''' U '" U 
 1.0.......... ,u ,..7 OJ ..., ... I~ ,.•
7.' .............. • u .... .. 115 '2 '.7 .. U 
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I 
r •
! Amount of drugs Involved in the cutTent offense. 
i byl~it:: origin of ~tenced f:edenl:1 inmates, 1091 

A~oripin ~ c.wc Coeaife: Mlriil!!m 
ot~...,tyPe .......- ~,.,.,. frIIImtItf G,.".. NIPTlOi!f ~18;fTI'.......' ~-...., ....,

dcUnwl'llPW ..... Of im'Iatn Midiiin Mt!! of ~ Mlijijii , MiiiifI (III iJWI'uilU MtIdIi. Of II'ImMIQ M'¢NI1 

An~· 
! p"'" ..,,, ..... .. ... ..m '.... Tr,,",, 6.015 ''''000 3Jl211,3al
T_ ~"" "" 

~". .. ,ro , 12.516 ,""" ",,'" ...,. 13&.Oeo U53._2,,,",
I ,,. =a ., 2,1oo.9D......... ... "" ',<2Q ... 3,"" 2,DOO 83.910 '.... ""S.W)
'" I Wtl~ 1'lCNHt/spII.IUCI1",." :~,~IT.... .., ro, ., 1.000 91,610 ''''.... <1.QOO,7iO

T_ .,. =, 04.aa7.0&) "" ,.. ."" ,.., ,,. "" ....... '" ,- OT'" "''' 200,000'" .- '" ... ,~,. 112.050 ... ,",,'" , 5!lUSQ 
I '" 

81acl-ftCM'IoH.~ic 11:'1"",* 
IT.... UN 230 ,- "." ., 

~"" ..... ". "91.350"" '" T_" Nt ... ~050 .... ., ... "" ... ,..t1,180......... .. .., .. ,.,. ... ... 03,'"
lITO 
1 •• - "'" ',"" """. ". 

HllpMl¢lnmettt.T_ ....,
~J, 1.314 ""Oll 1211T 3.«10 t05J«1 20575 t2:$.730 2.•5:l23l 


m 
".,,. ... '" ,., '" ... ,.., $.111 • .000 t *",30&0 .m '-4$.150 2.181.140 

3S1 '50 ,... 2.07! ... 79,(01) 1131.1&:1'" I """ ""'" 
•••-'{he AmP«t numt.d ~ _ \OO,maI '~iImIIW ~d_anddW:~ncIS. 

tb..-u.. ~.h~.IIfIIl_MUn.. '1n::IuoM nnatas ~d«uo~ 0NI'tn.n 


Il~alg and ",,"*_im.
I 
Fe~ inmates In prison tor drugs had In estimating the weight of drugs • WhM offenders were sentenced for 
committed crimes that usually Involved Involved in tne CUrn'lni offeMG. the larger amounts of heroin 00 average 

offender may have been charged with than black or HispaniC inmates. Halt
:::~:O~:~~~QU~Qftarg8 1111 the drug& in the entite operatiOn.. of the Whites in heroin cases were 

drugS involved in a case can WV8 as An off8fldel' Who $$tWCI a sentence involved wfth at least 600 grams of 

one measure of the seriousness Of the tor laundering money from nlegal drug heroin, whie hall of tne bIaek$ wett 

aim$:;, For exampie, at least haH' of sales, tor example, could have been eonvicted ior 230 grams and ha" of
charged _ !he total amount _,the cOcaine b'affclters in Federal pri:Ir the HispaniCS tor 170 9rttms. 
ons iii 1991 had been convieb)d in 8 T'iu"e$ in1erviewed ptisoner8 convicted 
case :wniCtI had concerned 3 or more in the ume case could also have cited • In offense! lnvoIVing crack, NH of 
poundS 01 cocaine (500 grams. 17.5 the total amount of drugs. the Hispanic inmates were convcted 
ounces or a Ilttle more than a pound). in cases involving at least 250 grams: 
The B,'versge trafficking caM involved • Among offenders convtcted of heroin hall of the black inmates were in eases 
over 180 poundS, offenses, hali were lnvaIved with at having at IM$t 30 grams; and hall 01 the 

lout 240 grams of heroin. The everage white inmates, at least 20 grams.AecO~lng to Drug !oforcemel'tt Admin case concerned 2,510 grams. In Fed
istration estimates lor 1991, tM utlimate eral crack cases, half of the o1fenders • In cocaine cases, Hispanic and white 
value 'of 180 poundS 01 cocaine ranged were involved with at least 40 grams drug offendeu were invotved witn larger 

I 

from $2.9 million to $14.5 million.. of crack (an average of 940 grams). amounts Of cocaine than bIad<;: inmates. 
fOthe!" estimtties: 1 gram of heroin, Half of the cocame oftender$ were Half of the Hispanics in cocame cases 

, $4o-~SO. and , pound of marijuana. sent8flced fot at least 1.580 grams had at teast 3.000 grams of cocame, 
$4Q0.$3,OOO.) of !he drug (an average of n.690 11811 Of "the whites at teast 1,000 grams, 

g:I'$ft1s). and Iu!If of the bl.... at ..... 500 
gr....., 

http:2,1oo.9D
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ranc:IoriI graupa Of tnmat" In addhDl 10 fOr drugs. OV., 90% of tadltlea 1hat ..,. ~.. a were 1.2% or the testa 
Inmates auspctCCtO 01 drug un. About performed -Dtner- functiona, SUCh aa tor haratn. 1.5% tar methampMtaminel. 
70% of ccmmunlty-basfld racmtl.. tested 
dhor alllnmates or rancbm groups and 
inmatH tuilpec:tttd of uHv drugl. _...""...._._
___ oftad_ .... .-_ ""
daI work,.1nP or p,..MtBlO PfOOI'amt 
_I....... ""drug. ~..'" 10), 
NInety-thrlO p9tc1:M of tlll::tlUOS thlll 
aeparately handled ott.ndttt I'fIinCarcar
attd fa( vIolattng tome condI'tIon of thW 
supel'Yisad ,e", also checked lAmatn 

''''0. FectlH1M &nUn;: tnmatu 
or ~t.t tot drug &lW. WNnct.lon 
of c:omc:tklN' fIclmy•.h.rM'. 

oll.ciil'u '--II""-""""" -
I GMIrt.I...~ 
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preaamenct;, ptyChlafric. Of ge;rialric 
UI'Vk:es also toted 1helr rep;iGntS. 
Nearly 60% of ""'Iltlo. 10' youthlul 
offendal'$ l*lted inm8tN, 

For sR inm.'ft 1Ht«1. srare pri#JnS
,.".,.... hJg/UH _. ,.,.. /lion 
-pMcn$ 

"~" 3.1:% D111'i1 tots fer coc.elne 
In 1he 12 montha o.tor. Jun. 30, 1990. 

r... 11, Numtwr of fecUla. tIMtInO for IPfICIftc dNp. rwm..rof ..... 
Qtv.n. and '*"""'. pololtiYt, from July 10 'au. to.hIM Z, ,. 
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Md 5.8% tor mari~.na. $Ul:tJ: {&cIUtla, 
rwpotuld higher poSItiVe nne. klr drug tests 
II'1II\ _tal tadlm ~_ 11), In Stm 
1ndtUUons. 3.6% of 1UtJ tor c::oc.ajn* wer& 
paSftive, compared to 0.4% In f«Iafal 
prilOn5. SUb tadl!tle$ toui'U 2.0% at tne 
tI#t& ahO¥tno rtc8n1 methamphOtlmlne 
usa and 6.3% lhowIng mariJI.I&M uu; 
Ftdtre.t,prisons found 0.1% and 1, '%, 
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__ I dSl... ond _ 
__OdpooJtJve __ 

Who_ f>cIlItinl_ than I_drug 
..... at. conoldotOd. F....'''' and_ 
tadlhid w.r. &bout ~aIy IIWty to ~ 
__.....·In_I...~utlons. _ 
II In 10" baI" _ and _,_ 

whiCh l8St1d Jot coca.Il'Mt Md c ...ona 
~ 1fIIt. 1ft oyer:2 in 10 fClItift. 
tQting tor mGtriamptwdamlna, th. un of 
lhodrug_~.I.1~"" 
......od In ..... 81n 10 f_1os tdIn;. 

c.mmumy.~I_ _ Iig/tor_d_"""""_
1- , I

I 

Test. had ~ ocncom. for an'. 

Of 1~ COCI:In. tin! and 8.1 If. of 1M marl

)Jane tui. aOniinllltted by commurity· 

bISlId tacllltlaa.:GCm$*'Mf 10 1.""" Qf N' 

coc:a!ne t•• and 5.$% at marijMma taa 

In conUnemaru taclill.. {t&* 12).

"'"""""P......I__•_.found 

, men orten in ccinfin.ment tac:tItJe& {2.3%. 
,asted pol-I inan In commu~tad",,, (t.t% Posttlv.), , 1 
A/!lOItjJ Slot. _,_ 


po#II"• ............ _. hifIho$1 


In_'_""_~I
How Inmat.. ldt, HllClad tor tatinO 
attOC!ed IN tti g! poattiv. rouD.. ThaH 
Sta1a canfl:n.mcint facUlties tHUng only 
wMn drug u.' Was av;poaed rec:c:mMd 
higher rmas at ~iY. ,nula than ather 
taalltlo Ihm tHlfd rancIOmlV Of comPl'. 
hlnsiwly. Wnen tacilhies leisted only on 
suapldon 01 dn.Ig \.1M. 6% of c:ocaIno ... 
aM , ,,% '" marijua.na test.... poaItM. 
compared to 1.5% Of ;eu fOr cocaInt and 
5% Of"" fer min~ when tadllUal: 
tnted everyOMr at random, 

Th. rHCIht to: Stitt commuNty..oulid 
1aditlas Wlr. c~ theM 01 eon!m.
tn.nt tac:lDtia•. ,\UlinQ en .usp/o¢lon only 
produced • iowar percent. of pocItIvo 
ruui. than 1NtI"" IYIff"YOM or a randOm 
..!edlot\. In COrfU'Ywmy-bahcl tclUtiM 
which tilted on ~spIcIon omy. 4.K were 
,positt¥8 tor cocaln. ard 6.4% tor marf.. 
IJana: In commuidty._ taclltIol l1li"11 
tither HI4Ic1Ion m.thoda;"around 9% d 
_SIS for c:ocalne'and 8% tor mariJuana ..... -"'" 

Large prilcns. whtIh.r Fedlf'm or State, 
ha:I i>IghoT ,.... 01 pooJtJve diu; ,Ost.. 
in FiId.,a1 taclJtiel wfth 1,000 Of mote: 
Inrn.... 1.•" of the mlri),lana IdS, 
0.6% Of me ooc::ano•.and 0.1% of thO 

... ."11.".,, 
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c-
LSD -
~ ......,,.,....... 

U..·, ;h4WUO 
0Iw 

--~-LSD -u_.... 
ON<i 

bltcin tnta __I poI!tNe (tabiI \3). M 
F«tetai taciilie$ n;,lding fllW$t than SOO 
1nM&tu. 1M petC8~ ware O.S% tor 
maripana. 0.2"4 for c:ocaine. and nona tor 
heroin. Among Stat. prisOn$. the targest 
1adlltie,1irith 2.500 Of tnOfe inm8!4t$ had 
.... 11iQI\OOI porconlag" .. po#IIIYo ..... 
rot amphetaminn. cocaine, and twroin. 
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Tho f_holding 1,000.. 2.<1911 In
...... hIo!'" hIg......... for ma:i,Uana 

and l'fltIhamphOtamiML Among FedlH'8l 
prISOnS, the mumwn MCUrtry facllltiis 
had hIghor ..... for pOIIt!Jvo drug lOSI' 
1han minlmum IIQ.lfi)' 1ac:l11in. In mtlJi.. 
mum ...urtty 11'_.2.5% 01 tho_for 
m8l1juana, .7% Qf the tatt tor <:OCalne, 
and 1.4'4 Of thO 1tsts tor hIro!n ~ 
",,",i¥lI. In _"",m _. 0.3'11 for 
mllf'ltuana. o.K tvr coc:aina. and non. for 
Mroin wwe poIItNt. 

so.. m_m __... genorally 

hid hlgNr pas/llv. noN than maJdmum or 
minimum _ ptlsons. For ..... drug 
In medium teClVrity UdIIliu, 1M porcont
1110 positIvo ....u_: 6.8%for 
marijuana. U% fer m~. 
1:7% tot cocaInt, and 1,4% 10r Mrtin. 
In mulmum and minlmum taciblOl. thl 
oquI_.. flndInQS __ 5.0% or .... for 
matIjuaM. 0.8% or ........ m01haml>n. 
wniM.. 1."''''or .... for CDCaine, and 
0.8% or .. lOr n.rotn. 
__Iromdrug ..... _ 

1Im0flg _ porlorm/tjg_111_ 
F_wIllel> _Iom.... _ 
to cueoct)' tor patOla Yiohdiant had rell-
1I¥oIy high p"",,",_ .. positIvo drug 
..... (!&bIG 14). Mor. than 0'1." ..... 
fof marijuana .,.poslIive, II .,.,. $.2% 
of tasts tor tnlthamptNrlam!na. 3.ft 
tor cocalM. and 2..9% tor heroin. Fedlttn 
ho!dIng Inmate. WhO pat'tldpstad in work 
rweaM ptODI'ams or whO were prtpa:t'tng
for _argo _ hOd _ high 

posit!y91e. UIlIS: 7% 1cf cocatne. 6.9% 
for marljLla.na. and 1.8% tQf hI",n. On.!;' 
ak:Qhot ttliCtnfHt in tadltles was anod
.... with rat..lvoly high posltlvo ""'""" on 
~$I$ tor coc:aInt.and marijuana un
3% for c:oeain8 and 1.&% tor marijuana. 

Fadlltiu handling youthful ateode,.. 
genorally had relalNeiy low poatttve lNt 
mulls: 2.1% tor INIfIjuana and 1.5% 
lOr coeaifl*. 

Pos_ drug Ids ...... 'MOd 
to inUHdaJon actWItJ,n 

The Silh contln8m,nt IICI:tUn thai ..... 
doned aM tnsktd Inmltes bU't did nell 
oxchang, do'thu Of IHIeh body cavitl.. 
had high" rat... at posIivt drug tat. than: 
laditiM doing all thHO mU$ur.. (tabjI 
15). Tho ..... In.,._1M using_ 
IlriI"G~n'lt MMSut8$; wert 5.2% posMw'or 
_. 13.5%'" marijuana."" lG.lI% 
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torm~n... TNUtntadll1el 
porterm!ng" _ of OpodflC *"II 
Interdlalon actMtl .. were 1.2% posIttie 
tor c::ocajM. 4.n. tor martpana. and 0.8% 
"" mlllhomptmarnl_ F_... will'" 

IIlcl,II:it tIdIMCI -r IIc:II6t ~ _bII 
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nat nc:w. ... of...,......n"'tdwtIIM, ....---
porter_aD _ofIm_.""_ 
hod hIghor potJIlY. drug _ ..... t""" 
_ which did ~ cavl!y .._ 
_ck!thlng lII:Changeo. Thof_
dOIngaD_,,_ may_ 
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COCAINE , 

COCAINE: Annual Price Datil , 

, National Range. 
(dollars) 

- _li1Lu. 
11>93

"
1900 1i?5 I ... 

. N....... -.. 10.-.0_ 11).$"""""..... lO.Jo(l.l6,C1OO lo.SQO..)Ci.ooo 

NiJ:mi 16.(100.-2• .000 16,_22.000 lS,(lO().U.ooO ,14,000.25.000 

~ New Ycnk Cl:y 17.000.25.000 16._2'.000 17.000-21.000 16,000-15.000 

cm..ao 20,001).30.000 21.110M5.ooo 21._2.5.000 '1.000-2.5.000 
Lo.o ADplc. 1",000.10.000 11._20.000 11._20.000 1%,501).20_

,"'.......-.. 31)0.2,600 30M.ooo 300.2.lOO l5IJ.2,OOO 

Miami aoo.l,ooo _1.000 aOO-ltJQo 800-1,250 

Ouoo. New y"", City _',200 _1.000 _1.000 _1.000 

Chi£q:o 9QO.l.,jOO !JOO.1,1oo 9()O..1.100 9C()..l.U:1O 

L.a. ADaW {iOO-l.()OO 11»-1.2:00 aoo.l,2llO aoo.l,2llO 

Nat.ioaaI.lU.qe 1$-200 21).%00 31).200 20.200 

Mlomi 61).8. 00.10 6IJ.9O ~ 

OWn New York City '0-90 ,.... 30.00 30..120 

Cbl<a.., 1QO.15O tro..tSO U)0..150 15-100 I 
i 

Lo.o ADplc. 11/).100 1$0100 75-100 75-100 1, 

CO C A I!I: E: Annual Purity Data 
National Average 

(percent) 

I 
. 

Q»l.uilY 1993 199" 1993 1996 
I 
, K HOIum 11 I' 83 82i 

o unCi. 70 ,. 6S 61 

Oum 6l 63 £I .1 

. 


SOIln:e: U,S, .1'>CPUI'UW..'7l1 of Ju~licli. 1)l'u1' Enlon.:..'11iCnl Atiminisvalion, 1II~1Pnct!Pun'ty Rl!port, Uni,uJ SUttlU' 

January f9Y,J-/)uemh¥r 1996. JUlio.;, 1'11,17, , 

1 



COCAINE: Quaneriy Price Data 
• National Range 

(dollars) 

QuoIi!y Melt"""" lot~ 2od~ 31d Q"""", 'IhQuuw 
Asea 1996 1996 )996 1996 

Nati..,., l!aop 1:1.000 ' 36.000 )!UOO ' 36.000 12.000 ' 34.000 11).$00, 3'.000 

M"sami 14,000 ' 24.000 17,000 - 2.5_ 17,000 ' ls,oOO ",000 • 19.000 

l:iIoamD N..,YmkCiIy 16.000 - 2',000 I6.COO - 2',000 16.000  24.000 Il'.oro •2.5,000 

Chicago 21.000 - 25,000 21,000 - 2.5,000 21,000 ·25,000 18,000 • 25.000 

x...""p1ot 15.000 • 20,000 14,000  IUCO 14,000 - 19.sao 12,$00 • 15..l00 

Na~""'l!aop ISO - 1,000 .00 - 1,760· "0 - 1.800 400·2,000 

Miami 300 _ 1,l$0 SOO· 1,lSO BOO - 1,l50 IlOO  1,l50 

0..... lmo YMk Cl\)' 600 • 1,l00 , 800 • 1,lOO 600 • 1,lOO 6OO·1,lOO 

Chioap 900 ~ 1.100 91)0 • 1,100 JOO. 1.100 900 - 1,100 

Lo.....pln 800 - 1,lOO 800 - 1,lOO !lOG. 1,100 900 • 1,100 
, 
--l!aop 20 -100 20 - ..,0 ZO. ISO 20. zoo 

MlImi .co ·60 , 
, 40 - 60 40-60 <0·60 

'""" New York City , '0·60 10 & 60 60 ·IZO 60 - 120 

Chi_ 7$ • 100 i 75 • 100 7$  100 75 - 100 

1.01 AlIse1•• 75 - 100 I 7S .100 75·100 7S - 100 

, 
, 

CO C A I N E: Quarterly Purity Data 
N aliooal Average 

, 
, (porcenl) 

JIt QUnlet' 2nd Qu.ner 3td QQlttOf 4th QlIan.r
QUlllthy 

1996 )996 19961996 

, Kilolum 11 1283 az 
. 

64 67 69Ollnee 66 

70Gram. 57 sa 61 

Souru: v,s., l)cpanml.11l of )lJ~ht". Drug 1~1I10f\x.'Itl<ln AdministratioR Jf/(!8a/ Pl'iCL'PlIFif'll Report U. f d SI • 
JanIIf)I'Y 199J.IMrmh(f 1996. JUliO:, 1997, . ,III ~ (lies 
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COCAINE: Quarterly Price Data 
Natiorud Range . 

(dollars) 

Qumlioy ~ I"~ :tod~ 3m QL\L"1ef 411> Qwurn 

AN 1997 1997 1991 ,mN._-.. 10.000 - 36.000 

Miami 13.000 • 22.000 

Ji:ilognm Ne. YOlk City . 1'-000 - l.I.DOO 

" , Cl>i<osc 21.000 - 1$.000 ... 
Lo, Aqckl 11.S00  Il.JOO 

~ 

Notioul_p 100 .l,OOO . 

Miami '100 - I,lOO 

""'"" Now Ycok City 600 - 1.200 

, ChiMI" 900 ~ 1.100 

,: L.. """,,.. 900  1.10. 

l i NttiaDal bole 20 - :100 

Miami 010-60 

:Oram New 'fed City 60·120 
, Chi_ 15 • tOO
I 

l.0I AqellJ. 75 • 100 . 



---

COCAINE 


DMLOPMEN1S IN THE UNITED STATES 

....lIablllty, PrJ"" .ad Parity 

In !he lUx, half of 1996, "",""no hydrochlorid< 

(HO), commonly referred to as cocaine. \VaS 


....my available in all major u.s, _liwI 
a.teti. Generally. the price of cocaine 
remained low and stable at an levels of the 

. ttoffic, In the fi:st 6 months of 1996, 
natioowide pri= nmg<d from $Io.soo '" 

$36,000 per kilogram, ....haAgcd from I99S 

prices. 


During the rust half of 1996, ~ty 


cocaine prices nationwide ranged from $250 to 


S2.OOO, while grun"luanti1y pri= ranged 

from $20 to S2OO, In 1995. nun"" Md _ 

pri<e. ranged from $300 to $2.200 Md from 

530 to $200. I"CSp(:Ctivdy. 


Cocaine purity remained relatively high and stable. 
The purity of gram amounts of cocaine averased 51 
percent in the Jlm. barf of 1996. eompMed '0 61 
percent in 1995. Purit)' per kilogram averaged 8l 
percent in the fin! half of 1996 and 83 percent in 
1995. Purity per ounce averaged 69 percent in the 
first half of 1996. as opposed (065 pefC(:l\t 10 1995. 

Abuse 

1be J995 NaJio1ll.l1 Hous~hcld Su'v~)' Oft Drug 
AbU$/!- is the latest $uf'\'l!ly (or which statistics. on 
nationwide drug use are available. Resu!ts for 1995 
show that, while cocaine use in the Unittd Slates has 
dttlined over the past decade, the rate of use has 
stabilized al high levels. These rates are driven latSely 
by "crack" (:OCaine use, which has reached the 
saturation point in large urban ~3.5 throughout lhc 
country. 

In the survey, Americans who reponed usina c«aint!: 
sometime in tbe pa$1 year numbered 3.7 million in 
1995. while past-month users numbered approximately 
t.5 milljon. This compares with an -estimaled 3.9 

million past-year users and 1.3 million pal.il.month 


• 	 The Ntwmw1 HOiIS~1tbJ.d Silrvt')' is. tnulUSl.Af¢. m probIbilu..,. 
Wfl$l1e of pt:CfIie. ~ivc of the u.s iIooud'IOld populilioo or 
qm 12 &ru1 over, ~ living<m milrt.t.ty i!'\$wiWons, in n1lf1lng 
~ dortrutoriel. tIospUals. jIi,h1M pN;o!'\$, IU ",ellu homelw 
~ lin! not iDelltde.~t ~ f.tilM!Y$ IR (lQt)duncd by Ih: 
S~ Aime and MmW tk.IIhb ~ Adwnimal.ion (If tile 
u,s. I:tcanmemofHc.llU>

cocaine Purtl)t
(National .vo......, .. .. .. 
". .. 

DI'1QI U.. Arnong Youth. 

... 	 .....- -- 
.....__ 

........,.. '/'fI__ 01'1..' 	 ..,... ,..1/U 
'.21i.l .... /1.1 

....... 11111 


U/U 	 . 
..... ,,,..... 1 ...... _ U/u 1.110.. 2.O/t.o 

,."....,....."... II IIU", 

617111.1 

PIU"" ••""" '""II,•• IIL11*.., ".Jltl.f' .9.119l.2--,.....
users in 1994. These numbers represent a significant 
decrease in the casual use of cocaine since the peak 
Y"" of 1985, -. past-year Md puvmonth ..... 
numbered 9,3 million and 5.7 million. respectively. 

According to the 1996 Monitoring tlu Futuu Study," 
the use of cocaine III any form continued a gradual 
climb among 8th. lOUt, and 12tb gr;xien. alchough most 

chanatS between 1995 and 1996 did not reach 
statistical significance. Crack cocaine use also 
continued 10 ri$e gradually among 8th and 10th graders. 
but not 12th graders. The annual prevalence: rates for 
cocaine use in any form wen: 3 pcttent for 3th gntder5. 

• 	The M"rulari.tll tM Flfblrt S/lidy (formerly known as- die ~ 
Hilb~$DUD,.~) ~. pn>pam ~ ro-cku::ituize die 
t!ltll:1It (If dnI, we by the )'ourh (If our Dalioll. k is ipCIlSCftd by tbe 
Sll~ Abutc IItId MellfAI Health StMea. AdmiDiaraciorI &lid 
tht UI'IivmiI')' ofMitbipa'slttsritute (ot Sc!cial Rc:sea:n::b.. 

Source: U.S, Oepamm::nI of Justice, DNil En!orcement Administration. Th~ Nl'.'ICC Repor' 1996,' Th~ 
Supply ofIllicit !)rl.l~x Ill/he entled Sumfs. August. 1991. • 
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Survey results as to the perceived harmfulness: of drugs 
were mixed. with an equal or gmater pen:entage of 
you.ths in eadJ grade Buecbing "8J'W risk" ofharm ill 
aying cocaine or c:rack once or twice. and a smaller 
pen:en_ in ...h gnoIc -ins "great risk" 10 the 
occasional use of cocaine and eraek. 

The survey data cited above measure trends in the 
ptev8lenec of cocaine use. Another key drug abuse 
indicator, whicb measures the adverse consequences of 
drug use rather than prevalence. is the Dftlg Abuse 
Wammg N_ (I)AWNj,.. OAWN shows Iha1 the 
estitnaled numberofnationwideweaine-telated 
emctgCncy room admissions, which had be-en increasing 
at afairly constantfalt: since 1m. leveled offin the tim. 
balf.of 1995. and then decreased in the second haJf of 
1995. It is too early IOdetermine whethertbese 1995 
figures signal a reversal of the previOU$ trend, or whether 
they are simply an aberration, In any case. the ;42.494 
episodes reported in 1995 were significantly above the 
low of SO.3SS episodes reported in 1990, DAWN data 
for 1996 are not yet available, 

DAWN survey results for 1995 also contained evidence 
of an aging group of abusers. The percentage of 
cocaine-related episodes in which abusers' ages ranged 
berweerl20 and 29 was 28.7 percent, compared to 46.5 
percent in 1989, The percentages of abusers Jged from 
30 to 39 and from 40 to 49 were 45.7 percent and 18.,9 
percent in 1995, compared to 36.5 percent and 8.3 
percent In 1989. These data appear to lend ttedence to 
the theory. advanced by a number of drug 
epldemioJogists and treatment speciJlists. that current 
hiah-episode numbers are an indication lNt many hard· 
con: cocaine users now are experiencing the 
consequences of long-term addiction, As a result. an 
increasing number of users are seeking public medical 
assistance, 

·"DAWN is it Ft:dc~)' fultdcd pt'OJJ'ltn~ 
by lilt: DruJ: EnIortement AdtniAilnlion fDEAliltid 
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mtOf1DillioDM4tv&:.~lMdK:ale~1M 
deJIths, This mtomwion it co!I~ from 
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INTERNATIONAL COCAINE TRADE 


Colombi.....wcd drug trafficking organiutions 
continued to direct the cocaine trade. Of these. the two 
most powerful ~ :referred to collectively as the Cali 
and the Medellin drug mafias. In 1996. the Cali druB 
mafia maintained primary control over cocaine 
trafficking 10 the United States. despite the 
incarcerntion of i1$ tnO$t powcdu1 kingpins, In Mexico. 
drug pnp continued to grow in power, sophistication. 
and n-.aeh, These Sangs i~ their involvement in 
domestic U.s, cocaine distribution as welt 

The cocaine trade, however. coau/lijed to be ~ in 
South America. where the bulk of the cocaine available 
worldwide was produced. [Cocaine is produced from 
the coca plant. which is cultivated primarily in Bolivia. 
Colombia. and Peru.] In 1996. excluding htetarage lost 
to government eradication, farmers cultivated the cOCa 

plant on 209.100 hectares of land. TheQrcbcally. the 
amount of land under cuttivuion was capable of 
producing approumatcly 303,600 metric tnrnt of coca 
leaf, These data: represent a slight decrease from 1995, 
when 214.800 hectates: ofcultivation potentiaJly yielded 
approximately 309,400 metric tons ofcoca leaf, This coca 
leaf could bave potentially produced 760 metric IOns at 
cocaine HCl. commonly n:fer;ed tou cocaine. 

Most of the coca leaf wM produ<:ed in Bolivia and Peru, 
while cocaine Hcl processing laboratories were 
<:oncentratcd in Colombia. After harvesting: the coca 
leaves, traffickers processed the leaves into a CNde, 
impure fcnTt of C()caine-known as eocaine base-in 
facilities located near the cultivation sites. Traffickers 
transported the cocaine base to Colombia for final 
processing and subsequent shipment to international 
markets 

TraditionaUy. the transport of cocaine base to Colombia 
was accomplished by general aviation aircraft flym~ 
between clandestine airstrips located near process!n: 
facilities, However, in rec:en~ years, fUiht interdiction 
efforts by the Colombian and Peruvian air forces have 
forced traffickers to change their methods. As a result, 
traffickers have begun to rely inmasingly 01"1 river and 
land transport to move shipments of cocaine base 10 
staging sites in area! outside the traditional trafficker air 
rol,lIes. beyond me range of interdiction ai«:nft, 11"1 1996. 
traffickers continued to avoid air routes and 10 favor 
river transport of cocaine base. 

Colombia is ~oca~d in the northwest comer of Scuth 
America. with coasts on both the Pacific ~n and the 
Caribbean Sea. This location enables traffickers 10 
smuggle cocaine to the United States by a variety of 

routes..Moreover, traffickers tran.spOntId eoc.a.mc from 
South America from CQUntrle$ mbet than Colombia.. 
Brazil, Ecuador. and Venexuela. in particular. also have 
beoome significant cocaine UWlSlt sites, 

Traffic .hrough Melico 

A large part of the cocaine traffic between South 
America and the Unitd States was routed through 
Mexico by using.a number of routc$ and methods:. 

Traff$Ckcrs relied primmly on air and maritime 
transportation to move cocaine into Mexico from South 
America. Maritime activity included shipping 'cocaine 
from Colombia' S 'WC$tm1 eoast by bulk cargo ships or 
fishing vessels sailing from the Pen of Bucnavennna, 
following eastern Paclf;c routes to either Mexico or 
Central America. 

High·,peed "so-fas' boats," &'ightets, and fishing 
vessels sailed from Colombia's North Cout;. from the 
Porn of Cartagena or 8arranquiUa; from the Gulfs of 
Uraba or MorrosQwllo: Of from the Ouajira Plminsuia. 
Vessets wM c:oc:aine shipments to be transported 
through Mexico fo~ed ttOttbwcstcrly routes into the 
wtStttn Caribboan. en route to locations off the coast 
of Mexico's Yucatan Peninsula. whctt: the eoeaine 
shipments would ~ off~lo3dcd on shore. or transfem:d 
to Mexican vesse1s for delivery (0 shore. 

General aviation aircraft were used lOfJy eastetttPacific 
roUles to air..drop bales of cocaine into aouthern Mexico. 
In addition. general aviation ain:raft flying-from 
Colombia's North Coast landed andofl'-loaded in 
Mexico. Large cargo aircraft reportedly continued to 
deliver cocaine shlpments to Mexico. although such 
flights wen: much less frequCDI than in 1995. 

1,.KI, tbrovglr the Ca,lW.en 

Cocaine was smuggled thtough the Caribbean by air and 
suo often moved 11"1 the: db=tiOQ of Puerto Rico where 
it was repackaged and staged for direct shipment to 
major U.S. East Coast markets, Seaborne smuggling 
opcrat.ons consisted primarily of ,go-fasl boats that 
departed from Colombia's North Coast and Venezuela., 
typically clUT)'ing belween 800- and 1.200-lcilogram 
shipments of cocaine. Sailing and fi:dung vessels also 
were used. although to a more limited extent. These 
vessels departed the North Coast of Colombia. bug-Bed 
the Vcnewelan coast. and either pnx:ecded directly to 
Puerto Rico. the Dominican Republic. or Haiti, or kept 
dose to the coasts of the eastern Caribbean: islands 
until they reached their final destinations, Traveling up 
the island QaJns a!Jowed tr:affickers to blend with other 
vessel traffic. whk:h minimized opportunities for 
detection, Vem:ls sometimes off-loaded to locally 

Scum:: U.S. Ik'Punm..:nl of Ju.:tit;<:, 1)1'1.18 Ellli'm.:..'11l..:111 hUmin~tflltion. Tht NNICC Reporl1996' 11tltSupptvG/lUicil 
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boUt ()pal fiahiog boats.. known as Ycku. positioned: 
from 40 to 150 nautical m.i.1e; off the «laSt of Puerto 
Rico and dlC Dominican Republic, or in the Ueward 
lsluds. 1'be yoIas proee:ed#d to Puerto Rico and off. 
loaded cocalDC on Puetto Rieo'& east coast. 

Geuetal aviation ain::raft typically flew· from airstrips 
in c:astem Colombia's Vicbada Department. overflying 
V eoezuela on the way 10 delivery sites in the vicinity of 
the: ool1hern Lesser AntiUes.. the Virgin lslanOs. Pueno 
Rico. or the Domi1:Ucan RepubUc. Other aircraft flying 
from Colombia'. North Coast n:pOnedly air-dropped 
waterproOf bundles of cocaine in the vicinity of The 
Babamas. Airc1rops typiglly were made to waiting 
boat crews, who then delivered the cocaine to sborc. 
From staging points in the Caribbean. smugglers then 
delivered the: coeaine by sea to southern Florida. 

...... from SouIlI Ameri•• to the United S'a'.. 

In addition to srm:tggling along routes to the United 
States that sttcCched: througb Mexico and the 
Caribbean. traffickers transshipped cocaine from South 
A.mCrica to the UPitcd States IUing eommereial 
maritime catBo vessels. While such shipments often 
anived directly from Co1ombia in 1996. many loads 
also were trtI.nSshipped through third CQuntrics--1'JtOSt 
often Haiti, Mexico. and Panama. Traffickers also 
used commercial maritime cargo to move Cocalne 
from South America to European markets. In the first 
hatf of 1996. approximately 11 metric tons of cocaine 
were seized from commercial maritime vessels, with 
most seizures made in the Port of Miami. Most Qf Ihi$ 
antount was concealed in containerized cargo 
shipments of coffee or fumi~utc:. 

iraffickcts abo used commercial air (:if{ro flights to 
smuggle <:ocaine directly to the United States: mosl 
often these air carBO shipments were off~ioadcd in 
Miami .and New York, The lar8"c$! of these shipments 
normally were concealed in CJJ.rgo aboard legitimate 
commercial cargo flights. and usually arrived in tnt 
United StalC5: from Panama or dirccliy from Soulh 
America. 

T.0II1••109 Method, 

Traffickers concealed rnultiton shipments of cocainc 
within commercial maritime carBo carried by 
legitimate shipping services from South Amcrica into 
the United States. In addition to coneea!ing the 
shipments of cocaine within maritime cario. 
traffickers frequently anernpted to circumvent 
inspeaion by altering shipping documents at 
intennediate transshipment points, and by using 
counterfeit custom$" seals. 

As in pn::Vlous: years. traffickers used • varietY of 
concealment rnetbods to ship coeait\e within tnaridme 
cargo. In some. instances. cocaine was secn::tc:d within 
container walls or floors,. as was the ease with over 660 
ki1ogrmn5 of cocaine diSCOvered in July in the floor of a 
container of plantains that amvcd in Miami from 
Ecuador, CocaiDe also was placed within boxes or bags 
COmminalcd with leg~timate cargo. In August, 2.7 meuic 
tOI1$ of cocaine were fOlled in 64 canvas bags placed in a 
kontaincr shipment of c.offee beans imported into 
Mi.ari:U from Colombia. In other instances. cocaine was 
conc:ealed within oomp.arnnents in legitimate CIUJO. For 
t);ample, in February, U.s. Customs Service (USCS) 
inspecton at Pon Ever,)ade$. florida, discovered 95 
kilograms of cocaine concealed within three aluminum 
ingou, 1n September. customs jns.pectorS at the Pon of 
GalvCSlOl:l. Texas. d1$Covcrcd 1.1 tMt:rn: tons of coca;ne 
co~ in a large roller used in paper manufacruring 
en roUte from Cartagena. Colombia. to Houst'On. Tc~, 

Bulk cargo ships frequently were used to smuggle 
cocaine to staging: Sites in the western Caribbean-Gulf of 
Mexico area. 1bese ves$f!l$ typieally were 15().. 10 2S()'" 
fOOl coutaJ fnri,hten that tarried an average cocaine 
load o.{ approxim.ately 2.5 metric tons. The most 
eommon storase iocations for cocaine were bidden 
compartments within fuei or ballast tanks. Modifications 
some:timc$ were madc to the structun! of the vessel, 
which made access to hidden COmpa:rtmetlfS impo$Slble 
without Uterally tearing the vC$sel apart. Additionally. 
compartments in some cues were mounted on the 
exterior of the ships; this was the case with Ii cargo vessel 
that arrived in July in Bridgeport. Connecticut. from 
Turbo, Colombia, uses inspectors and thf: Connecticut 
State Police discovered a 's'foot scaled metal tube 
attached to the underside of the vessel; the rubc. contained 
40 kilograms of cocaine. 

Commercial fishing vC$SCls also Vo'Cfe used for 
smQggling operations. Fishing vessels were weU~suiled 
for mother ship operationS because they typically had 
capacitiC$ fot large lihipments and were equipped with 
sophisticated navigation and communication inmumenl$, 
Consequently. they did not require refitting that would 
indicate the vessels' roles in smngglin, OpCnuons. 
Fishing ...e~scls a)so were able 10 stay at sea for long 
periods and travel long distances. Additionally. fishing 
vessels were dlfflCull to monitor Mld tight-knit fisbitl:g 
communitiC$ made infiltration by drug law enforcement 
authorities difficult. In addition to the above factors, 
fishing vessels were able to blend into the local 
surroundinBs. The use of f!ShinB veuels for trafficking 
operations was demonstrated in October 1996, when 
Ecuadorian authorities at the Port of Esmeraldas seized 
nearly 7 mettic rons of coc:ainc di$t;:overed aboard the 
(l$hjng ve.sse' Dolt Celso. 
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Nonoommereisl maritime vessels used by traffickers 
tended. to be locally available vessels: that could blend 
mto the local suttoundinp. In areas with a high volwne 
of recreational traffic, smuuJers used the sa.rne types- of 
boats as the local population. such as go-fast boats and 
VD/as. Additionally. SlIlugglers opemted during 
~kends and at other times of peak boating activity 10 

blend in with local traffic. 

Smugglers alao made attempts to avoid detection by 
operating at night without Illwigation lights, Smugglers 
re(;eived off-lQ\\ds during at-sea transfers from mother 
ships that arrived from source countries, and then 
landed with the cocaine at marinas. isolated inlets. bays. 
bayous. beaches, or other areas that would hinder 
surveillance. J...anding site& typica1ly were located near 
major roads that connected to Interstate IUghway 
systems, thus providing smugglm with easy ac:eU! to 
escape routes. 

There often was little effort made: to conceal cocaine 
shipments tnln$ported by noncommercial maritime 
vessels, either because the c0C3ine had just been 
retrieved after airdrops and the boat crews had 00 

opportUnity to attempt concealment, or because the 
vessels simply were too small to provide much 
concealment, 

Maritime craft known as low-profile vessels (LPVs) also 
were used to smoggle cocaine to Pueno Rico. LPVs are 
small. sleek vessels that ride low in the water and often 
have light gray camouflage paint sc:he:roes-all factors 
thai make LP'Vs difficult to spOt at sea al distances of 
over LS nautic~J miles. 

Aircraft were used to transpon cocaine from South 
America both to $!aging sites in Mexico. PUf!rto Rico, 
elsewhere in the Caribbean, and, on occasion. directly 
to the Uni(ed States, Aircraft used in fliShtS to Mexico 
and the Caribbean most commonly ~e dual-engine. 
generaJ aviation aircraft. Transportation directly from 
South Amenca to the United Slates. on the other ha'Od. 
was typically accomplished by aIrliner. wilh lhe cO<'aine 
conC(':alt'd in either airfreight cargo or courier lug~a~e, 
uses inspectors at Miami international Airport 
uncovered a number of such shipment anempts in l~%. 
For example. in February, 91 kilogrartl$ of cocaine wel'(: 
discovered in four rolls of injection molding In.t 
arri .... ed on a cargo flight from Medellin, Colombia, 
Also In February. 149 kilograms of CocaiM were (ound 
in unclaimed luggage that arrived from Colombia. Less 
frequently, cocaine was concealed within the airliner by 
personnel with access to the 3lrcraft. For example. in 
Mat<:h. mechanics working on electronic components in 
,a Boeing 757 al Mi.ami International Airport discovered 
30 kilograms of cocaine: hidden behind overhead and 
side panels in the aircraft's cockpit. 

Sm•••11IIg IaIo III. United _ 

Cocaine shipments tml1sp<med through Mexico or 
Central America generalJy were moved overland to 
staging sites in northern Mex.ico. although intelligence 
suggests a substantial amount of cocaine also was 

.. moved to the border area by aircraft. At these Staging 
sites, the cocaine was broken down into smaJier loads 
for smuggling aeross the U.S.-Mexican herder. 

The pritnary eocajnc: impOnatIon points within the 
United States were in Arizona. southern CaJifornia. 
southctn Florida, and Texas. Typi¢ally.land vehicles 
were driven across the Southwest border. and then either 
left in parking lots or driven directly to stonge siles in 
the United States. One such storage site was discovered 
in December 1996. when Ii laid on a Tucson. Arizona. 
residence led to the seiZUR' of over 5 metrie tens of 
cocaine. Other $tQl'age sites WlCOVCred duriog 1996 
induded a Houston residence where 1 Ai metric tons of 
cocaine were seized in August; an EI Paso residence 
where 884 kilograms were seized in Septemba; and a 
Los Angeles storage busiM$s where 750 ki10grams of 
cocaine weRl seized in November, 

Colombian organizations relied on Mexican groups 
based in such locations as Guadalajara, Matamoros, 
SinaiQa, and Tijuana to convey their cocaine: into the 
United States. Mexican trafficking groups have 
established tbemseives as land transportation specialists 
for smuggling drugs across the Southwest bonier, 
Frequently. rhesc trafficking organizations were 
compri$Cd of pol)'drug smugglers who tmnspOJ1ed 
marijuana. methamphetamine, and htroin in addition to 
cocaine. When openltini on behalf of the Colombians, 
these Mexican groups maintained conU'ol of drug 
shipments Wltil the CfOSS.oborder movcmettt was 
completed and deli~ was made to Colomhian drug 
mafia distribution cells operating in the United StattS, 
Howtver. in 19%, with greater frequency, Mexican 
groups also transported C()Caine obtained in payment for 
their services. Since the ¢lifty 1990s, these groups based 
in Mexico often demanded upwards of50 percent of the 
Colombian cocaine shipments as payment. In 1996, the 
Mexican trafficktrs purchased eocaine directly from the 
Colombians to transpon to Mexiean controlled 
distribution networks in the United Statts (see textbox 
on page 6) 

. i)'pically, CTO$S~bordf:r cocaine shipments were 
smuggled across the 1J.S.~Mexican border in concealed 
companm.enu within cars. tru<:ks. and reereation 
vehicles, as well as hidden in legitimate: tractor-trailer 
cargo. Using this method, traffIckers were: able to take 
advantage of tbe tremendous numbers of people .and 

Source: u.s. Depanm.::m of Ju!'\io.::. Dru! ErtfofC.:tII¢1); Administration. Th$ NNJCC RtpOf1 1996: nIt SlIPPiy of/Ilieil 
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-trade. By ihe::mid..1990$1' these Mexico-based drug traNpotttrtion groups were 
~ 'Up"tC'SO p.~~anf-Of tho cotombion coeolne'they moved a. poyrncttrt' far a 
IU"''''Nr~... operafi';~'·· iho Cali ..._ ..rtalnly ,""I!zed f!,at by 
....Inquishing -o .. portion' of ..~,.t.»col~_~iptnent to hir c.aoeiotes frotn Mcucito they 
we,._a~:l:Oding··~ c:omdponding ~fof the U.s. wholesale cocaine'market. Both 
sideI ~, .~~ that thls .~rm;ay eliminated the -wlnerabnitifll" ond cotnplox 
logistics -~ated with turP.coth troiwoctiont. N' <! fe$Vlt of this ~~.mentj 
_...... operafin; !rom _ """';'nod an _g.ptopomon.:of wholesole 
cocaine cflStribution throughout the Western ond midwortem Unitad StOtu in 1996. 

During 1M earfy 1990.. the IUbontinato ret. of Me:dCGn drva tn::II'lSportgtion gf'OwPf 
..... hlgbroglmod by o,..nmon FOXJiUmlZORRO I, • """,blned dnJg low • __ 
-""n-<:OI!Iptbod ·of·_ !rom DeA.. .fBI. and. ather fodetool•. _. and Iocol 
ouen~: 'identffiiHt M.dcon trri~rtofioft "roUP; ;:_ -·IU~_ to 
Cotombion' ·'wbo1o:salo distribution coils. - ;, ~.. ,,:, 

, 

In ,.,., 1996._. $Ioho, ond 1-' _ ... ~ily _plated. unique O'llanizod ... 
Crim. Drua Enfol'C'tUTH!lnt ToK Forc:o operotion cocJe..namod ZOllO II. Thli im""!gellion 
was port of tt. _Southwest Border InitiatiYe~ one of the Depat'tl"Mlnt cf Justice". priority drug 
Jorw enforcement programs that Ia~ criminal 0f'0UPI operating otonO the border by 
attoeking fl'wrir command end control infra:smJdunll. ZC?RRO ',II torgetad a coc:aine 
_slin; and disiribullon .""'" headed by Colo""""" _. ond • po",llel. ,: ' 
organimtian operatfftO from Mtatko. Moft importantly. the irWeStlgc1ion f1tY'8O\ttd that this ' 
Mexicon orgoniud crime oroup inctealin;lr WOJ lnvoNod in diJfribllting oocom.. in the.' . 
Uniied Stotes on CJ wholesale boJi$. 

Colombian traffieb,. now conttol wholesQl. 1M c:om1ll't didributiQn throughout the 
heovily-populatod north4tO.... m United StoM end olong tM ecmom IOUboanf in cities 
such os Bostonz Miotni. N&work. Naw York City. and Philadelphia. ~.r, Medcxm 
traffieke,. ~ 0 wbttantial proportion of wholuol. cccoina distribution throughout 
tn. -western and mb:lwutetn United Statet. Dimibution of multitan quamm" of . 
caccine once dominated by the Coli drug groups is nOW' controlled by trafficking 
group. bCB6d in Mexico but engaged in eoecine distribution in .uch U.s. ~ as 
Chlccvo. Oullen, Denver, Houston, Lot Ang.ru. Phoenix. San Diego, Son Francia; 
ond Seattle. 

tn the early 1990s when dole Mmccn otgoniHd crime 'grouP' were expanding their rol. 
os cocaine tnJnsporter1 and whololU\d. level dlstn"butoni, moct of th.ir U.s. boted 
commend and c::cnrttoI operatioN ..,. locoted in ~ Colifornio. tn 19961 

Chlc:ogo wcu: the command and control cem.r for theb- cocaine operations throughout 
the United $totes. Muieon cDCOlne f1'Officbn in Chcgo contTDUtod the cocaine 
shipments from -tn. time th"l' wet1l mwggled ocrou tho bonier until they were 
distributed to tncrkett ceron tho CDUntry. 

SoI.tfC¢: U.S. Dcp.urtnh:!ll of Jusu..:..:. Drug En(or..:,;m.:1lI Adrnmistnlljoll. The NNJCC RtP<Hf J1}96: The Sltppiy o{llliCit 
Dnlgs to ,h, UllilM :;ff!le.~. Au,u!t. 1997. 



vehicles crossing the Southwest border,· These cocaine 
shipments typically consisted of 20-> to So. kilogram 
loads·in concealed eompartments. primarily UIIder floors 
and in gas tanks of passenger cars. pickup trucks. and 
vans. Larger quantities, however, have been seized, in 
Mareh. for example, 420 kilograms ofcocaine were 
found in the rear ~t area of a car crossing: the U.S~ 
Mexican border at 1be Calexico, California, port of 
entry. Traffickers also moved cocaine across the borders 
in ttuw. with the coeaine eomming1ed with perishable 
items such ... _ fish Of p!OOuce. In April 1996, 
uses inspectors at the Colombia Intmlational Bridge, 
in Webb Count)'. TC'xas, discovered OVet 1 metric ton of 
t:ocalne in the false :::eUing of8 tractOT~traHer that 
entered the United States from Mexico through Laredo, 
Texas, And in an October ease, uses inspectors at the 
Mariposa Cargo Facility in Nogales. Arl2on.a. 
discovered 431 kilograms of tocaine conctlaled within 
the waHs of a traetoNntiler mmsponing a shipment of 
squash. 

Cocaine also was carried at1'Q$$ the U.S.~Mexiean border 
by ~uriers known as '''mules,'' who crossed into the 
United StateS either lep11y through Southwest border 
ports of -entry, or illegally through undesignated points 
along the border. The mules. typieally carried small. 
kilogram quantities of cocaine, thus minimizing the loss 
in the event they were stopp<:d and searched. 

[n onkr to avoid interdiction, traffickers monirored drug 
law enforcenuml.activity along the U.S.-Mexican border 
using rophisticated surveillance and 
countersUlYcillance equipment. such as high~powtred 
video recorders: Traffickers \lSed radiOS 'with computer
controlled frequencies 10 make monitoring difficult. To 
escon cocaine shipmems across the border. traffickers 
hired armro scouts. who increasingly have re~o!led 10 
violence 10 evade U.S. border offieiOlils, 

Thefe was limited smunting of cocaine into thC' United 
Stales by g.eneral _... iation aircraft. The operation of 
ground radars and land-based aerostat radar systems 
along the U.S. Southwest border had made such 
oprnltions tatt. The threat ofcross-border air 
smugglmg was greatest in the Arizona and New Mexico 
area, where the temin was conducive to anempis by 
pilots to evade radar detection. In 1996. several 
smuggling anemplS by general aviation aircraft wert 
delecled. On July 23, authorilies deteeted an apparenl 
anempttd airdrop ntar hon MOI,ll1~in, California. 
Me);iC'an authorities reportedly seized i 7? kilosrams of 
cocaine after tnt aircraft abanoont!d the airdrop ancmpt 
and returned to MS{f:dalena, Sonora. where it crashed 00 

b:h ~'eI:'. 1J:! rmlllOf1 people. 84 miUlon ~ and :!.! mi!!101'1 
tnloo ~ ~ 2.<lXl.mik U.sA.~elf.ican borOef " 38 pon:. of 
~I!). manned by ollly 2.000 CI.I$IQlnS lnspectOn, 

In 1996, Inct'OCJIed drug law cmfo~ 
actMty in __ond at ".... of entfy 

~ly _Itod in _ """'IIlIling 

odMty thro.gh privately _ ....th.. 
Hi ~ l'\1l1I1 OlWft sum 0$ in'!oile 
Po~ Tao,. IteportacUy. thetO ronc.h.. 
were 1>Opulor with trvfficbn becaUIO of 
their' rflmote' 'loc:otion,/ 'for. from 
immigration checlc:points.· In 'odditio"t the 
ranches lII.olly had ....bl~hod Iroilt lIIo! 
led to I'<"'Od """", whe.. a><aino loadt 
could be '"'~ '" """ides lor _oil 
hnsport. In~. Mtderal ond Stcmt 
low enlon::ement ~ inuec:ded tfwir 
preunu in Ih. Eogl,e Po., GreG and 
initiated 2....nOU.f patrots. ' " 

a highway. On August 6, U.S. authorities seized 200 
kilograms- ofcocaine after airdrops near Desert Center. 
California. After making the drops. the aircraft was 
tracked to an area JOWl of Punta Penasco. Sonora: 

Puerto Rieo rtmained a major transit point in the 
Caribbean for U.S, destined cocaine shipments. Also in 
1996. increased seizures and intelligence reportS 

pointed to a renew~ interest by uaffiekers to $muggle 
cocaine into tbe United SWtes through Florida. 
Seizures ofcocaine from commercial and 
noncommercial vessels in FIQrida. intelligence reportS 
on noncommercial vessels destined for Florida. and 
known movemen.$ gomg into The Bahamas suggested 
.hat int:reased quantities ofcocaine were being 
transported by vessel to Florida, Increased drug law 
enforcement pressure on both sides oftht U.S.wMextcan 
border may have prompted traffickers to diversify their 
trafficking routes to the United Stales, 

Caribbean-routed cocaine shipments also were 
smuggled into the United States through the Gulf of 
Mexico. The proximity of the U.s. GutfCout to 
Mexico and Colnmbia. and the presence in the ~gion of 
many undeveloped waterways. bayous. and inaccessible 
coastal areas made t.he region an atttaetive entry point 
into the United SWes, Cocaine was delivered 10 the: 
region by go.-fasts tljat typiea11y off-loaded along the 
Caribbean side of Mexico'$ Yucatan Peninsula. in the 
.reas of Ban cos Chinchorro, Cancun.1s1a Mujeres, and 
Cozu.mel. From these ateas. shipments were transported 
by land. air. or maritime conveyances along various 
routes. 
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Fishing VU$CIs ptemtted 8. subswuial smuggling 
threat.,. while Mexican s:bark boats' were suspected of 
smuggling activity. In one incident that may have 
involved shark boats. on February 15, Federal and local 
authorities in Cameron County. Texas, converged on a 
beacb at Andy Bowie Park. near South Padre Island, 
immediately after a ship-.to-shore transfer ofdrugs by 
several boats. Authorities seized 336 kilograms of 
cocaine and 755 kilograms of marijuana. arrested three 
suspects., and confiscated two vehicles. 

IntCliiSenct indicated South American traffickers used 
commercial maritime cargo as tbeit prirnaty means to 
ttanS$hip rnultiton loads of cocaine into the U.S. Wen 
Coast. The majority oftbe shipments originated from 
South American source countries and were tT3J1SShipped 
through Central America and Mexico, Traffickers 
employed private maritime vessels to $tnUggle cocaine 
throughout the Pacific region.. 

On the U.S. Pacific coast. Southern California had the 
greatest likelihood of being exploited for 
noncommercial maritime smuggling, due to the large 
vclnnu! of pleasure mtft activity in and around Los 
Angeles and San Diego. as well as the &rea'" proximity 
to Mexico. The central California coast likewise posed 
a threat., due to both the large amount of pleasun: craft 
activity into which traffu::kers can blend, and the many 
small bays. bidden coves. inlets., and remote beaches 
that served as delivery sitts. 

DlsIJIDutkm ,. ,fie Ualled '101M 

Wholesale cocaine distribution wjthin tbe United 
States ~ontinued to be controlled primarily by the Cali 
drug mafia. which had sophisticate<! lU\d highly 
compamncntaJized methods of operalion and 
operational cells in many U"S. cities, Cell managers. 
opm.ing independently of other cells. received their 
orders directly from Colombia. ColombIan traffiCkers 
distri~uted multihundred~ aod mu!tllhou$3.nd4:.iIQgram 
quan1Jlies of cocaine. primarily from Houston, Los 
Angeles, Miami, and New York City. The Cali drug 
mafia controlled most of the cocaine broughl into NC'h' 
York City. shipping the drug from staging sites in 
California, Florida. and Texas. Cocaine supplied by 
smugglm operating from Mex.ico was t>t:mporarily 
Mored a1 :Staging "Sitts in the SQuthwesl. 

Proceeds from the sales ofcocaine: were conected from 
ci1ies and towns allover the country and consolidated 
in several cities for collection and, incrusingly. for 
direct transfer to Colombia. The primary collection 

.. SlIarit booru ve open IiUlin, vesseh. .ppro~ilNltly 2S!«t il'lletlgth. 
witll fiberJlti5 hulll and outbouQ eI'1i!ln¢tof ISO ~rr or 
I~, ac:~auu oftbcir spend wi mlmnlvmbility.lllcse bom ollel'l 
*Ie 4ble to ~ u.s. Cout Ou.ard (USCG) Jllipulvntl8 inlmil¢'lwn 
C!X'nltll:m:. 

points were located in HQUSton. Los Angeles. Miami, 
and New Yetil; City. 

While Colombian criminals still dominated the U.S. 
wholesale market. groups from Mexico also played a 
role in cocaine distribution. As already noted, the 
Colombian drug mafias often employed transportation 
groups based in Mexico to $muggle cocaine through 
Mexico into the United States. &cause the Colombians 
frequently paid these Mexican transportation 
organizations. for their SCl"VlceS with a percentage of the 
cocaine shipmmts, they have enabled the groups 
controlled from Mexico to become wholesale 
distributors of cocaine within the United Stnes, (see 
textbox on page 6) 

From the main distribution points, cocaine was 
t:ransported tQ markets throughout the United 5181e5 
through the use of commercial and private vehicles. 
including trains, buses, airlines, and the postal service. 
U.S. drug law enforcement authorities frequently 
encoUfltered $llW.ggiing operations that Involved 
concealed compartments within vehicles.. such as 
campers. rectUtional vehitles. truCks, and vans, 
Smuggling cocaine in concealed compartments WM 

demonstrated by a number ofseizures made across the 
United States in 1996. fur example, in April poli<:e in 
Memphis. Tennessee. seized 195 kilograms ofcocaine 
that had been secreted in electrOnically controlled ttap$ 

in the floorofa van en route from Dallas to New York 
City. And in February, Ulinoi:s State Police in laSalle 
seized 126 kilograms of l;t)Caine found in the floor ofa 
motor home en route from Los Angeles to Staten Island. 
New York. In March., U,S, Border Patrol agents in 
Amarillo. Texas, diseovered 122 kilograms of cocaine 
m the ceiling ofa motor home en route from Austin. 
Texas. to Chicago. In tlthtreas.es, atttmpts at 
oontealment were eitlu:r less elaborate or even 
nonexistent In a February seizure: made by polk; in 
Shelby County, Tennessee, over 240 kilograms of 
cocaine were: found in luggage in the rear of a van being 
driven from Dallas to New York City, In Houston. 1.28 
metric tons ofcocaine were seized in January from a 
truck destined for New York City. and 845 kilograms 
were seized in August from a tractoHnuler en route to 
Cbicago, 

At the retaill<ve1. di"nb\.ltion was controlled by $ 

variety of highly ethnocentric criminal groups. In major 
U.S. cities. organized groups ofCuban, Jamaican. and 
Mexican criminal$, as well as African~American and 
Dominican gangs. dominated the retail marbt The 
Crips. Bloods. and Dominican gangs, as weU as 
Jamaican posses, were responsible primarily for 
widesprud cocaine and crack c0C8ine~related violence. 
The migrauon or gang and posse membm;to- smaller 
U.S, cities and rural areas resulted in increases: in drug~ 
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rehttrd homicides, anned robberies. and JUaUlts in 
those areas. 

IlEYELOPMEIfIS III NOITH AD CEItTIAL AMEIICA 

In 1996. Canada continued to serve as both II 
destination l'U'ld a transshipment point for cocaine, 
Canadian authorities ~liminari[y reported the seiZtn 
ofover I metric ton of cocaine in J9%, cOmpared to 1.S 
metric tons in 1995, Cocaine was smuggled into me 
country by a variety of methods. Several substantial 
sei:rures were made from maritime vessels arriving -from 
Sonth America. For ~ample. in June approximately 
400 kilograms ofcocaine wt:re seized from a cargo 
consignment ofcookware imported into Vancouver 
from Colombia. Other shipments Slrived by air. ThIs 
was the C3$C with a number ofairfreight shipments. such 
as the 52 kilograms of cocaine smuggled into 
Montreal's MirabellntmJational Airport from 
Barcelona. Spain. in February, and 62 kilograms of 
cocaine smuggled into Toronto lntcrnaliona! Airpon 
from. Trinidad in AUgust. A mQff: unusual airborne 
delivery occum:d In 8q)tember, when SIO kilograms of 
cocaine were air..dropped iruo a lake near Clava. 
Q~. nom B Cessna Caravan aiTa:1ift thal had flown 
nonstop from Guajira. Colombia. 

Canadian officlals btlieved that at least 70 percent of 
the cocaine smuggled into Canada 'W8S destined for the 
United States. Smuggling to the United SUl1e$ through 
Canada was facilitated by the vast, remote land border 
betwun the two oountries. as well as by the extensive 
waterways along the border. These geographic fae.o~ 
also made detectioh of cross~horder SMuggling difficult.-
By. the same token. these geographic factors also 
enabled rraffid::ers to smuggle cocaine from the United 
Slates imo Canada. Several seizures in 1996 were 
indicauvc of this nonhward flow of cocaine. For 
example, in July. 400 kilograms ofeocai~ were seized 
from a container shipment of liquid soap imported into 
TOfOniO from Manta. Ecuador, by way o(Phiiadelphia, 
AnOlher shipmen! of212 kilogmIDs of cocaine wa~ 
seized by uses inspectors at the Port of Newark from a 
container $hipment ofcoffee beans desllMd for 
Montreal, And in November. Arkansas Stale Polict 
seized 175 kilograms of cocaine secreted in hidden 
compartmentS in a flatbed truck destined for Canada. 

Medco continued to be tht' primary tnmsshipmenl 
poinl for cocaine destined for tbe United States. 
Mtx!can authotitits seiud 2),6 metric tons of cocaine 
in IQ%. compartd to 22 metric Ions tn 1995. The vaSI 
butk of the C()caine smuggled through Mexico 
oriGinated in Colombia. 

Four major Mexico-based drug mafias contruUed drug 
smuggUng throughout Mexico and along.the U.S.

Mexican border. The most pOwerful group is based in 
Ciudad Juarez,. Chihuahua., ana. is headed by Amado 
Carrillt>-Fuentes. the mOSllmportant figure in Mexico's 
trafficking hiemchy, 

The second most powerful group. headed by brothers 
Benjamin and Ramon AreUano-Felix. is based in 
Tijuana, For years, the A.reIIJmo..Felix brotbm have 
eluded a.rrest, while a third bhrther. Francisco. remains 

. in prison, The power and ruthlessness of the AleHam:;.. 
Felix brothers were demOOstrated vividly in 1996. when 
sources linked the organization to tbe assassination ofa 
number of active orretired Tijuana drug law 
enforcement officials.. 

A third drug mafla. headed by Miguel Cam-Qumtero 
and based in the northern State ofSooorn, reponedly 
was: associated closely with the Arellant>-Felix 
organization, This polydrug organization was active in 
northwt$tt:m Mexico smuggling cocaine. marijuana, 
and heroin across the border into the United States. 
Cross~border smuggling acrivity also reportedly 
involved smuuling: arms into Mexico from ti1e United 
StateS. 

Mexico's fourth major drug mafia. based on the Gulf of 
Melito in Matamoros. Tamauiipas State. was headed 
until 1996 by Juan Garcia-Abrego, However, he was 
arrt:Sted in January 1996 by Mexican authorities in 
Nuevo Leon, and expelled 10 HoustOn. Texas. In 
Houston, Garcia--Amgo was tried and convicted on 22 
countS of drug trafficking, money laundering, and 
operating a continuing -trimmaJ enterprise. He tec:eived 
a sentence of 11 oonsewtive life terms in prison and 
was fined $128 million. Garcia~Abn:go's arrest and 
corwiclion, unfortunately. had little ti'fect on cocaine 
trafficking into the United States. as elemenls of his 
organization mnajned intact. Moreover. any reo.oction 
in territory and influence suffered by the Garcia~Abrego 
organization was balanced by an incrca$e in the power 
of thc rival Carrillt>-Fuentes organization. 

In 11}Q6, Colombian traffickers dehvered cocaine to 
Mexico using a variety of met,hods. Smuggling by 
aircraft eontinued, allhough the use Qf c:ar,g1} jet and 
passenger jet aircraft for multiton $TI'Iuggling ventures 
rtponedly was 1m common than in previous years. 
SeIzures of cocaine shipments transpOned to Mexico by 
aircraft included the March seizures of428 kilograms of 
cocaine dtliven:d to Mexicali. Baja Califomia Norte 
Stale. by a Cessna 210 aircraft. and of7oo kilograms 
delivered to Vetacruz State by a BccchCTaft Queen Air. 
In June, an even larger quamity was seized by 
authorities on Mexico's west coaSt. Authorities in that 
CII.$C seized apprUt;itMtely I metric ton of cocaine 
delivertd to the Lake Chaeahua area of Oaxaca State bv 
a Beethcraft SIIpCr King Air, This seizure, in tum. was' 
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I.vcnhadoWed in Nov_, when ••Ihorine, in 
~rinidad. Sinaloa State, seized a Gulf Stream Jaircraft 
and IJIJ:iro:dm.ately 1.6 metric tollS of coc:aine,

I 
Colombian trafficttrs also continued to use maritime 
~esselS to smuggle cocaine into Mexico, F~ example, 
two seizures made durinJ February at the Port of 
'Alt.arnira in T mau1ipas yielded ()VCr 1 metric con of 
cocaine. In one of the seizun:s. authorities found 600 
kilograms in the false bottom ofa shipping container of 
bathroom fix~ that arrived from BuenavC1lrura, 
Colombia. In the other case. over 400 kilograms were 
found in a container shipment of polypropylene fabric 
from Cartagena, Colombia. An even larger quantity o,)f 
~nc: was teized in October. when authoriticlj: 
~isco~ 1.2 metric tons of cocaine in a container 
shipment of pipes imported into the POrt of Salinas 

r"""Oaxaca. from Guayaquil, Ecuador. 

While traffickers relied primarily on atr and maritime 
~rtation"to move cocaine into Me~ieo 1Tom South 
America. they relied on land transportation to move 
k>caine from Central America: into Mexico and from 
Mexico into the United States, A major route for 
cocaine traffic is the Pan-American Highway. which 
htends through Central America. Tractor-trailers were 
the preferred method oftranSpor! f()( larse load$. white 
smaller ..'chicles with false compartments moved smaHer 
quantities. Examples of significant seizures from land 
vehicles included tM seizure in March of 658 
~lograms of cOC<1ine made at a checkpoint between 
90mez Palacios. Durango, and Jimenez. Chihuahua. 
The eocaiue was discovered in false ceilings in twO· ,ttactor~ trailers en route from Torreo, Coahuila. to Villa 
Aldama, Chihuahua" In April. amhorilies at a 
~hec~poim between San Luis Rio Colorado. Sonora. 
:nd Mexieali. Baja CaHfomia None. seized 818 
kilograms of cocaine from a false ceiljng in a tn'Ictor
~ailet en route from Quac:bJajara. Jalisco. to Mexicaii. 
~lso in April. Federal police al a highway checkpoint in 
Cbihuahua seized 561 kilograms of cOC<1ine hidden in· .~wo 'tuddoads of plantaIns en route from Tabasco 10 E1 
Pa~. T("as" The year's iargesl seizure from a land 
~ehich::" however. took place in September, wheo 
~uthorities in C'udad Victoria. Tamaulipas. discovered 
~ metric tons of eocaine after $toppln~ a truck en rO\llf 

from the pon city ofTampico. in southern Tamaullpat.. •to the northem T amao!ipas city of Reynosa.

I 
I.n anofher nOlel.\'Onhy drug law enforcement event. 
Mexican military authorities in December seized a 
locaine Hel conversion laboratory discove~d in the 
desen near Hermosillo. Sonora. The laboratory was a •pennanent Structure. complete with stoves. plumbing, 
and bunks for 40' worker'$. Authorities believed that an 
~bandoned ice factory served as a chemical storage 
facility for the laboratory. Aumorilies estimated 1.$ 

met.ric tons of cocaine aheady may luIve been produced 
at this laboratory. whkh. was the most sophisticated 
cocaine production facility ever seized in Mexico. The 
laboratory appeared to represent a move by a Mexican 
trafficking organization to expand into the production 
pbase of cocaine tnlffieking. A large..scale shift to 
cocaine production by Mextcan traffickers. however. 
re.mains unlikely, given the merion $UCh a move would 
cause: between the Mc:xieans and the Colombian drug 
maftaS that control most ('fthe cocaine moved by the 
Mexicans, 

Traffu:km. continued to tranSShip coeaim through 
Belize by airdrop and maritime vessel for further 
transshiptnem to the United States. either directly or 
through Mexico. Jamaica. or the Cayman Islands. The 
country's 37O-miie coaWine, loo.ptus wunomtored 
airstrips. and 2' deep-water ports made Belize 
particularly acctUible to traffickcn. The tota1 quantity 
of cocaine sCized in Belize in 1996 amounted to 
ltppRmimately 440 kilograms, a decrease from 840 
kilograms seized in 1995. The 1995 figure, however. 
included one unusually large seizure of -636 kilograms 
of cocaine in January. The most signiftcant.seizure in 
Belize in 1996 took place in May in Canagena when 
authorities found 364 kilograms ofcocame aboard a 
Cessna Crusader ai:rcraft that had been tracked from 
Honduras, through Mexico, and into Belize, In 
addition, in January. 1.4 metric tons of cocaine were 
seized approximately 100 miles caSt ofAmbergris Cay. 
Beli1e. 

Costa Rka has a tmal of800 mites of coastline on the 
Caribbean Sea and the Pacific Ocean, and. therefore, is 
accessible to pleasure: boats and fishing vessels: sailing 
from Colombia along both Caribbean and Padftc routes. 
Additionally. the country is easily aceessible by land 
from Panama, another known transshipment nation. and 
by ajr wilh 200 untnonitQltd airstrips. These factors. 
combined with the country's proximity to Colombia, 
made Costa Rica a convenient staging point for 
traffickers operating out of Colombia. Cocaine seizures 
reflected this assessment since ltPPn»Oimately 2. metric 
tons of cocaine were seiz;ed in 1996, a huge increase 
over412 kilograms in I99'S. In fact. the 1995 seizure 
total was surpassed in one November 1996 operation, 
when autboriti¢s in Limon seized 64S kilograms of 
<(!Caine being readied for transport to Miami ana New 
York City in containerized shipments of agricultural 
products. In 1996. other significant seizures included 
the J$1luMy seizure of 122 kilograms: of cocaine on 
southern Costa Rica's Osa Peninsu1a, and the March 
liiCizurt of 150 kilograms of cocaine at the Paso Canoas 
pon of entry on the Costa Rican'Panamanian border. . 

In Et Salvador. authorities seized 100 kilograms of 
cocaine in 1996. an increase from 75 kilograms in 1995. 
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Traffic through El Salvador was facilitated by links 
between Salvadoran ctimi.nais and members ofdrug 
tmfficking orpnizations in Colombia. Guatemala, 
Honduras, Mexico, Niearagua. Panama, and the United 
States. Drug traffickers moved cocaine through El 
SaJ_rprinw'i1y by land and .... Tnlfliclten; 
reportedly smuggled coeainc in eonnnerclal ~tilm 
cargo through the southern Port of Acajutla. wbich is 
connected by • higlrwlY system to three crossing points 
onthe~anborder. TractoNrlt.i1ers 
wm u,sed mainly to smuggle cocaine into Guatemala 
for eventual delivery in Mexico. traffickers also 
smuggled cocaine into EI Salvador by aircmft. albeit to 
a lesser extent Uncontrolled airsttips in the San Miguel 
and La Union Depamnentt, near the Pan-American 
Highway, provided convenient transshipment points for 
traffickers smuggling by general aviation aircraft, 
Additionally. coelint reponedly was aiNlropped into 
W.ater$ offEt Salvador's Pacific coast Cocaine 
delivered in this manner was then transpOrted northward 
by maritime vessels operating out of the small 
Salvadoran fishing port ofLa Libcrtad. 

In GuateIHI •• trafficking organizations transported 
shipments of cocame northward through Central 
America into MCAteo, Traffickers received larg<! 
cocaine deliveries by both air and sea. which they then 
brok:e down into smaller pOttions for ov~land 
movement, This movetmlnt usually was accomphshed 
in tractoNrailm Of in commercial maritim~ cargo. In 
1996. authorities seized approximately 4 metric tons of 
cocaine. an inc~ase from I metric ton in 1995. Of the 
1996 amount, authorities $eizcd 1.2 melric tons in 
August. aller a delivery from.a 30-foo: fishing boat off 
the coast of Puina Manabique. An addilional metric ton 
was seized in November from a tractor-miler in Santa 
Luda Cotzwnalguapa. Eseuintla Depanmenl, Other 
cocaine seizures included 340 kilognms in february 
from several'pickup trucks stopped at fhe GwnemahU'\~ 
Mexican border, and 362 kilograms in Decemlx!r from a 
lrac,oNrailer stopped at the Pedro de Alvarado pon of 
entry on the GWltemalan·Salvadoran border. 

Si{!nificant seizures in Guatemala also were made from 
aircraft. In July. for example, a helicopter-borne drug 
law enforcement team followed a CeS$na Centurion 10 
an airstrip in AldeaDuacamaya, Depanmenl oflzabnl, 
and seized 359 kilograms of cocaine delivered by the 
aircraft And in October. authorities raided a remote 
airstrip and seized 1 metric ton of coe:aine. legitimale 
air cargo services also were used for cocaine 
trans$~ipmenl. as Ocmonstrated by tbe October seizure 
by authorities: at Guatemala City'S La AUrora 
Jnternational Airport of274 kilograms of (:oeaine (rom a 
consignment of handcrafted handbags destined for 
Miami. 

Boaduras lies midway ~ Colombia and the 
United States.. B«ause of the counuy'$long Caribbean 
coutline and offshore islands, U'afficken took 
advantage of difficulties in detecting and inten1ictl1'1a: 
maritime smuggling. Honduran and Colombian drug 
trafficking organizations primarily used maritime 
vessels: to transpon cocaine along the Honduran north 
coast. The Hondl1t'all Bay Islands ttrVed as a transit site 
where cocaine was concealed in legitimate cargo such 
as seafood and then shipped to the United States. 
Occasionally, cocaine ~y was picked up in 
fishing vessels in Nicaraguan and southern Honduran 
walen. and tben moved to J.amaiCli by way ofthe Bay 
islands, From Jamaica, cocaine was mnsporttd to The 
Bahamas or directly to the United States, The use of 
Honduran ,wate:ts: for coc:aine smuuIms was 
demonstrated in January, when the US, Coast Gum::l 
{USCG) seized 1.4 metric tons ofcocaine jettisoned by a 
gcrfast boat approximately 20 miles nonhwest of 
Santanilla, Honduras. 

In addition to serving as a staging point for maritime 
smuggling, Honduras also served as a transit point for 
cocaine shipments being tnmspot1ed by land northward. 
along the Pan·American Highway, 'This was illustrated 
in 1996 with the seizure of three coeatne shipments 
from nactor~ttailers at the E1 Gumule. Chohueca 
Department. a pon ofentry on the Hondi.lflln"'Niaraguan 
harder. These srizurts inclmied 225 kilograms of 
cocaine en route from Panama to Mexiec, 684 kilograms 
en tcttne from Costa Rica to Guatemala. and 301 
kilograms en route from Costa Rica to Malec. In total, 
approximately 3.3 metric tons ofcocaine Wert seized in 
Honduras in 1996. a dramatic increase from 400 
kilograms in 1995. 

Nieaneu" Continued to play an important role in 
cocaine mfficicing to the United States. largely due to 
its location near ttaditional air and sea smuggling 
routeS, Drug traffickers shipped cocaine frOit1 
Colombia's San Andres Island to Nicaragua's Com 
Istand and Cayas Miskitos hlands. as wet! a~ the Pon of 
Blucfields and Pume Cabezas, From these poinTS. 
traffickers were able to reach Florida by go~faS1 boats in 
as linle as 6 bours. Cocaine slnpmems also were 
~ransponed overland. along roads Stretching from Puerto 
Cabezas to the Mo.squitia rq:ion of Honduras. as wen as 
along Ihe Pan-American Highway, In 1996.560 
kilograms of cocaine were seiz.ed in Nicaragua, This 
was down from I.S ml!'ltric tons in 1995, bUl of the 1995 
amount, 1.4 metric tons were seized during one 
operation. tn addition to sl!'li:rures by Nicaraguan 
authorities, the U.S. Navy in November 1996 recovered 
14 bales rontaining 400 kilograms of cocaine in 
int~tionaJ waters off the Nicaraguan coast. The 
e~ine had been jettis<med by the crew of a go-fast 
boat destined for Nicaragua. after the crew became 
aware of U.S. aiT $U!VciUanec; another 10 bales 
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ttttison<d by the orew wIIU. they were under 
swveiJianu were: not recoverM. 

PaDama is a key transit enunuy for cocaine destined for 
the United States. A substantial quantity of the wcaine 
smuggled to the United States by commercial maritime 
cargo reportedly passes through Panama's Colon Free 
Zone (CFZ)-the lugtst free tl"a4e zone in the Amerius, 

In a cocaine smuggling operation. traffickers . 
tnmspOrted cocaine to Panama from Colombia primarily 
by maritime vessel. The cocaine then was Stored at 
stash sites,. nonnally in the crz, before being loaded 
into maritime commettial cargo vessels or (:otnJIlCrcial 
~d MnCOmmercial land vehicles destined for the 
United States. 

in 1996. a total of7.8 metric tons of cocaine weu seized 
in Panama. This figure. however. was inOa:ed by the 
August seizure of2.4 metrie ums of cocaine from the 
fishing vessel Oyster, which was escorted to Rodman 
Naval Base in the Panama Cana! Zone specifically for ' 
inspection purposes. The Oystv reportedly was en roUle 
from Colombia to Mexico when it was inte~epted off 
tilt Colombian coast, and probably would not have 
transited Panama but for its interception. Among other 
significant seizures, police in September discovered 
over I rome 100 of cocaine in two vehicles following a 
('ar chase and a brief gun battle. The cbase ~g:an when 
the vehicles ran a roadblock near tht Port of Samba 
Bonita. Colon. In addition. 417 kilograms of cocaine 
were seized by police in Colon in June. and 539 
idlopms were seized I:>y authorilies tn Distrito de Baru. 
Chinqui, in July. 

Several other significant enfor<:emem events also look 
place in Panama in 1996. In April. for example, police 
in Panama City amsted Colombian cocaiM trafficker 
Jose CastriUon-Henao. Castrlllon's trafficking. 
.organization has been linked to two cocatl'lc sej,lUteS off 
the coast of Panama-12 metric tons from the f,'-ufull' J 
in July 1995 and 25 metric tons from (Itt cataTn.1r.ln 
Michael Angelo in OClober 1995. Also in April 19%, 
the Panamanian Government extradited ColombIan 
national fernando HemanQez~Arias to the United Stat~. 
Hernandez had been indicted in Ihe Federal District of 
New Jersey nn charges ofdrug trafficking. money 
laundering. and income taX fmud. 

Although the COUntry is not considered a major coca 
producer. coca is cultivated in Panama to a limited 
extent, In February 1996, Panama's NatIonal Air 
Service completed a successful aerial coca eradication 
erro" in an area of Darien Provjne~. near the Colombian 
border. destr()y'ing approx.imately 125 hectares of coca 
plants, 

The Bahlmas are made: up of700 islands and over 
2.000 Wets that occupy 100,000 squa.n: mites of ocean 
in the Atlantic. The island chain, wru('b lies as close as 
52 miles from Miami and which stretches as far south as 
Haiti. is a favorite Staging STOWld for drug smugglers. 
Aircmft fly from South America and Jamaica to 1M 
Bahamas. where they make airdrops or land to make 
deliveries. Maritime vessels also smuggle cocaine: from 
Jamaica to The Bahamas. Drugs that arrive in The 
Bahamas are then moved to Florida or. to States on the 
Atlantic coast. typically by noneommcrcial maritime 
means. In 1996.410 kilograms of cocaine were seized 
in The Bahama.s. an increase over the 391 kilograms 
seiud in 1995, This increase- was due in larae part to a 
single July seizure of eocaine. by authorities in 
Matthewu')wn. Great lnagua initially thought to be as 
large as I metric ton. The .cocaine was discovered 
aboard a p-fast boat that ran aground after developing 
engine trouble. The tocaine reponedly bad been air~ 
dropped off the coast ofJamaica and mrieved by the 
boat's Cft:w. 

DruS taw c:nforctmcnl authorities from The Bahamas. 
the Tms and Caicos Islands, and the United States 
continued their successful 14-yur operation conducting 
joint patrols in Bahamian and surrounding waten, The 
operation is known by the acronym OPBAr (Operation 
BAllAMASANDTURKSandCAlCOSISLAl-<'DS), 
OPSAT enforcement teams include Bahamian officers, 
who provide local enforcement authority, and U.S, Anny 
and USCG pt:rsonoel who provide heliwpter support for 
the teams. Additionally. U,S.·BalWnian agreements 
allow U.S. authorities to engage in patrols in and near 
&hamian waters and to exercise jurisdiction over non~ 
Bahamian vessels.. Royal Bahamas Defenct force 
officers are assigned to a nUl'Jlbcr of USCG cutters in 
nrder to bener t'OOrdinate drug interdiction operations. 
Since its inception. OPBAT activity has resulted in the 
seizure of S9 metric tons of cocaine and 31 S metric tons 
of marijuana and thc confisetnion of aircraft. vchicles, 
and vessels vatued in excess of $32 million.' 
Additionally, approximately 1,000 drug· traffickers have 
been arrested. nearly onNhird ofwhom were considered 
major violators. 

OPBAT successes had contributed (0 a shifting of 
trafficker smuggling methods from aircraft delivery to a 
Jess detectabJe method-maritime smuggling. In 19%, 
however, naffickm continued (0 rranspon cocaine to 
the region by aircmft, and then .airdrop to waiting go. 
fast boIlS for delivery to Florida, Ai~raft landing and 
unloading in The Bahamas, howevc:r, remain rare. The 
only trafficker aircraft that continued to land in The 
Bahamas were fli8ht$ originating from Jamaica. Air 
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traffic between Jamaica and The: Bahamas was: more 

difficult to detect because of the proximity of the 

islands and the ability of low-flying aircraft to avoid 

1IIdar. 


Cocaine shipments ttansitted Cuba's airspace and 
territorial waters en route to the United StaleS, 
Traffickers reportedly sought to avoid law ~forcement 
presence in 1'he Baham.as by CW$Sing Cuba's ainlpacc, 
using international air conidol'$ to avoid detection, in 
addition. ttafficktn ttanSit#d Cuban territorial waters in 
the course of maritime smuggling operations, Available 
infonnation indteates that Cuban authorities seized a 
tetal of6,3 metric tons ofcocaine in 1996. (Ahhough 
fu:n~year data for 1995 are not available. it bas been 
reponed that Cuban authoritieS seized only 1SS 
kilograms ofcocaine in the first 8 months of (995,] 

. The mos:t significant s.eizure of 1996 in Cuba Occurred 
on October I, when the USCG inten:cpted and boarded 
the MN Limeric!, which had b¢en en route from 
Bamtnquil1a, Colombia, to Freeport, The BahaJniJ$. The 
ultimate destination for the cocaine appears to have 
been Miami .. The USCG se~d 6.2 metric tons of 
.cocaine, discovered in bidden compartments aboard the 
Limerick. which had 10 be evaeua,ed after taking on 
water. The ship eventually drifted into Cuban watcr5. 

preventing further 11 .5. action. The Cuban Coast Guard. 
however. towed the velSel into Santiago de Cuba 
Harbor, w~ it was refloated and searthcd, In 
Oe<:ember, Cuban ()fficjals transferred the $tized 
cocaine to U,S. authorities in order to facilitate 'he 
proseeulion of the Limerick's crew members. Other 
significant seizures included the confiscation in 
February 0060 kilograms dIscovered aboard a go-fast 
boal en mUle from Colombia fO Haiti. and anOther 
February seizure of 180 kilograms discovered aboard 
lhe freighter Spiritus. which ostensibly was mmsponing: 
a shipmenl ofcement mix frOm Colombia to Haiti. 

The {)(Jminitan Republic continued to be a 
transshipment area for eocame. A number of favorable 
faclors contribute to the nation's popularity with 
cocaine traffickers. FiTSt, it lies 61 nautical miles from 
Puerto /{ico. l'l\a~ing smuggling by fishing boat to: 
Puerto RICO fairly simple. Second. it shares a long and 
sometimes dffi.'llalt border with Haiti. Third. the 
coumry's lonl:.! coastline and dense tbickets of 
mangroves ate ideal areas for airdrops and 
noncommercial smuggling from Colombia and ' 
Venezuela" 

In IQ%. Dominican authorities seized a total of 1.2 
metric tons ofcocaine, compared to 3.6 metric Ions in 
IQ9S. Authorities interdicted shipments tnlnsponed by 
sea and air. by both commercial and noncommercial 
methods, E~mplcs of maritime coeaine shipments 

included 100 Idlograms seized in. June ftQm a maritime 
containerized cargo sblpment of nwble tiles imported 
into the Pan ofHaina, and 630 kilograms seized neat' 

Monte Rio Beach. City ofAzua. in August, after off~ 
loading from a 32·1oot go-fast boat that sailed from La 
Viguay, Colombia. In addition. approximately 560 
kilograms ofrocaine were seized in February from a 
container shipment ofavocados mat arrived in Newark. 
New Jersey. from the Dominican Republic. 

Examples ofshipments delivered by air included 270 
kilogmns ofcocaine seized soutll of Isla Catalina in 
February after an airdrop offthe Dominican coast ftom 
an aircraft flying out of Colombia. and 23 0 kilogrums 
discovered in December in two airplane cngint:$ shipped 
by air freight 10 Santo Domingo. 

Despite USCG patrois off the northern coast ofHaiti, 
maritime shipments ofeoeaine continued to reach 
Haiti's $bores in 1996. Seizures in 1996 totaled 1.4 
metric tons. Drug trafficktrs exploited Haiti's numerous 
uncontrolled airstrips. an unguarded coastline. and a 
remote interior. In addition. widespread comtption in 
Hahi continued to be a problem in J996. 

Cargo ships, fIShing \'em)s, and g~fast boats sailing 
from Colombia n:portedly delivered cocaine shipments 
to Haitian fishing and $ailing vessels off'tbe Haitian 
coast: thesevewds then delivered the eoaine to Haiti. 
Once smuggled into the -country. cocaine destined for 
transshipment to the United Swe:s by maritime venc::l 
typically was transported overland to one of three porn:: 
Gonaives, Mimgoane. or Pon-de·Paix, From these ports. 
smaU Haitian <:argo ships transported the cocaine to 
Miami: or to transshipment locations in the northern 
Bahamas, A number ofselZlJt'eS from cargO' ships 
departmg Haitian porn: took place in 1996. For 
example. in August, U,S, and Haitian Coast Guard 
personnel seized 348 kilograms of cocaine discovered 

. in a forward compartment of the MN Nuala Express 
after the ship'$ amval in Port-au-Prince from Colon, 
Panama. An t:ven larger seizure took place in 
September. when a U.S.~Haitian Coast Guard team at the 
Port orSt Marc discovered 585 kilograms of cocaine 
aboard the MN Carib<;. The Caribo. which had sailed 
from Coco Soja. Panama. was intercepted by the liSCG 
Cutter Northland and escorted to St. Marc. Meanwhile. 
in Miami. uses inspectors seized 48. kilograms from the 
cargo ship Tertue Express. whtch arrived in March from 
Pon·de·Paix. and another 21 kilograms from the cargo 
ship Andre Paul, wbi;;:h arrived in August from 
Miragone. 

Trafficurt also smuggled cocaine both 1Oto and out of 
HaHi by airline courier, with seizures of 45 and 80 
kilograms I'J1lUie in Mareh and June from (:ouriers 
scheduled to board flights to Mwni and New York City. 
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respectively. General aviation aircmft reportedly also 
were used to $llluggJe ccx:aine into Haiti, with traffickers 
either air.-dropping cocaine off the coast. or landin, and 
unloading at clandestine airstrips along the ntnthem 
shore of Haiti's southern peninsula. 

Jamaica was a transshipment area for both maritime 
and air shipments ofcocaine. This likely was due to the 
COUlluy'S long coastline, its position near international 
sailing fOuies, and its thinly stretched security forces. 
Go--fast boats posed asignificant t:raffleldng thrr:at, 
given their ability to make thte journ¢y betwt'en 
Colombia and Jamaica in less than 12 hours, 
Additionally. aircraft bastd on Jamaica were used to 
pick up and deliver COC4lne, Airdrops usually were 
made to boats off' the southwest coast in the Pedro 
Banks area. off the southeast coast to the Morant Cays., 
and offtbe northeast coast Aircraft flying from 
Jamaica, meanwhile, reportedly were used to tnmsport 
cocaine to The Baham.as. In 1996, Jamaican authorities 
seized 236"kilograms of cocaine. compa.red to 511 
kilograms seized in 1995. 

P~trto Ri~ remain~ the ,omary eastern Caribbean 
dcsdnation for multiton cocaine shipments.. Both 
Puerto Rice and the U,s. Virgin Islands were attractive 
staging points. given the faCt that domestk commercial 
cargo shipments bctwtcn these U.S. territories and the 
continental United States ordinarily are not subject to 
uses inspection. Accordingly. most of the cocaine 
srnU"Jed from the$e islAnds to the United StateS 
probably was conceaJed in commercial maritime or air 
cargo. Several seizures in 1996 supported this theory. 
In February. for example, USCS and New Jersey 
National Guard personnel in Newark, New Jerse:y. 
discovered 470 kilograms of cocaine in a container 
shipment of detergent that had arrived from Puerto Rico, 

. Also in February. OEA and uses agents in Philadelphia 
seized 227 kilograms of cocaine discovered in a 
containerized shipment of plumbinG: supplics imponed 
from Coloml)!a by way ofPut'rto Rico. And in 
Decem~r. DEA special AgentS in Hialeah. Florida. 
seiz.ed approx.imately 840 kilograms of cocaine lhal ha.d 
!>ten imported into Miami from Venezuela. a~ain by 
way ofPuen:o Rico. 
In addition to cocaine shipments that transited Puel10 
Rico in containerized cargo. a significant amount of 
cocaine was smuggled imo Pueno Rico by other 
methods. for later sbipment to the United Stales. 
Airdrops by general aviation aircraft originating in 
Colombia or Venezuela 10 waiting go-fast boats 
commonly occurred in waters offtbe eastern and 
southem coasts of Puerto Rico and in lhe area of (he 
U.s. Virgin Islands, 1n March 1996. forexamph:. USCG 
personl\i:;l. responding 10 Ii reponed airdrop 120 miles 
southeast of Poinl Tuna. Maunabo. intercepted a 25
fool $pM fisber and found O~f 4~ kilograms of 

(ocaioe aboard. The «lClline bad mn dropped from l!I 
rwiIHmgine 6ircnft flying from Venezuela, Airdrops 
also have been made over land to Puerto Rioo. In one 
luiy ease, autboriti¢$ seized nearly 300 kilograms of 
cocaine air-dropped from an aircraft flying out of 
Colombia to waiting vehicles near Santa isabeL 
Additionally, Puerto Rico and the U.s. Virgin lslarJds 
~ destinations for cocaine air-dropped eiscwhere in 
the eastern Caribbean-primarily in the: Sabra Bank area 
(St. Martin, St. KItt.. lIld Sabra), and near Aaguilla 
aud Antigua. From these drop zones, cocaine was 
transported to Puerto Rico or the U.s. Virgin Islands-by 
go.fa$t boalS, 

In some cases, cocaine was delivered to Puerto Rico 
after first being smuggled into the Dommican Republic. 
In such cases, Dominican uitiflckers used yo/os to make 
quick runs across the 90 nautical miles between the 
Dominican Republic and Puerto Rico. In October, 
uses personnel m.'lde two cocaine seizures. each-of 
whieh amoUllted to appro)timately 1 metric ton. from 
yolas intercepted off the Puerto Rican coast. Go-fast 
bpats m:quently also were used to smuggle cocaine- iruo 
Pumo Rico. The potential size of such shipments was 
demonstrated in December. when USCG. useS. and 
D£A personnel seized t.3 metric tons ofeocaine after 
intercepting a 31400t go-fast boat 2 nall:tkal miles 
south ofs.tm.. The "",1\ reponodly had dcparkd from 
Santa Marta. Colombia. several days -earlier. In inother 
incident, PuertO Rican authorities in July seited OVf:f 1 
metric ton of cocaine apparently jettisoned by a go-fast 
boat in waters otTP'aJommos lsland. Fajardo. In JCoeml, 
nonrotnmerdal maritime smuggling is it frequendy used 
means of transporting Cocalnc: to Pueno Rico. 
According to one estimate, approximately half of the 
cocaine moved througb the eastml Caribbean by 
noncoJnmeJ'(:ial maritime vessels may be smuggled 
direcdy through Puerto Rico~ , 

Elsewhere in the Caribbean. cocaine traffickers 
continued to Opmlli! in the Lesser Antilles region. in 
waters near Antigua ..d Barbuda, Barbados., 
Dominica. Gnnada. St.. Kitts and S~\lis. SL Lucia, SL 
Martin.St. VinceattndtbeGnnadillH.andTrinidtct 
and Tobago. This area in gtnfl'31 was used as a staging 
$ite for airdrops and small vessel smuggling. Maritime 
veSiSitls sailing from Colombia or Venezuela transited 
the area en roUle to Puerto Rico. while aircraft flying out 
of Colombia or Venezuela air..droppeo cocaine to 
WAlling maritime vessels that then trunsported the 
cocaine to Puerto Rico. Exampru of sucb smuggl-ing 
oper.uions included the January seizures of 400. 
Kilograms ofcocmne air--dropped 25 mil¢Si east ofSt. 
Kitts and 300 kilograms airwdropped off the coast ofSt. 
Martin, 
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World COOII ...... Produotlon by CountryFishing vessels. pJeasure waft. and eon:unerelal 
(in-rio ton.)maritime cargo vessels also poHd a smuggling 
u .....t:lmat Fishlnl vessels and plea.sure craft 

transported most of the cocaine that was smuggled '"
into Aruba and the Nethmands AfttilJH, while '" 
conunetCial cargo vessels caryied most of the 
cocaine smuggled out of these countries. On the 
island ofSaint Martin, which consists of French St. 
MartiD and Dutch Slot MIt.neo, smuggling by 
commercial maritime cargo vemls. also posed a 
threat. due largely \0 the island's free port statuS, 

Howev(:f, airdrops and smuggling by go·fast boatS 
po>ed greater dangers. The large number of touristS 
who visited Saini Martin on Caribbean cruises. 
meanwhile, made smuggling by cruise vessel 
another concern. Smuggling by ('curlers on 
commercial airlines was also a problem, primarily in 
the movement of cocaine from Saint Maron to the 
Uniled States.. Smuggling by commercial maritime 
cargo and commer<:ial airlines likewise were 
probl:tms in Aruba, B!)uirt, and CUrKao. This 
was illustrated in November 1996, when authorities 
at Curacao lmerrunional' Airport seized 260 
kilograms ofcocaine discovered in coolers checked 
as luggage by 12 Haitian nationals en route to Miami 
through Pon-au·Princ¢. Haitt 

DMLOPMENTS III scum COUNTRIES 

Ofilcial U,S. Government estimates determined 1M! 
maximum potential worldwide cocaine production in 
1996 amounted to 760 metric tons. compared to 780 
metric tons in 1995, Actual worldwide cocaine 
production in 1996, based on data obtained under 
the auspices ofOperal:ion BREAKTHROUGH, was 
placed at 700 metric tons after deducting the eSlimates 
,for coca proetJced for lepl uses: 

According to the Fedml~wide Drug Seizure System. 
U.S. Fedel'31 auth{)r1ties seized 108.1 ml:trlc tons in 
fiscal Year 19%. compared to 102A metric tons in 
Fiscal Year 1995. 
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Culti..,ation: In 1996, BoUvia produced the world's 
second largesl crop of coca leaf. in Bol:ivia. coca plants. 
cultivated on over 48.100 hectares af land, had the 
potential to yield 75,100 metric ton5 ofcQCa leaf. By 
contras::. in 1995.48.600 hectares of <:ultivadoft 
potentia!!>' yielded 85,000 metric tons of coca leaf. 

Coca-growing areas were in the Yungas de La Paz, the 
Apolo. and the Chapare regions, 

Yungae. cultivation primarily served licit coca markets, 
as dtd the dwindling cultivation in the Apolo region. 
lin Boiivia, where chewing coca leaves and brewing 
coca leaf tea are aceepted practices. coca cultivation is 
permiued in specified areas.} In the Chapare area, 
h(}wever. (oca cuhivalion was dedicated almost 
ex.c!usjvely to Illicit cocaine production. 

In 1996. the Bolivian Government eradicated 1.500 
hecta~s of ilhch coca crops, an increase from 5.493 
hectares in 1995. UnfortUnately, be.:ause coca W'OWt1$ 

Source: V,S. IlI.-partmcnl ofJu:\1.i..-.:. l)nl~ I~iof\:..::nl..:nt Aclministnllion, The ,II/,NICC RtpoN 199(i,' Tile SlipplyofJllicir 
I)ntl!J 10 fir.' {:/liml Srmr,~, August. 1997. 
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planted 7.000 hectares of new eoea crops.. the net 
reduction in cultivation was modest. Recognizing the 
threat posed by new cultivation to achieving any 
substan1ial reauction jn the total coea crop, the 
Bolivian Government in latc 1996 took aggressive steps 
to locate and destroy nl~W crops and waged a publicity 
campaign warning that planters of new crops would be 
prosecuted. 

Procening: In 1996. coca leaf production in Bolivia 
accounted for a potential 215 metric tons of cocaine 
Het a decrease from 240 metric tons in 1995. [OEA 
estitmlted lu;tual production at 112 metric tons in 1996 
and 198 metric tons in 1995.] 

Essential chemicals used in the production of cocaine 
base and cocaine Hel were smuggied across Bolivia's 
borders with Argentina, Brazil. Chile, and Paraguay. 
mostly by road. railroad. and river netwotks. but 
occasionally byaie Additionally, precursor and 
esstntial chemicals were imported into Bolivia legally, 
and then diverted to cocaine proec::ssing operations, In 
1996, BoliYian authorities, working witb their Chilean 
counterparts:, took strides toward stemmin,. tm now of 
cbemicals when they di$l'Mlltled tWO ~aniz:Hions 

allegedlY responsib~e for 80 pcret'nt of the essential 
chemicals smuggled intO Bolivia from Chile. Other 
opera1ions yielded significant chemical sdlures 
including the February seizure in Choql.lec0t3. Oruro 
Depanmenl. of3,2 metric Ions of acetone, the Augus: 
seizure in Santa Cruz I)epanmenr of I B metric 10ns of 
liquid ammonia, the September seizure In Cocbabamba 
of 5 metric Ions ofsult'l.lric acid, and the October seizure 
in the Chapare of 3.4 metric tons of acetone. These 
meaSUT~S fOTC1!d producers to conserve chemicals and 
research recycling techniques. The price of cbemical~ 
in Bolivia also skyrocketed 

HiS1ork:.ally. cocaine processing in Bolivia did ntJ\ 

proceed beyond the pmduction of cocaine hasi:. In thl! 
past, cocaine base would be Shipped from B(lJiyjj 10 

{'olombi". where pr(l(essmg into cocaine Hel ...,,,uld 
take placc" and wbere IIJTangemenl$ ,",Cold hi! m3de fN 
movemen! of thc cocaine mto the international marKeL 

In r«em years. howevcr. an iocreasing quanmy (If 
coc,lIne' hilS been produced in and distributed fwm 

8oli,'lil, as the in\.'olvO!ment of Colombian trnmCKer~ in 
Solivi:J' ha~ aecreased. lea\'!ng lhe production of bolh 
cocaine buse and ~.~aine Hel primarily in the hand~ of 
Soli\ ians. Tkli:. ha~ bten corroborated by S('!izurr 
slafistic~, v.:bich haye Indicated thal1he previous rall('!
of Cmell product ~CIZUI"C"S consisllnt; of q() percent 
cocaine basc "nd 10 pcrcent cocaine has shiflt!d 10 a 
ollio of appro" imalely 7() percent cocaine base and 30 
percefl! cocaine. In addition, this shift has b«l1 
evidenced by intelligence indicating that some cocaine' 

Bruil 
..: 

:;". .," ,-:-. 
I 

Coca Growing Areas 

base is being shipped from Peru to Bolivia. rather than 
10 CQlombia, for processing, This fact has been 
substanliated by largc~scale $eiz:ures ofessential 
chemicals lnat are used in eocaine processing. and by an 
increasing number of confiscated cocaine conversion 
13horalories in Bolivia. In June, for examplc. federal 
-authorities in Buena Vista seized an active cocaine Hel 
];JhUTillory, along with 480 kilograms of cocaine and l.1 
metric Ions of essential chemicals. Additionally, reportS 
Indic.aled that Bolivilln trafficking organizations have 
established direct contacts with Mexican and European 
tr.lffiekers., to whom Ihey are exporting cocaine dircctly, 

Trafficking; TraffiCKers generally used aircraft to 
transport cocaine base from Bollvia to Colombia, whefl' 
conversion imo cocaine HCI took place. Cocaine base 
was transponed from the Chapare by roads. trails, and 
rivers, Cocame Hel and cocaine base from outlying 
laboratories and transsbipmen.t sites in £1 Beni. Panda. 
and Santa Cruz t>qmnments were tnlnspot'ILd to 
Colombia. Brazil. and Paraguay, as well as to staging 
points elsewhere in Bolivia, primarily by twin-engine 
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aircraft. Bolivian forces responded With roadblocks., 
mobile patrols., and riverin!; COWlterdrug operations. 

Groups engaged in cocaine smuggling from Bolivia 
included independent Bolivian tratllcking groups who 
frequently were engaged in smuggling to Europe by 
way of AtgC:ntina. Brazil, Chile, and Paraguay, Mexican 
and Argentine groups also were engaged in smuggling 
to the United StateS. 

Brazil's role in cocaine smuggling from Bolivia was 
rughUgbted by a number of seizures made during 1996. 
for example, in June. authorities in £1 Carmen. Bolivia, 
$eized 111 kilogmms of cocaine dlscovered in the 
ceiling ofa train dining ear. The cocaine ultimately was 
destined for Corumba, BruiL And in October. 
authorities in Santa Cruz seized 455 kilograms of 
cocaine discovered in a hid<kn compamnent within a 
truck en route to Brazil. til December. Brazilian 
authorities at Brasilia's intmmional airport seittd 223 
kilograms ofeoeaine found in an air cargo shipment of 
coffee grounds and pepper that bad originated in ~ta 
Cruz... Meanwhile, Mexican and Argentine traffickers: 
plaYed a gmrter role in the direct exportation of 
Bolivian cocaine to the United States. 

Drug Law EDforeement: In 1996. ORA agents: and 
Bolivian police seized HiS metric tons ofcoca leaf and 
4.) metric tons of cocaine base, compared with 1995 
selzUttS of t 10 metric tons of coca leaf and 4.6 metric 
tons of cocaine base. SeiZUTes of agrm rica-a panially 
processed foon of cocaine base in soiu1ion-amounted 
to 98.360 liters, compared tQ 14,300 liters. in 1995. 
Seizures of cocaine HC] decreased from 3,6 mi'!trlc 10M 
in 1995 to 3.1 metric tons- of cocaine in 1996. The 
largesl cocaine seizures of tbe year induded those 
seizures mentioned above, as well as: the seizure In 
Aug-ustofover 130 kilograms ofcocaine from a 
residenct: in the Santa Cruz area. In all. Boli\'ian 
authorities arrested 955 violators and dcstroyed 7 
cocame laboratories and 2,033 cocaine base production 
sitt:s in J996. 

Colombl0 

Cultivation: in 1996. Colombia was the world's third 
largest producer of coca. An estimaled 67.200 hectares 
of coca plan! had the potential to yield 5),aOO melric 
lOns or coca leaf. This represented a marked increase 
from 1995. when cultivation cove~ 50,900 hectares of 
land, and the potential coca luf yield stood al 40,&00 
mClrk 10ft!>. The Colombian Government reponed the 
aerial spmyinfll of appro"imaleiy 16,00{) hectares of 
coca in I 99o--down from 24,000 MCtares in J995-but 
the amoum of coca actually destroyed by the spraying 
is believed 10 be far tess. Eradication operations by 
aerial spraying of herbicides were hindered in 19% by a 

number of fac:toT$. including unusually bad weather, 
three U.S. Government-mandated groundings of 
eradication aircraft for security and technical reasons. 
and ~nsurgent attacks against eradication aircraft. 

Coca cultivation was located in the eastern plains, with 
heavy growth in Caqucta Departmenl, Guaviare and 
Vaupes CommiSsariats, and Putumayo Intendency. 
Coca plants also were cultivated in Bolivar Depamnem 
and in southwestern Colombia. 

Processing: Most of the world's cocaine lS produced in 
Colombia. In addition to cocaine produced from 
Peruvian and Bolivian cocaine base. potential cocaine 
production from domestic Colombian coca leaf 
cultivation amounted 10 110 metric tons in 1996. an 
increase over 80 metric tons in t995. Actual -production 
in 1996 was estimat~ at 100 metric tons.' Processing 
took place in laboratories that ranp:d in sophistication 
from small. simple operations to large. industrial-type 
facilitie. employing several hundred workers and 
producing over 250 kilograms of cocaine per day, MOM 
laboratories 'Were l()(:ated in remote areas. In:recent 
years, the largest cocame laboratories discovered by 
Colombian authorities have been in the n:n'lote eamm 
lowlands. the rain forest. and in trafficker strongholds in 
the Valle de Cauca and Tolima Departments. 

In 1996, the Colombian Government n:poned the 
destruction of 523 cocaine HClllnd cocaine base 
laboratories. an increase from the 396 laboratories 
destroyed in 1995, Eleven of the largest laboratories. 
located by authorities in the Departments of Caqueta, 
Quaviare. Meta. and Vaupel>. cMlsi$.ted of between 9 and 
18 buildings. with housing for between 35 and 80 

< v.wkers. 

'I'M essential chemicals needed by cocaine laboratories 
in Colombia were imported legally into the country, 
and then diverted to wholesalers Of tetaileno after 
delivery. lin-wever, in one March operation, authorities 
seized 200 metric tons of sodium carbonate during a 
raid at a chemical company warehouse in Sammquilla. 
In this ease, the chemicals had been imponed from 
Poland without valid pennils. in an August operation, 
authorities seized 10 metric tons of essential processing 
chemicals from a business in Bogota. The owner of the 
business allegedly falsified business records and 
documented ficthious ttansattions to just!f)' the sale of 
controlled cbemiCJIis. A raid In October on a paint shop 
in Bogota resulted in the seizure of approx:imalely 50 
metric tons of controlled tsseluial chemicals. 

Ortt hundredmetrie IIln$ ist deT.Im! esUmalt.&t-{)pmnon 
BRE.AI{~ROUGH Iwf yet toromplttt thefie14 study mColomM, 
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In 1996. Colombian authorities seized a total ofmore 
than 73 metric tons ofsolid precursor and essential 
chemicals and over 800 thousand gallons ofli.quid 
cMmicak {Nate: These figures include chemicals used 
in the production of both cocaine and htroin.] 

In response to increased law enforcement focus on 
chemical imerdiet1on. traffickers have adopted 
sophisticated processing techniques and technologies 
designed to reduce the: amount ofcbem.icals required, 
In particular, the use of recycling systems has allowed 
traffickers to separate and recover a portion oflhe 
solvents used in the cocaine production process, 

Trafficking: Alchougb hundreds of Colombian 
criminal organizations engaged in cocaine trafficking. 
the handful of Colombian drug trafficking 
organizations. collectively known as the Cali drug 
mafia. until recently, held tmdisputed control over the 
international cocaine market. In 1996. althougb the 
Ca.1i drug mafia continued to play the dominant roJe in 
the worldwide wholesale cocaine trade, some analysts 
noted a trend towa.rd decentralizatiOn ofthe mde. This 
trend. which was given impetus in 1995 with the 
caprure of kingpins Jose SantacrUZ.-Londcno and 
brothers Gilbeno and Miguel Rodriguez-Orcjucla, \vas 
spurred on in 1996 with tM capture of several 
addilional significant traffickers (see me Drug Law 
Enforcement section). These arrests by no means 
crippled th.e Ca\l drug mafia, lruked.;eports indicated 
that the Rodriguez·Orcjuela brothers and ethers 
conlinued to direct their drug trafficking orgAnizations 
from priscm. 

The llrreSts of the major: Cali kingpins. however. were 
ntH without effect: they indirectly provided a new 
generation of Colombian traffickers with the 
opportunity to assume a larger tole in the international 
cocaIne' !fade. In panicular, the Nonhem Valle d1!l 
Cauca~based Henao-Montoya trafficking group. 
directed by brothers Arcangel de jesus and JOSe Orlando 
Henao-Montoya. moved to increase its power and 
inOtrence, One result of this heightened co:npetition 
between rival ColQmbian trafficking groUp5 was an 
increase in drug·related violence in Colombia, 

Despite the imprisonment of the Cali drug mafia leaders. 
cocaine tTaffiddng patterns remained largely 
unaffected. Cocaine base was smuggled into Colombia 
mostly by single-engine general aviation aircraft 
capable of carrying loads ranging from 500 to 800 
Idlograms. 

After processing. finished cocaine was smuggled OUI of 
l~ COUntry along a number of routes. as detailed earlier 
in this repon. Seizures in 1996 demonstrated the 
variety of methods used to tTanspon these snipme:nls. 
For example. go-fast boats were in1ercepted offttle 

Colombian CMSt sevctal times during the year, resulting 
in significant cocaine seizw"es. In March, personnel 
from. the U.S.S. Vincennes recovered 1 ,S metric tons of 
coeaine jettisoned from a 35·foot go~fast boat after the 
go-fast was overtlown by a helicopter based aboard the 
Vincennes, In November, the USCG euner Campbell 
intercepted a 4foot go-fast boat 100 nautical miles 
north of Colombia. and seized 1.3 metric tons of 
cocaine, Smuggling attempts using containerized cargo 
also were detected, In January. for example, Colombian 
authorities seized a 20()"kilogram shipment of cocaine 
that was to be secreted in·a cargo comainer of blue jeans 
destined for San Francisco. California. 

In otber cases, seizures were made from fishing vesseJs. 
In August, for example, 2.4 metric tons ofcocaine were 
discovered in seem compartments within the fishing 
vessel Oyster. The Oyslf!r had been intercepted by the 
U.S,S. Sides, IS nautical miles west of the Port of 
Turnaco, Colombia. The Oyster Was escorted to Rodman 
Naval Base in the- Panama CanaL where a thorough, 
dock.~side inspection led 10 the discovery of the cocaine 
in a compa.rttnent within otte of me Oyster's fuel tanks, 

Authorities also seU:ed a number ofCQClline shipments 
that were to be tml$poned by aircraft. In June. for 
example. pollee in Bogota seized 150 kilograms of 
cocaine that was to be transported to Paris in an air 
cargo consignmen1 of tropical fruit. And in November, 
Bogota authorittes seized 567 kilograms: of cocaine. at 
least a pottlon of which was to be senl to an unspeeified 
Canadian city m tuuage checked on comm.ercial 
airline flights. 

Drug: Law £nfot"C'ement: Colombian authorities seized 
more than 23.5 metric tons of cocaine and 17.S metric 
tM$ of cocaine base in 1996. compared to 21.5 metric 
tons of cocaine and 19.5 rm:tric Ions of cocaine base 
selled in 1995. More significantly. Colombian 
authorities captured or killed a number of important 
Cali drug mafia figures in 1996. In March. the 
Colombian Government announced that CaIi drug lord 
JOse Santacruz.~Londono, who had escaped from prison 
in January 1996 with the assistance ofcorrupt prison 
officials, had been killed in a shoot-oul with pollee at a 
roadblock outside of Medellin, Also in March. juan 
Carlos "Cbupeta" Ranrirez·Abadia and Carlos 
"Cuchillo" Oniz-Escobar, both o{whom were 
considered rising leaders in the Cab drug mafia, 
surreoderc:d to authorities, More importantly. in 
October. Helmer "Pacho" Herma, the tast ofthe o{d. 
guard Cali drug mafia leaders 10 remain at large. finally 
sum:ndered. 

Despite their incaree:ratiori. the Cali druB mafia leaders 
influenced the Colombian legal system. The initial 
defeat of bins to reform Colombia '$ sentencing and 
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asset forfeiture laws in the Colombian House of 
Representatives in De\:ember tmderscored this fact. 
Following the defeat. allegations surfaced that bribes 
had been offered to legislators to reject the ~fQnn bills. 
Afterthe discovery oforiginal drafts of the Uefea~ 
legishl.t1oo and exact tallies of voting records in 
Bogota's La Pienta Prison. where the ROdriguezw 

Orejuela brothers were being held. the allegations 
gained added credence. lJnC'ier the public scrutiny 

. generated by these discoveries, the Colombian Congress 
•reconsidered and passed tough asset forfeiture 
[legislation in miG-December. 

I 
'Prison sentences imposed in 1996 raised quesrions 
(regarding tht adequacy of the Colombian legal sysftm. 
'For example. ViCtOr Parino-Fomeque. former Cali mafia 
~hiefofoperations for smuggling in the Port of 
Buenaventura was 3Il'e$kd in June 1995. Although 
!nitiaUy sentenced in February to 18 years' 
imprisonment, Patioo-Fomeque received a 9-.year 
lernence ~duction. (Later. his sentence was lengthened
!O 12 years, following an appeal by the Colombian 
ProsecutorGeneral'soffice,) In December, Ramirez
Abadta received the harshest sentence yet imposed on a 
trafficker. but his sentence also was reduced 
sUbstantiallv-from 24 to 13 yeaN-based on his 
lurrender a~d confession, Atso in December. the 
slentence ofOrtiz Escobar was redueed from 20 to I ! 
Y.earS. It is likely these sentences win be reduced funner 
for good behavior and work study. Miguel Rodrigutz
Orejuela is earning: work..srudy credits by running a 
small kiosk in prison called poor Michaels. 

1
Pt" 
C:;uitiva(ion: Peru was the world's leading produeerof 
c~ea leaf, coca paste. and cocaine base. As in previous 
y~an. culti\'ation Wilt located in the Upper. Central. and 
L~wer HuaHaga Valleys: the Apurimae and Ag\Ja~lja 
Rjver Valleys: and in the Ot'p.&rtmen! OfCU7.C~. In 
1996. Ptl(J' s coca cultivation decrear-ed. fallin>! I~ 
94.400 hectares from 115,300 hect:lfes in 1995. 
r~lenlial coca leaf production in IljljE> was placed al 
114,100 metric Ions, a deereaSt from IS3,tif)O mctric 
I~n$ in 1995. 
There was a limited increase in coca eradic;ltion activilY 
in) 1996. as the Peruvian Government expanded It!l 
eradication campaign beyond seedlings-lhe cxdusive 
tah;ets of eradicat.on in past years-to cro~ under .2 
~~r;. old and to full), mature crop~ iT! unpopulated areas 
or,in national parks. [Note: For years, Peru ha~ declined 
to cradieafe mature coca plants unlil fanners have found 
d&blc ahernative means of support.] 

E1ication eliminated only 1.259 hectares of e~ 
eulli\'alion. Authorities attributed Ihe additional 
de~rease in cultivation of over 19,600 hectares to a drop 

I 

In cocaine base prices caused by a glut of tbt product in 
Peru. This situation was due, at least in part. to the 
successful interdiction campaign waged by the PeruviaT! 
Air Fon::e (F AP) against suspect trafficker aircraft. and 
the resulting difficulties experienced by traffickers in 
transporting cocaine base to Colombia. 

Proetssing: In 19%, coca leaf produced in Peru had 
the potential to yield 435 metric tons of cocaine He} 
after processing, down from 460 metric tons in 1995. 
Actual production, according to D£..·( amounted to 428 
metric tons in 19%, compared to 443 metric tons in 
1995. In 1996, howe'l'fr. most processing that took 
plate in Peru was of coca leaf to cocaine base, As in 
previous years. traffickers in Peru were major cocaine 
base producers. Most processing ocurred in the Upper 
HuaUaga VaHey. Coca leaves were processed into 
cocaine base in clandestine laboratories $C1 up near 
cldtivation sites, These laboratories ranged from small 
strUctures co I~ complexes, In 1996. Peruvian 
authorities destroyed 141aboratories., a decrease from 
the 21 laboratories destroyed in 1995. 

Essential chemicals were divened from legitimate 
chemical shiptncnts imported through Peru's seaports. 
Chemicals also entered Peru by land from Brazil. Chile, 
and Eeuadot. 11'1 one major law enforcement operation 
that strt!tched from March to June !996. PmlVtan police 
seized over 12 metric tons of ess<:ntial chemicals.. These 
seizures were the culmination of investigations 
targeting over 270 businesses in the Lima..caUao 
metropolitan area. And in August, police seized 4 
metric tOrt$ of acetone, 105 kilograms cfhydl'(lCnlor:ic 
acid. and 180 kilograms of ethyl al,ohol after a raid on 
a warehouse in Puente Piedra. 

Trafficking: The -expon ofcocaine baSt! from Ptru was 
controlled by Peruvian traffickers who served as 
middlemen between farmers-many of whom produced 
cocaine base themselves-and Colombian traffickers. 
Most cocaine bas~ was transported by air to Golombia. 
where it was cOflvened 10 cocaine. However. lT3ffickers 
responded to air interdiclion efrons by increasing their 
use of land and riveT routes. 

The FAP has been authorized to shoot down $Wpect 
trafficker aircraft under specific circumstanc~s. such as 
whm an aircraft flies illegally in Peruvian airspaet: and 
refuses 10 obey imtructions (0 land:. After the seizing or 
downing 009 trafficker aircraft in 19"95. trafficker 
pilots reponedly were mote reluctant to fly shipments of 
cocaine base from Peru tD Colombia, In SQrne cases. 
these pilots demanded a large increase in pay to fly this 
route. Pressure on trafficker.; was maintained in 1996. as 
demonstrated in January, when FAP fighter air<:raft 
rOTted down a Piper Seneca that W3.$ carrying over 500 
kilograms of cocaine baSe. near Yurimaruas. Peru. After 
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their arrests., both piiots of the aircraft stated that it was a 
we-ll-knoMl fact *1Jtoog Colombian pilots that the FAP 
was authorized to shoot down traffteker aircraft flying 
ilJeplly in Peruvian airspace if the violator did not 
obey instructions to land. 

As a consequence of air interdiction operations, . 
traffickers reportedly relied more heavily on river 
tranSport to move cocaine base to airstrips in northern 
Peru or southern Colombia including airstrips near 
Iqnitos and Estreeho, Peru. and leticia, Colombia. 
River traffic in 1996 ,",'as noted on the Amazon, 
Manmon; Napa, PutumayQ, and UeayaU Rivers. 
Shipments. hidden in commercial cargo Of covered with 
riVfl' debris, were moved through known areas oflaw 
enforcement aclivity at night, when authorities had a 
lintited ability to patrol the waters. Still. the value of 
rivet ttanspon as an altematwe to air transport was 
tempered by the attendant delays and risk of 
interdiction. 

The use of river ttanSllortation to smuule cocaine 
products was lkmonslrated by a number ofseizures in 
1996. For example. in January. the Peruvian Navy 
seiz«i 472 kilograms of cocaine paste from a vessel 
intercepted near Puerto Inca, on the Pa(;hitea River, An 
even larger seizure was made in March. when police 
intercepted tbree wooden boAts on the Pisqui Riyer and 
seized 1.2 metric tons of cocaine base. Police seized 
356 kilograms of cocaine base in August and 368 
kilograms of cocaine base in September of cocaine base 
from small vcssels on the Ueayali River. 

Additionally. trnffickers who used smaUer aircraft 
attempted to avoid radar by flymg at low altitudes. by 
using flight routes that passed through southern Peru 
where: radar coverage was ligb1e:r. by using airfields near 
the Brazilian border as staging sIles. and by making 
iIle#al use of legitimate flight plans. The Amazon 
rel.!ion. where the borden;. ofPeru, Bolivia, and 
Colombia meet. also was exploited to a grcater extent 
At len~! IS aimrips were reponed along the Penwian· 
Col('1mnian border, and another 18 reportedly could bt: 
found nlong the Peruvian-Bolivian border. In n::sfK'ln~c 
1("> airt:raft operations in the area. authontieS launthed 
operalions in Ihe tri-border area in April and December. 
311cmpting 10 deny trafficker aircraft ;«;:t;eSS to airstnps. 
In Ihe December operation. Peruvian and Colombian 
forces destroycd a 10tal of 14 clandesline aifS[np~, 10 in 
Colombia and 4 In Peru. . 

Trafficker!> used land routes 10 transport cocaine base. if 
only 10 :l:nd from consolidation points and airstrips in 
northe:lstem Peru. For instance, in january. police-in 
Al.lcayacl,l sc:i.zcd 635 kilograms Qf cocaine base from a 
bidden companmem in a truck en roule 10 Ucayali. 
Peru. In Au&uSt, police seized 2.55 kilograms of cocaine 

base from a truck at a checkpoint near SangapiHa. Peru. 
And in September. authorities seized 171 kilograms of 
cocaine base discovered in a truck StoppcO tmd searched 
at a checkpoint north ofTarapoto, 

Drug Law Enforcemeat: in 1996. Peruvian authorities 
se1Zed appro-xirna«:ly IS.7 metric tons of cocaine paste 
and base. an increase from 9.6 memc tons seized in 
1995. Slgnlficant seizum made in 1996. in addition to 
those mentioned above, included 411 kilograms of 
cocaine base seized in April in CU4CO Department. and 
250 kilograms of cocaine blse seized in March in 
Huanuco Department. Seizures of cocaine He! in 19% 
decreased to 1 metric ton from {,6 metric tons in 1995. 
This drop was not necessarily Indicative of decreased 
effectiveness on the part of Peruvian authorities. 
however. since 7.5 metric tons of the: 1995 total were 
part oftwo unusually large seizures m3de in January 
and Seplember 1995. Individual cocaine seizures in 
1996. by contrast. wen: much smaller. For example in 
Mareh. authorities seized 61 kilo$tams of cocaine 
discovered In false walls ofa shipping container a1 the 
Port ofCalJao in one of the larger cocaine Hel seizures 
of the year. 

Peruvian military personnel were involved in two 
cocaine smuggling operatiQns disrupted by authorities 
in 1996, In the first incident, in May, police seized 174 

, kilograms ofC{)caine found aboard a F AP DC-S 
transpOrt plane: they arrested 13 FAP personnel The 
plane was destined for Europe by way ofthe United 
Slate$. One ofthe president's military aides de eamp 
and three colonels reponedly were relieved from duty 
fOr possible involvement. In july, a total of 127 
kilograms were discovered aboard two Peruvian~ 
registered Jmul\ant marine vessels crewed by Peruvian 
Navy JH!fSonneL Canadian cusloms officers seized 79 
kilograms aboard tbe MN Malarani {It the Pore of 
Vancouver, British Columbia. and Peruvian navy . 
offrcials discovered another 48 kilograms aboard the MI 
\' no at the Pon ofCallao_ 

In November 1996, Willer "'Champa" Alvarado·,f..inares 
..00 three Jieuterumls in his organization were arrested 
by :1uthGrilies -in Quito. EcuadQr. and deported to Peru. 
Ah':lrado·Linates directed a Cali-linked cocaine 
trafficking o~aniution tied to over S metric tons of 
cocaine seized worldwide sinct 1993. Sub:>cquent to 
his arrest. raids in a number of cities throughout Peru 
resuhed in the arrests of an additional 31 key members 
of the Alvarnd~Linares organization. In October 1996. 
Demetrio "Vaticano" Chavel~Pena::herura, once 
considered the m3in Peruvian supplier ofcocaine base 
for the CaU drug: mafia, was sentenced to 25 years' 
imprisonment. Chavez~Pf:nahem:ra was arrested in 
Colombia and expelled to Peru in 1994. He began 
~rving a )O~year sentence for treason in i994. after a 
military court convicted him of collaborating with the 
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I 
Shining Path tmorist ~tKm in eoca.grow.ins: Brazilian authorities seized 3.1 metric tons of cocaine in 
~ons oftbe Upper Huallaga Valley. 
I 
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Tl'1iN$bipmenr tbrougb Arpotioa continued in 1996 as 
cOcaine was ImUUJed intO the eowmy by general 
aViation aircraft from Bolivia. and by land vehicles and, 
(:~urim on commercial airline flights from Bolivia, 
Chile, and Paraguay. From Argentina. cocaine 
rCporteclly was smuggled 10 Europe and the United 
slates through eontaiJ:lerized maritime Olrgo, or by 
cOuriers aboard c~al airliners. 

kgennne aulhorities seized a total of:2 ~ton~' of 
~ne in 1996. Significant seizures included 40 
kilogramS ofcocaine seized near Escobar, Buenos Aires 
hovince, from a tracwr..trailcr en route from Bolivia to 
~lta. Argentina. and 30 kilogJ'llJl\S of cocaine seized by 
authorities at Ezeiza International Airpon in Suenos 
Aires from the lugga~ of two individuals scheduled to 
bOard a flight to JW)', 

I! addition to serving as a uanuhipmr:nt point. 
Argentina was the site of laOOral0ries for the conversion
ofBolivian cocaine base to cocaine HCl. which then 
~as shipped 10 Europe and the United States. Afg(nlina 
also produced essential chemicals, which occasionally 
~tm: sold legally to legitimate businesses and then 
diverted to iIlicil cocaine produCtion. or were sold 
illegally to front companies for use in danl.ienint' 
~boratories In Bolivia. ' I . 
During the year. traffickers flew aif routes through 
Brazil in an attempt 10 avoid traditioruli (rafflcker flight 
J,utes betw«n Colombia and Peru. By transponinll 
cOCaine base to airstrips in 1M tri~bordrr area or Bruzil. 
Golombia. and Peru, traffickers were able to ctrcumn:nt 
Peruvian airspace altogether. Fligbts reponedl)
olri8irutted rrom the arca of Botognesi, PeN. wIth 
~fueling stOpS ncar Leticia. Colombia. tjsuall}, \'.3upt.~ 
Depanment, COlombia, was the destination for SUi:h 
flights, In addition, traffickers used Brazil as a stapJnJ;. 
lOc.uion for eocaine Hel refined in neighborinl.! 
Countries and in transit to the United Slate" and Europe. 

lritime smuggling occumd from the Pons of Belem. 
Manaus. and Sao Paulo, while Corumba. Recif!!. Rw de 
Janeiro. and Sao Paulo served as land and air 
~ipment points. Cocaine also reportedly 1ransited 
8ra:.dl en route to ports in Suriname, Couriers flying out
of Sao Paulo and Rio de Janeiro. meanwhile. were used 
~y organized crime groups from Weil Africa to smuggle 
cocaine to Europe and southern Africa. 

1996, a decrease from the S,7 m¢tric tons seized in 
1995. The 1996 total included several multihundred·· 
ki10gram seizun:s. For example. in April. pobee seized 
200 kilograms of cocaine after.a raid on a bouse in the 
Piadade District of Rio de Janeiro. The cocaine 
reportedly was t.'t'I1IlSpOrte to Brazil from Colombia by 
truek. and was to be broken down and smuggled to 
Europe by rourlers. And in September. authorities 
seized 24S kilograms ofcocaine, 225 kilograms of 
which was found in a vehicle in a Sao Paulo parking lot, 
Additionally, several multibundttd-kitogram cocaint 
shipments that originated in Brazil were $Cized 
overseas. In January, for example, Portuguese 
authoritilltS $eiz:ed 120 kil~ of cocaine that had 
been smuu1ed into Lisbon International Airport on a 
commercialOight from Brasilia. And in September. 
italian authorities in Genoa discovered 160 kilograms' 
of cocaine aboard the MN CtJiapedra, after the vessel's 
arrival from B!1I2il. 

Additionally. Bmil is a major Heit pi'Od.~ of ether. 
acetone, and other essential chemicals used in cocaine 
processing. Despite efforts at control, substantia1 
amounts of these chemicals were diverted to illicit 
cocaine processing laboratories in Bolivia. Colombia. 
and Peru. The Brazilian Federal Police conducted joint 
operati.ons with DEA. ~in& both Brazilian and 
fon::ign fimu, in order to interdict the: flow of diverted 
chemicals. 

In Chile. authorities seized over 500 kilogmms of 
cocaine, an ineRlSe from 346 kilograms in 1995. 
Cocaine from Bolivia was tn\ASpOr1ed to Chile's 
northern ports for shipment in commercial cargo to the: 
United States and Europe. These sbipments were 
facilitated by a bilateral agreement prohibiting the 
inspection of Bolivian goods rouled through ChiJe for 
CJl.port to third countries. Cocaine shipments from 
Colombia also were routed through Chile. In a July 
incident, Chilean lIuthorities at the Port of San Antonio 
seized 486 kilograms ofcocaine discovered in a 
shipment of medicaJ equipment tha1 had arrived from 
Buenaventura. Colombia. The company to whicb the 
shipment was CQtlSlgned had imported three similar 
shipments since December 1995. each of wbich was 
reexponed to Miami. Florida. ' 

Some minor quantities of cocaine base imported into 
Chile from Bolivia reportedly were processed mto 
cocaine Hel dotnesticaUy. Chile also continued to 
serve as a ~ ofessential chemica's for traffickers in 
Bolivia and Peru. Seveml significant chemical seizures 
were made in 1996. In May. police in Santiago seited 
S.ISO titm of acetone. 125 IdlogtamS of soda asb. 606 
li1ers of bydrochloric acid, and 1,000 li1ers of sulfUric 
acid, The chemicals reportedly were destined for 

Source: U.S. Departlrwnl QI JUSllC\::, l)ru~ t~nli.m.:m\.'1t Admini~tranon. TI!~ NNICC RtMI"I 1996: Th~ Supply o/lJHcit 
Drtlg.'J 10 liu lJmlM S'UIU. AUfllilti. 19<i1. 



cocaine laboratories in Bolivia. in June. police in Ariea 
sciud 4.000 literS of sulfuric acid. also destined for 
Bolivia. 

Ecuador was a major tranSit cowttry for large quantities 
of cocaine shipped from Colombia. and for smaller 
quantities shipped from Peru. Cocaine was transported 
by land into Ecuador. and then shipped to Europe and 
the United States either in maritime cargo vessels 
:;ailing from the Port ofGuayaquil, or in air ~arso 
departing huenmional airpons in Guayaquil and Quito. 

In addition to the Colombian groups. which 
traditionally have movt:d (:()Calne throup Ecuador ro 
the international market. Nii¢rian organizations also 
played a role in cocaine trafficking through Ecuador. 
One Nigerian operation smuggled cocaine by courier 
from C(j!ombia into Ecuador. and then on to the Unit~ 
States or Europe. Courim were able to walk across the 
largtly unronttolled Colombian~Ecuadorian border, 
typically at the Tuica,n International Bridge. and then 
depart on flights out of Ecuador. thereby avoiding the 
S«\Itiny usually given by customs officials in the 
United States or Europe to arrivals from Colombia. 

In 1996. Ecuadorian authorities seized g,75 tmtric tons 
ofcocaine. a subStantial increase from 4.09 metric lons 
in 1995, This increase was due in large pan to lhe 
seizure if' October off metric tons ofcocaine 
discovered aboard the MN Don Celsc by authorities al 
the Pon of EsmeraldJS. The Den CellO was intercepu:d 
by tbe U,S.s. Ticonderoga in international waters off the 
coast of Ecuador. and was escorted to Esmeraldas aner a 
thorough at-sea surth of the ship was impossible 
because of both a fire below deck and toxic fumes 
caused by 3 large spill of ammonia in the vessel '5 

engine room. In April. authorities made another 
signifteant seizure. when authorities raided a fisb· 
packing plant in Guayaquil and seized 500 kilograms of 
co.::aine that was to be packed in a ecmtainer shipmen! 
offrm:en {ish. Anci in May, authorities seized 12) 
kilogram$ of cocaine secreted in fruit jars in preparat10n 
for shipment to Europe. 

Ecuador also was an important transit country for 
cbemlcals used by clandestine laboratory operatOrs in 
Colombiti. Chemicals were rrucked from Guayaquil into 
thl; eastern jun~les, and tben transported into Colombia 
hy tnll.:k or river boaL Significant chemical seizurn 
made at the Pon of Guayaquit in 19% included 14.9 
mettk IonS of sulfuric acid and o\<<<:r ! 8.3 metric IOO!> of 
sodium hydro:w.ide seized in January and february: and 
~.2 metric Ions of sodIUm carbonate and 2,64 metric 
IonS of calcium cllionde seiled in ApriL A June sel.:rure 
of35() drums of chemkals in Quito was panicularly 
no{ewortn~' because tbe chemicals were tied 10 a 
cocaine He! laboratory discovered in San!\) Domingo 

de Los Colorados. PidUncba Province. This was the 
fint cocaine BCllabomtory discovered in Ecuador in 
the last 10 years. Ecuadorian authorities estimated that 
approximately 100 kilograms of cocaine in various 
processing $tages wert found at the laboratory site. 

Authorities in Guyana $tized 14 kilograms of cocaine 
in 1996. an incrt:aSe from 57 kilograms in 1995. Use of 
Guyana as.a transshipment point for cocaine shipments 
appeared to be limite¢. despit~ favorable conditions, 
such as a heavily forested and sparsely populated 
interior, and numerous small and virtually inac~ible 
airfields. All of these factors presumably would' 
facilitate the transshipment of cocaine from Venezuela, 
Brazil, and Suriname to the Caribbean. the United 
States. and Emope, 

Paraguay has long unpatrolled borders with Argentina, 
Bolivia, and Btuil that m well*suited 10 smuggling 
operations. Smuggling by small aircraft is a particular 
thttat. given the country's many unregulated and 
clandestine landing strips near the border with Brazil. 
Seizures sU88est, however, that cocaine smuggling 
through Paraguay is not yet a significant problem. 
Approximately 56 kilograms of cocaine were seized in 
19%, a slight decrease from the 59 kilograms seized in 
1995, ' 

Significant quantiti~s of cocaine were routed through 
Surinamt' (0 Europe and North America. according to 
Surinamest: authOrities. Cocaine trafficking 
organizations: in neighboring countries reportedly used 
Suriname as a staging area. In 1996, cocaine was 
transported into Surimune through no1'th¢m Brazil from 
Bolivia. Colombia. and Peru. TraMpoM. was 
accomplished by small coastal ves~ls that ferried both 
licit cargo and contraband between the Amazon delta 
and other ports along the nonheastem coast ofSouth 
Amenca. Additionally. some cocaine was smuggled 
IflI;) SLiriname by private aircraft that used clandestine 
airSlnps and open roads in the interior of the COln\try. 

Once In Suriname. cocaine was repackagt'd and 
(::oo;poned on cormnen::ial ships and regularly scheduled 
eommercial flights. A total of 1.4 metric tons of cocaine 
""'ere seized In Suriname in 1996, an increase from 63 
kilograms in 1995. A record sei:!l.lre in April 
Contributed to this increase. In that case, police 
responded to a report of a tWln-engine aircraft landing 
on a foad between Jodenssavarul and Blakawatra, 
Suriname. and seized a Cessna Titan aireraft and i .27 
melri-c tons of cocaine. Surinamese authorities point to 

. this seizure and to the increasing: Colombian trafficker 
presence in Suriname as indications that the ~ountty is 
becoming a more important transit point fOf Colomblati 
cocaine. 
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While police officials. believed some cocaine is- shipped 
frolit Suriname 10 the United SUte$, there ""'U no 
evidence that such shipments occur in large quantities. 
Most of ibe coaine transhipped through Suriname 
BPP.cated to be destined for Europe; the Netherlands:, in 
Pl!iiculat, has been a popular destination. In the first 4 
montbs of 1996 alone, authorities in the Netherlands 
seiied over 440 kilograms ofcocaine smuggled into the: 
cooouy from Suriname, including one :zoo..kilogram 
shiPment discovered in an air freight consigmnem of 
prOduce. One large factor in the prominence of the

•Netherlands as a destination for eoeaine shipments from 
Surlflllme was the presence of over 200.000 ethnic
Su!inamese residing in the Netherlands. Cocaine 
traffickers have taken advantage of this and of historical 
links among Suriname. the Netherlands Antilles. and the 
Netherlands. to ship cocaine through Dulch seapons 10 

oliter cowurics in Western Europe. Ties belWeCn 
Sufutamesc and Europeans also may have facilitafed the 
sm·ug-gHng of precursor and essential chemicals from 
EJropc into Latin America. 

vJnezuela was a significant cocaine transit c:oun:ry in 
1996, Cocaine was smuggled into Venezuela along 
CJlombian rivers, and then mmsponed overland 10 the 
coaSt, Cucuta and Maicao ports of entry on the 
Colombian-Venezuelan border were the scene of 
nI.I"'erous drug seizures. From Venezuela, some cOC;linc 
w~s tnulsportcd northwud by go-fast boals departing. 
CJmana and Isla Marg.arita. In other cases. cot'aine wa~

•lT3.nsponed in mulliton quantities through maritime 
corttainerized cargo and air car~o to the United Stale~ 
3~ Europe, Examples ofsoch shipmems in 199(1 
included 64·kilograms of cocaine discovered in March 
in!a maritime car80 cQntainer shipped from Venezuela 
to1 Port Everglades, florida: 123 kilograms ('If Ci."IC3inc 
discovered in October in the doors of tW('l mttrillm~ 
c~J1tairler£ shipp«! from Venezuela f('l Miami: and ~M! 
kilograms discovered in December in an indumi31•dic:ese-proeessin£: machine that wa~ to bt: shipfR'd fmm 

Ih'c Port ofla Guaira. Venezuela. to Rnrnc.liah, 

I": locnl, approximately 5.6 metric tom. (If coca;n;,,· w~n.' 

~izcd in Venezuela in 1~96. compan:d 1\\ 0 mem.: I!tn, 


in: 1995. The year's largest seizure occum.'iI in ,.1an:h, 

when authorities found 1.1 metric 10n" of COC31ft\:,
foll()win£ raids on warehouses in OlJ;arcnaJ' in th;: 
li~burbs of Caracas. Tht cocaine was hidden \\itfml a 
c~nsignmem of tennis shoes destint<! for Montn:,,1. 
Canada, Other sizeable seizures included i(}() 

kilo{!rams seized in January from a warehou~c in 
..o;c')rigtm, Ponuguesa State: 505 kilograms seized in 
~Ja: from a vessel orr~1aurica Beach '00 the oubkins of 
~arcel{lrn:l. Venezuela: and 7$0 kilogr:lm~ s,elled in 
November from a truck at a checkpoint in San Anlonio 
del Tachira, The May seizure was noteworthy In that 
several active or retired mernber~ or the Venezuelan 

national guard. the marines. and the customs service were 
arrested following an investigation, 

Venetuela also was used as a transit location for essential 
chemicals shipped to cocaine pro<:essing laboratories in 
Colombia, Significant chemical seizures in 19% 
included 120 metric tons of various chemicals. including 
acetone and methyl ethyl ketone. seized in March in 
Valencia, Canbobo State: 4J metric tons Qf chemicals 
seized in April in La V~ctori.3. Aragua State: 105 metric 
tons ofurea seized in September at the Del Tacbira 
checkpoint on the Colombian·Venezuelan border: and 
I.S metric tons ofacetOne seized in September at a 
checkpoint in Guanare~ Ponuguesa State, 

-po 

The cocaine marker in Western Europe bas expanded 
dramatically since 1985. Seizure statistics indicated thaI 
Colombian drug mafia elements increasingly targeted 
this 1l'\.!Id:et, where they were able to realize profil margins 
higher that those in the United States, 

Cocaine being smuggled to Europe. in recent years. from 
time to time. has been transited through U,S. portS in 
addition to those in the Caribbean, OccaSionally, South 
American traffickers have first shipped cncalne through 
European ports and then to North American markets, The 
growing cocaine threat to Europe has brought more 
interest and involvement on the pan of European police 
Olgencies in counterdrug activities in the Western 
Hemisphere, According to the International Criminal 
Police Organization {INTERPOL), European authorities. 
10 include authorities in the Newly independent States, 
collectively seized 31 metric tons of cocaine in 1996. 
compared 10 22 metric tons in 199;, Kilogram quantities 
of cocaine were seized in countries throughout Europe. 
including countries where the total quantity of cocaine 
s.eized during the year was relatively modest For 
e'itlmple, Austria. Bulgaria. Croatia. tbe Czecb 
Republic, Denmark. the Former Yugoslav Republic of 
\1acedonia (F""OM). Hungary.Norway. Poland, 
Russia. Sl\'eden. and Tur~y reponed individual seizures 
of at least 1,2 kilograms. with seizures typically made 
from couriers arriving on international flights from South 
America, In each ofthese countries.. however. seizure 
totals for 1996 failed 10 eXl;:eed 7{) kilograms. In other 
countries. however. cocaine seizures were more 
substantial. 

Belgillm continued to serve as. a transshipment point for 
eucaine dt'Sfined for markets in the Netherlands and 
Germany, Cocaine wa;s smuggled into Belgium both by 
maritime commercial cargo. and by couriers aboard 
commercial airline flights arriving at Brussels' Zavemem 
International Airport. 
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Belgian authorities seized over 935 kilograms of 
cocaine in 1996, compared to 452 kilograms in 1995. 
The year's !ar8cst stltu.rc:S were:made from maritime 
cargo. For example, in January. authorities at the Port of 
Antwerp seized Joo ki}ograms ofcocaine that arrived 
from Colombia aboard the: banana boat Chiquita 
Rost()(;k. This was followed In February by the seizure 
0(70 kilograms of cocaine ibat had amved in the Port 
of«ebrugge aboard the MIV Swanslreom. 

France was both a consumer oountty and transit point 
for cocaine. Cocaine was smuggled into the country in 
maritime cargo, by vehicle at border ct'OS$ings, and: by 
airline couriers. 

French authoritieS seized approximately 1.7 metric tons 
ofcocaine in 1996. compared to 865 kllograms in 1995. 
in April. authorities at the Pan of Le Ha\"fe seized 33 
kilograms \Ifcocaine that arrived on a container ship 
from Argentina. The cocaiM. which was carried by an 
Italian national, one of the ship's tRw. reponedly was 
destined for Porrugal. And in June. authorities in Le 
Pmhus. on ~ French-Spanish border. diseovered 12 
kilograms of cocaine hidden in the rear seat of a car en 
route to Italy. Also in June, authorities at Charles ck 
Gaulle International Airpon in Paris seized 3 kilograms 
of cocaine from luggage belonging to a passenger en 
route from Colombia to Israel. 

German)' likewi~ was a cocaine consumer country and 
transit point German autborities seized ).37 metric 
tons ofcocaine in 1996. a decrease from 1.8 metric tons 
in 1995, Seizures were generally under SO kilograms. 
\!, ith Ihe largest seizures made from air frt:ight, or from 
luggage arriving (In commercial airline m~hts. In 
February. for example, 20 kilograms of coca in!: wcre 
discovered in an air cargo shipment that arrived in 
Fl1Inkfl,lrt from Gualemala by way ofMiamL In July. ~() 
kilograms of cocaine were discovered in thc JUgp3g'C ('1« 

Ihrec individuals arriving from Venezueta en routc 1(> 
Poland. Addilionally. two seiwrt's. each of (>\Cf 20 
Idlograms, were made in March and April from 1M 
luggage Qf individuals arriving in Srunpn from COS:~ 
Rica, Overseas. meanwhile. authorities seiLCd 
shipmemsen fOute to Germany. In September, for 
example, authorities in Lima. Peru. ~ized 30 kilogram~ 
of cocaint from the luggage or an individu.:tl deslined 
for Frankfurt. Peru. in fact. was the point of orlsin for Ii 
cocaine smuggling .cascs destined for, .or (ouled 
throu&h. Gt!rmany in 19Q6. 

Althougn Greece is no! regarded as a major C<X:trne 

consumer or transit country . .a record amount ofcocaine 
was seized in April. when Hellenic cwnoms officers at 
the Pon of Pire8us discovered 114 kilograms of cocaine 
wtthin a container shipment of blue jt:an-s: thal had 
amved from Callao, Peru. Reportedly, the s.hipmem was 

to be nnsported to Sofia. Bulgaria, The last seizure of 
this size was tmde in December 1994. when authorities 
in Pire:aus seized 103 kilograms mm a container 
shipment of rice en route from Ecuador to luly. 
Authorities seized a total of 156 kilograms of cocaine in 
1996. 

1n 1996. Ireland emerged as a transit point for 
multihundred kilogram maritime shipments of oocaine: 
'en route to Western Europe. The: r;;ountry'$ nUnl(roU$ 
inlets and harbors, and ;ts lar~ly unpattOlIed western 
coastline provided a convenient Staging point for otf~ 
loading cocaine, as wen as a safe harbor for trafficlUng 
vessels that encountered rougn weather en route 10 other 
European destinations. 

In the first of two J'\Qlewcrthy seizures in 1996, 
authorities in August seized 50 kilograms of cocaine 
discovered aboard the cargo vessel From Guider. after 
the Guider's arrival in the Port of Moneypoint. County 
Clare, from Santa Mana, Colombia. Authorities believe 
the cocaine was to be ofT~l(laded in Ireland, bu; was 
destined for continental Europtan mati::ets, 1n the year's 
second large seizure, Irish authorities seized a record 
610 kilograms ofcocaine offCork from the fishing 
trawler Sea Mist, which had sailed from Venezuela to 
r rlt'ltdad, and was en route: to an off-load poinl off the 
French coast, when it sailed into Cork in order 10 avoid 
a storm at sea. 

Cocaine trafficking ;0 and through Italy continued, 
with seizures: wtaling 2,3 metric tons in 19%, a 
d(:crease from 2.6 metric tons in 1995. in September. 
authorilies at the Port of Gel10a seited 160 kilorrams of 
cocaine discovered aboard the MN OJlapedra. after the 
vei:Sel"s arrival from Santos, Brazil. Then, in No"em~r, 
police in Milan seized 350 kllograms as pan of an 
oTt:nlliun lhat resulted in 48 arrests in Italy, the 
l'eihcrlands, and Spain. 

Thr Sf'thulands continued to serve: .as a destination for 
tump¢~il'l·bO\lnd cocaine shipments. with smuggling 
Uf'\-"ralions faeililat~ by ties among traffickers in the 
Ne!herland$, Suriname. and the Netherlands. AmiUes. 1n 
1'11%. Dutch authorities seized over 8 metric tQns of 
cocaine, compared to 4.9 tmtric tons in J995, The 
year's largest seizure was. made in July. when authorities: 
boarded the private yacht (Jdermirense off the COasl of 
Ijmuiden and discovered I. t metric tons ofcocaine" 
The cocaine reponedly had been transfem:d fo the 
Od(!'nnirl!nse from a go-faSf boat in waters in the vicinity 
ofTrinidad and Tobagu Qth¢r $ignificant St:i2un:s in 
19% included 113 kdograms of cocaine seized from the 
MN Jostelle, and 137 kil~s seized in OClober: 
both seizures Wf!t'e made by authoritj~ in Rotterdam. 

Source: U$. lkpHrtUiell\ ot" Ju.-til:\:, l)rug ElIiun:.:m..:lll AdministrJ.tiun. 111ft /,',Y1ce R(!pon J996" l1!e Supp(v oj1Jl/cil 
Drug.> 10 111" l,"lIiJ<!Ii Sfa't'~. AUl1u:\l, I \)\)7, 



10ritie, in P......at ",ized 673 ldlognmu of 
coCaine in 1996. a decrease from 2,} metric tons: in 
1995. Most seizures in 1996 wae made ftom couriers 
arriving at Lisbon's intcJ'lUUionai airport. In the year's 
I. seizure. poJice in January seized 120 kilograms 
of'cocaine that had been smuglcd into the COU1ltf'Y 
tiJougb the Lisbon airport. In most cases, oowever. 
cWine shipments smuggled into the country by courier 
wUe under 20 kilogJ"ams. Seizures from maritime 
veSsels were rare in 1996, although Portugal's long and . 
deSolate eoasthllt traditionally bI'I$ been an attractive
Wstt for maritime smuggling attempts. The year's roon 
Sigrufteant maritime seizurc was made in October. when 
aUthorities in Ponta Delgada.. Saint Miguel Island. the 
~()tt5. stized 46 kilograms of cocaine after a search of 
a Sailing vesscllhat just had completed a round·trip 
•voyage to Venezuela, ~ 

stain served as a gateway for cocaine shipments 
destined (or the European market Smuggling into 
SPain was militated by the multiple points of entry 
ayailable to traffickers. irn.::luding 15 international 
a~ons. 23 major and 175 minor sea~ by 
northwestern Spain's ru~ coastline; and by the large 
n~ber of tourists who visited the country. CulwraL 
ethnic. and linguistic ties between Spain and Latin 
ATl'ttrica also played a role. 

I 
Spanish authorities seized a record 13.7 metrie tons of 
COcaine in 1996. a substantial increase from the 6.8 
metric rons sei2ed in 199.$, Several seizures were made 
df mui(lton coeaim shipments. In January. Spanish 
::uthorides seized 2.6 metric tons of eocalne from the 
fishing vessel Mae Yemaja. after intttt:qlting the vessel 
(5 miles off the coast ofCarme.and escorting il to the 
~on of La Coruna for inspection. In May, authorities 
~iseoYmd over 1_6 metric tons of cocaine from the MN 
~iva after boarding the vessel in international waters 
900 miles off the coast ohhe Canary Islands. In August. 
JUlhorities in Puerto de !taos. Santander Province. 
seized 1.2 metric tons of cocaine that had been 
smug_g.led into the Port nfBilbao from Colombia in i! 

shipment oflumber, And in November. authoritin 
seized 1.1 metric tons of cocaine after board!n!: the Ml\' 
~4f1itu. 70 nautical miles off the Galician coast- Other 
tigniiicant seizures included 900 kilograms of cocaine 
found in June floating off the nonh~stem Spanish 
~oa$t. 280 kilosrams of coeaine found in February in it 
~hippin[! COnlainer imported tnto Sa~elona (rom 
Colombia. and 240 kilograms of toeaine discovered in 
~unr in a contamer shipment ofcoffee thal amved in 
Barcelona from Colombia. In addition. in July. Spanish 
'authorities on the island Qf Gran Canllria, the CamU'), 
'lSland~. seued 640 kllograms of cocaine discovered in a 
contamer shipmem of coffee and liquor imponed from 
Venezuela, 

Traffickers continued to use Swltudand as a transit 
location for $11lUaglins coeaine to Italy and other 
countries in Western Europe. Cocaine was smuggled 
into the ~untry by cmmefS traveling on commercial 
airline flights arriving at international airports in Zurich 
and Geneva, Individual cocaine seizures were of 
kilogram quantities or Jess. For example. in May. 
autborities in Zurich seized 2.2 kilograms of cocaine 
from a courier who arrived on a flight from Sao Paulo, 
Brazil. by way ofBarcekma. Spain. In 1996. Swiss 
authorities made 122 cocaine seizures. totaling 255 
kilograms, compared to 262 kilograms of cocaine seized 
in 1995, 

Tbt United Kingdom was both a transit counny and a 
destination for cocaine. British authorities seized 1,16 
metric tons ofoocaine in 1996. compared to 963 
kilograms m 1995. Most seizures were made fTom air 
might shipments or from couriers arrivinlt on 
international flights from South America. In the largest 
such seizure, in September. authorities at London's 
Heathrow International Airport seized 180 kilograms of 
cocaine: discovered in the false sides of two cargo 
containers that arrived on a -commercial airline flight 
ftrun Bogota. Colombia.. In a February investigation. 
notewortby because 'of the method of concealment. 
authorities at Heathrow discovered 30 kilograms of 

J cocaine in the nose cone of a BOOsh Ait'\\'B.Ys 747 that 
had arrived from Bogota. TYPically, sCizures Qf cocaine 
from the luggage of couners ranged from 3 to S 
kilograms. although authorities did seize 2S kilograms 
from a courier arriving from Brazil in April, and 21 
kilograms and 22 kilograms from unclaimed luggage 
arriving on fHghts from Trinidad and Tobago in July 
and September, respectively. 

Nigerian trafficking groups were responsible for most 
cocaine trafficking activity in Africa. Nigerian 
trafficking groups are entrenched deeply in the U,s. 
heroin trade. Their exposure to and increasing 
involvement in movmg cocaine to Europe and Africa is 
an outgT'O\\-1h ofthei:r U.S. drug activity. As of May 
1997. no statistics were available 3$ to the amount of 
cocaine seized in Nigeria in 1996. or in the last half of 
199:$. In the fint half of 1995, only 1.9 kilograms of 
cocaine were seized. 

Typical seizures of cocaine controlled by Nigerian 
organizations consisted ofquantities of under 10 
kilograms canied by oouriers. Most of tht: eocaine 
moved by Nigerian--controllcd couriers was obtained in 
Brazil, although in 1996 Nigerian organizations also 
obtained cocaine from countries in the northern Andean 
region such 3$ ColombUI and EcuadQr. Evidence ofihe 
Nigerian organizations' Jm$ellce in Co1omrua was 
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demonstrated in April. when po1ie:e in Bogota arrested • 
24 West Africans who were pmpared to smuggk over SO 
kilograms. ofcocaine to Europe. In addition to taking 
direct flights to Europe, couriers also smuggled cocaine 
to Nigeria and other West African countries, as well as 
to South Africa. From these countries. cocaine was 
reshipped 10 major markets in Europe, 

South Afrk. has developed into a cocaine destination 
and trnnnhipment location. due in part to its weU
developed infrastrucntre: a.nd international air links. 
South African authorities continued to seize regularly 
kilogram quantities of eoeaine in 1996, In 1995. 188 

. kilograms were seized. Statistics for 1996 are not yet 
available. Seizures ranging from 2 to 7 kilogmns 
typically wert' made from couriers arriving on flights 
from Rto de Janeiro. Brazil, In at least two cases. 
however. seizures also were made from individuals 
arriving from Buenos Aires, Argentina. Nigerian 
crimioals are Inv()h~ widely in eoeaine distribution in 
South Africa. These criminais probably introduced into 
South Africa' s townships methods of producing crack 
cocaine learned while in the United States. 

Other African countries were used as transit points for 
cocaine smUU1f:d uno South Africa or Europe from 
South America. The moSt common method oftransport 
was by couriers who smuggled kilogram quantities of 
cocaine concealed in their penonal efftctS, Of whet 
ingested latex-encased pellets of cocaine. individual 
Selzu!'t':$ ofhetween 2 and 4 kilograms were made ftom 
courim arriving on internation.al flights into Benin. 
Cote d'Ivoire. Kenya. Namibia. and Zambia. In 
addition. in Marth. authorities in Morocco seized 62 
kilograms of cocaine from a container ship docked in 
the Port of Casablanca. The oontain.er in which the 
cocaine was secreted. hoW('ver. was not destined for 
Morocco. but inStead WaS-IO be unloaded al a later pon 
or caU in GenOa, italy. 

lh. Middle Eos! 

Seizures of cocaine or cQCainc base in Lebanon 
amounted 10 166 kilograms In 1996. compared \0 13.6 
kilograms in 1995, Of this amount, 41 kilograms "",er(' 
dIscovered in January in a containerized shipm~m of 
woodeD doors imp()rted into Beirut from Brazil, and 12: 
kilograms were' seiled in late October and early 
~c'l\'embet after importation in a two-container mariume 
shipment of ceramic tiles. 

Lebanon was one oflhe few countries outside South 
America.that processed cocaine base into cocaine HCL 
Lebanese tramckers living in South America rtponedly 
fadlilaled [he impon.aticn of cocaine base into 
Lebanon. principally from Colombia. but also (rom 
Bolivia, Brazil. and Peru. Most orltle cocaint 

processed in Lc:banon was refined in conversion 
laboratories in the Bekaa Valley, Past reports have 
indicated thai 80 percent of the cocaine produced in 
lAmnon is e'xponed. with the remain~r used 
domestically. Exported cocaine was packaged and then 
sbipped-sometimf!s through Jordan or Syria-to Europe, 
or tQ markets in the Persian Gulf where cocaine prices were 
high. Lebanese trnffickm also used Lebanon as a staging 
area for refined cocaine base being shipped tQ the P('rsian 
Gulfor Europe, 

Tbel:"e have been a number ofreportli that criminal groups 
in Israel ate involved in cocaine trafficking, Traffickers 
based in Imel reportedly have established links with 
ColombiJn drug canelli. In 1996, 43ldlograms were 
seized in March from a shipping container that arrived in 
tbe Part of Haifa from the United States. The cocaine 
U'PQrtedly was hidden in the container in the Los Angeles 
area and th¢n shipped to New York. wMre it was repacked 
in household effects being shipped to Israel. 

TIl. flIr Eon 

The level of cocaine trafficking in Southeast Asia and the 
Pacific remained low. Nonetheless, local authQritics were 
concerned by reports or contacts between cocaine 
trafficking orprDz.ations and local organized crime 
groups. In particular. there: have been reporu or contacts 
between Colombian cocaine traffiekm and elements of 
Japanese organized crime groups (collectively known as 
the Boryokudan or Yakuz.a) that control Japan's iUicit 
drug trade, Moreover, cocaine is transponcd into the 
region by U.S, criminals and by Asian criminals who 
obtain tM drug in the United States. 

Both Australia .nd Japan have been targeted by 
traffickers as lucrative cocaine markets:, For example, one 
gTOUp in Sydney. Australia, composed of individuals who 
emigrated to Australia from Medellin, Colombia, 
reportedly attempted to elitahlish a local market for 
cocaine. Soufheast Asia's iargest coeaine seizure In ! 996 
was made in June by authorities at the Pon of Mackay, in 
Queensland. Australia. In that case. 20 kilograms of 
cocaine were discovered in a bulk coal carrier that arrived 
from Port Victoria, Brazil. by way ofTaiwan. in Japan, on 
the other hand. seizures remained small. 

Elsewhere in Southeast As.ia. seizures of between 300 
grams and iO Idlograms were made from couriers arriving 
in Hong Kong, Malaysia. and ThaUand on flights from 
South America. Authorities in Thailand als<> seized 7 
kilograms ofc\)caine from a parcel mailed from Colombia. 
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BACKGROUND , 


The,traffic1cing and abuse of cocaine. particularJy in its highly addictive. smokable base form known as 
"crack." combined with the severe and chronic social trauma they generate, represent the gravest 
problems for U.S. drug law cnfortetnent authorities. Cocaine He} (hereafter referttd t'O as cocaine) is 
produced in South Ameriea and smuggled into the United States on a massive scale by sophisticated 
crin'rina1 organizations. These drug mafias alsQ arc mponsibie fOf most of the wholesale domestic 
cochlne traffic. supplying primary source cities with the .drug. From these souree cities. loosely 
~ but extremely violent gangs diStribute cocaine to and within other U.S. cities. smaller tou:m. 
and'rural areas. It i$ these gangs that m responsible, in large part. for eonvemng the cocame into crack. 
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f 
The cocaine threat first emerged in the United 
states during the mid· to late-1970~s when both 
th'e trafficking and abuse of cocaine escalated 
ripidly. The trade was centered in South 
America where Chilean, Bolivian. and Peruvian 
s~ppliers dominated coca cultivation and cocaine 
pfocessing. These groups supplied cocaine to 
Cubans and other groups of wholesale and retail 
(AT street level) distributors in the United States. 
At that time. the vo.lume of trafficking was 

I
nowhere near today's level. Lar~ segments of 
tbe U.s: popolati"" we", llIIaffeeted by cocaine 
,lam.king and a_, due in larse part to 

, ~ocaine's high price-S1OO or more per gram.. 
Expense, however. was no detemnt to those who 
tOlerated the use ofcocaine or viewed it as a 
~ddictive "party" drug. 

. 
. -

Circa J980. the "cotaine wars"-a bloody spate 
of murders and shootings in Miami between rival 
cocaine trafficking organizations vying for 
control of wholesale cocaine distribution
focused the public's atterltion on the violence that 
accompanied the expanding cocaine trnde. As a 
result afthe struggle to control the U.S, cocaine 
market, Colombian traffickers replaced Cubans 
as the primary wholesale distributors, Two 
distinct Colombian groups emerged: a band of 
violence--prone. Mcdemn~based traffickers 
operating primarily in Miami and Lcs Angeles. 
and a group from Cali that established opon!!ions 
in New York City. As domestic demand for 
cocaine grew. the infrastrueture- associated with 
drug trafficking at the imponation and wholesale 
leveJs--the production, transportation, and 
distribution elements--also grew as dealers 
competed to cash in on the boom markel. 
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• 
In the mid-1980's, the cocaine threat funhe! 
evolved as crack: cocaine trafficking and abuse 
swept through many metropolitan areas, 
particularly economically depressed, inner..eity 
neighborhoods. In a gruesome parody of 
Colombian traffickers at the wholesale level, 
crack distributors at the mid- and retail·levels 
institutionalized drug distribution nationwide. 
Independent dealers/users-wbo frequently had 
distributed cocaine or other dNgS to support their 
own habit-were repJaced by stnlCtUred, 
iUerarchical organizations motivated by profit 
Further. these groups established reliable sources 
of supply while creating tnUlSpOttation arid 
distribution networks that employed salaried 
workers and enfon:ers. 

Examined in its entirety. crack trafficking: has had 
a devastating social impact on many metropolitan 
areas across the United StateS. Beyond the 
psychological and pbysical damage to individual 
users, crack distribution and abuse have degraded 
entire communities. particulady low-income, 
inner-city neighborhoods il1.equipped to cope 
with the wide range of social problems created by 
the drug. In communities across the country. the 
ongoing crack plague has undermined the quality 
oflife more than any previous drug episode in 
U.S. history. 

THE PHARMACOLOGY OF COCAINE , 

Coealne Is the mast powertul stimularn o! natural origin. In botll hyd_de and base 
IOITIIS, tt Is _ ..a Schedule II drug under til. ConIn<IIed s_Act 011970. 
In orderto be _Ie!! In Schedule II, a drug must have a high poIenIiaI for ab...... and a 
cumontly accepted medical use In the United Stales. Fu__•use 01 thal drug may lead 
to seve", psychological or physical dependence. TochnicaIIy, crack has an ~ 
medical use only t>eea_ tt 1$ one""'" of the cocaine aJIcaloid, which. as cocaine HCI,Is 
U$Od as an an_in some IWrgerieS. However, the", 1$ no legitimale medical use for 
crack Itse~. 

Because of the intensity of Its pleasurable effects. cocaine has the potential for """"onllnat)' 
psychological dependeney. particularly among cocaine inj"""'rs and CIlICk smok.... 
Rocummt users may.....,1t to larger doses ai shorter intervals, leading to hard-colll cocaine 
_. The onset of cocaine addidion varies aCCOl!lmg 10 the route of ad".nistration. 
Use..wtio snort cocaine can main1ain their addiction without the nead forfleatmenl 
assistance for a period of 310 5 ye.... while crack smokers often see!< fle_ wiltlin 6 
months of first use. . 

The euphoria Induced by cocaln. use Is similar regardless of !he _ of admlnlstraflon. 
However, dfff.",nt routes ofadministralion may vary the inlensily oIlh1s ....ggerated feeling 
of e,.,hement. For example. the effects of inhaling cocaine "'" felt In opproxlmaloly20 
minutes and may linger for up to 40 minute'. The effects of .moIdng or injectIng cocaine ant 
I.k almost immediately and persls1 for roughly 10 minutes. The resuHing depression or 

. "cr8stl," therefon>.1s much greater with smoking or injecting cocaine than with Inhailng It. 
This dep_1s the primary triggero! cocaine adclicllon; !he cocaine abuse(. des!'" to 
.void this crash itequenII)I n>suIts ,In compulsive use and psye/IOlt>glcaJ dependency. 

Excessive doses may .,....SGi%u.... andlor deelt1 from n!$pIOnoryfailUIlI, _ .......bml 
hemonnage, or heal! falIuno.' Payehologlcaleffec!slnclude _ psyeIliaIric dfscrders 
such as paranoia and suicidal tendencies. No speciIIc treatments exist for """"'"" 
oven:Inse; nor _tolerance develop to cocaine'. toxicl!y. TlI<m> Is no 'safs" dose of 
cocaine.. 
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THE COCAINE TRADE IN LATIN AMERICA 


CULTIVATION AND 
PRODUCTION 

cline is derived from the coca
pwlt grown primarily in Peru and 
Bolivia. As seen from the chart, 
SttJ.Jfucr amounts: ofcoca also are 
cultivated in Colombia. The leaves 
arc ~ed from the pIant, dried, 
andithen processed into cocaine 
~ through simple chemical 

•pro!:edurc.. These procedures occur 
in Jrude laboratories located in 
reclote regions ofPeru and Bolivia,1 

l.j ~. '.wm e "Iere 1$ some cocame aou- ~No<Ill'OfICI ~srr._~ MMh fft5 

~uction in Bolivia and PeN., _. 
mo'st cocaine is refined in Colombia. Colombian Peruvian and Bolivian trafficking organizations 
~ne ttafrlCking orpnizations import cocaine also supply limited amounts of finished cocaine 
~ from Pent and Bolivia. refine it into fmished to the United States, 
co4ame at clandestine labotatories throughout 
Colombia. the. smuggle the finished cocaine Some ColombIan labOratory operations involve 
am!aad for wholesale distribution. Independent large, "industrial-type" facilities thai employ 20 

I or morc workers and prodUl:c oVer 250 kilograms 
of cocaine per week. The cocaine produced in 

, Felr mo~ i:rIfo~ 01' coca .;Wtlvalion aad plVducriott. ICC these laboratories is smuggled to foreign maricets 
~ Cl.!lriWltiDil QIJI/ ~IU! P!"fK#:IsiIq, Dru£ Enf~ by trafi'lCkcrs using • combination ofair, land,
Administnuicm. In!ellip'let Divitiotl, wWUnJtOI\, DC, 

S~embct 1993 (DEA-910S4). . and sea routes. 


31.'00 

16$,300 

.Potential Cocaine HOt Production 
'99' 

255 

....." 

Typical to""l"" banprot:ellll/ng Bile In Bolivia. 

Sou~: O.S. oq.nmmt of JIUtice, Inu, !nforecmdrt~. The Coc4hle 7hr«Jl to 1M Uttil«d StIIIu. Matd1199S. 
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COCAINE SMUGGLING TO THE UNITED STATES 


Transportation Groups 

In order to t:ransport eocaine shipments from South 
America to U,S. l'l1arkets. the Cali drug mafia uses 
the services ofwell..entrcnchoo smuggjing groups 
located throughout the Caribbean, Central America, 
and Mexico. These smuggling groups transport 
multiton shipments ofcocaine from Colombia by air. 
land. and sea eonveyances to the United States 
directly or by way of transshipment countries, 

The Colombian drug mafias often use- Mexican 
transpOrtation groups to smuggle cocaine through 
Mexico into the United States. Many of these ~ 
Mexican transportation groups are polydtug 
traffickers with extensive experience in smuggling 
drugs and other contraband act'O$$ the $OUthwest 
border into.the United Stales. Frequontly, the 
transportation groups receive a percentage of the 
cocaine shipments in exchange for their services. In 
addilion. these Mexican groups have become 
wholesale distributors ofcocaine in Chicago, 
Denver. Detroit. and other U.S. cities. 

These groups control routes and pipelines into the 
Umted States. To aid smuggling ventures. they 
employ high~techlt()logy equipment, including night
vislon goggles'and radios with scramblers. as well as 
military hardware, such as assault rifles. hand 
grenades, and bUlletproof vests, These Mexican 
organizations also use scouts with radios and 
scanners tuned to police frequencies to monitor law 
enforcement aeitivities along the U.S.~Mexican 
border. Further demonstrating their smuggling 
resourcefulness. these t:raffickm bave built 
sophisticated tunnels underneath the southwest 
border. 

Mexican transportation groups receive coeaine 
shipments from CI)jombian traffickers. and assume 
complete responsibllity for the shipments until 
delivery in the United States. Multiton quantities of 
cocaine are warehoused in Mexito near the northern 
border, Frequently. smuggling organ.iiations divide 
shipments tnto smaller quantities ~ transport them 
into the United States by smuggling organizations 
using passenger ears, tractor trailers. and other land 
vehIcles, 

Routes and Methods 

The principal cocaine smuggling roUtes from South 
America to the United States commonly transit 
Mexico, where cocaine shipments often are 
warehoused near the U.S -Mexican border before 
they are uansponed into the United States, Other 
primary cocaine smuggling routes from South 
America to the United States transit the Caribbean. 
Caribbean islands. such as Puerto Rioo and The 
Bahamas, are used as uansshipment ~ for U,S,. 
hound cecaine. While airdrops are .sed by 
traffickers to transpOrt cocaine from South America 
to Caribbean tranSit areas, maritime conveyances 
are believed to be used predominantly throughout 
the region, 

Traffickers use maritlme vessels to transport bulk 
quantities of cocaine from South America to the 
United States or Mexico. Maritime craft used by 
traffickers include commercial cargo vesseis, 
fishing boa.., specially designed low-profile 
ves.sels. and pleasure craft. Of these. commercial 
cargo vessels pose the greatest cocaine sftwggling 
threat to the United States as evidenced by 
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l' I' ,.' FnumlUOus mu oton eocame SClZUfCS. or 
e...wle. during February 1994, the U.S. 
customs Service seized 3.8 metric tons of 
ccdine from a cargo container that had been 
~ from Cartagena, Colombia, to 
Mialru Florida. ' I ' 
Traffickers use • variety of ain:raft 10 _ort 
cocbe from South America to Mexico and the 
United Sta .... including gcoetal aviation, large 
cargo, and comm.crcial aircraft. General aviation 
airCraft are used to ttanspOtt cocaine from 
Coiombia to c:landes:tine airstrips in Mexico and 
Cdllral America. inoreuingly, tro!lickcrs .... 
tur1ting to the use oflarger? longer.range jet and 
catgn aitcraft to expand their smuggling 
caPabilities. For example, in Augnat 1994, a 
CmveDe jet and shipment 0£2.S metric ..... of 
eokine were seized in Mexico upon arrival from 

Colombia. Bulk quantities of cocaine also are 
t.tanSponed from South America directly into the 
United States concealed within commercial air 
cargo, 

The use of private and commerciallaDd vehicles 
is the predominant means of tnmsponing cocaine 
from Mexico into the United States. In one 
incident doriogJuly 1994, DEA EI Paso seized 
S.4 metric tons ofcocaine that had been 
warehoused in 1lOI'them Mexico and iransponed 
bycargnvan 10 E1Paso, T ..... Since 1992, 
seizures along the southwest border have 
accounted for the majority ofcocaine seized 
annually in the United States. The primary 
importation points for U.S.-bound Coeatne are 
AIWma, southern California, southern Florida, 
andT..... 



THE COCAINE TRAOE IN THE UNITEO STATES 


CALI DRUG MAFIA 

The principal Cali drug mafia uafficking groups 
have established "cells" that operate within a 
given geographic area in the United States. 
Primary U.S. bases ofoperation are comprised of 
cells operatirtg independently ofeach other 
within major metropolitan areas, notably 
Chicago, Houston, Los Angeles, New York City, 
Pbiladelpbia, and San Francisco. 

Eacb ceil, which moy he comprised of 10 or mo'" 
employees. operates with little or no knowledge 
about the membership or drug operations of other 
ceJls. Within these cells, smallet units may 
specialize in particular facets ofthe drug trade. 
such as cocaine uansponation. storage, wholesale 
distribution, communications. or money 
laundering. 

Each unit has nrinirnaJ contact with other units 
and is directed by a manager who reports to the 
cell manager. Each cell manager repons to a 
regional director who is responsible for the 
overal1 management ofseveral celts. The 
regional director, in tum. !Cports directly to one 
of the Cali leaders or their chiefs of operations in 
Colombia, Strict adherence to this 
compartmentalization insulates ttlt leaders and 
other ceHs from drug law enfon::ement 
operations. 

The cellular St:r'UCt'lJte requires frequent contact 
berween the cell manager in the United Stares 
and top-level drug marta managers in Colombia.. 
Cell managers use the latest tet:bnology. such as 
computers. pagers. and facsimile macbines in 
their daily operations. CeUular telephones often 
are bought in bulk quantities and discarded after 
several months to thwart drug law enforcement 
efforts at telephone interception. 

The Drug Enforcement Admlnismitio. (DEA) 
has dismantl.d mony Cali drug mafia ""lis 
operating in the United Statcs. Most recently. 

during September and Octoher 1994, special 
agents from 10 DEA field divisions conducted 
the primary arrest phase of Operation 
FOXHUNT. a 2 ..year investigation. Among the 
199 subjects arrested were 2 regional directors 
who managed Cali drug mafia operations in New 
Yorlc City and Los Angeles. In addition, 6.5 
metric tons of cocaine and S1.3 million were 
seized during the investigation. 

CAU DRUG MAFIA CEU.STRUCTIIRE 

Cen Director 

Cell Members 
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PRIMARY COCAINE 
TRAFFlCI(ING ROUTES 

MEDELUN DRUG MAFIA 
I . 

In general. the Medellin drug mafia's method of 
o~ration In the: Unitc4 States is less 
colnpartmen..Hzed than that of the Cali drug 
rmfia. The drug trafficking: elements comprising 
tht Medellin drug mafia employ a group 
debsiolHnaking process at the top level, as 
opPosed to the hierarchical decision-making 
prOcess employed by the Cali drug mafia, At the 
10k levels, Medellin trafficking groups tnmsacl 
btisiness with fewer ~stritrions on their choice 
of business associates. 

I 
DOMESTIC TRAFFICKING AND 
DiSTRIBUTION 

I 
Once smuggled into the United States. cocaine 
shipments are consoiidated in either a gateway 
city or a warehouse facility nw the U.S,
Mexican border. The principal gateway cities 
u~ed for stashing multihundred or multithousand 
kilogram quantities of eo<:alne are Houston. los 
¥ge!es. Miami. and New York City, Aftetthe 
shipments are received at a gateWay ciry. control 
i; relinquished back to the Co1ombian drug•mafias. 

\ 

Once the Colombians regain control over the 
shipments. the cocaine is divided again into 
multihundred kilogram quantities and is 
transported to cell' in other metropolitan areas for 
local distribution. At this poin~ the individual 
cells. as well as Mexican transpOrtation groups 
that were paid a percentage ofcocaine shipments. 
divide the cocaine into smaller amounts for sale 
to local wbolesalm who distribute IS-kilogram 
or less quantitia. The local wholesalers sell 
Jcilogram amounts to mail distribution groups 
that further divide the cocaine for retail sales, 

Retail distribution groups repackage cocaine 
purchases in ounce and gram quantities for sale 
by that group or other, smaller retailers. These 
groups include a diverse assortment ofethnic 
gang. thaI are r<SpoIIsible for mosl of the 
domestic street trade in cocaine and crack. While 
there continues to be a market for cocaine at the 
retail level. primarily among casual users and 
coeaine Injectors. crack distribution and abuse 
now constitute the driving force behind the 
oocain. threat in the United States.> Although 
importation ofcrack has occurred sporadicaJly 
(small quantities occasionally are transported into 
Florida from a few Caribbean islands). virtllally 
all of the crack sold and consumed in the United 
States is manufactured domestically, 

l f« IHCIft\ iafurmmon on cnck tftIfir:tifts, * CIdct CDariIU, 

DNa lGUillipce ~ .DnIJ Enfol'CC;!naH ~ 
Imdhra-~ Wuhittpm. PC. April 1994 
(DEA·940"), 

u .s~ Oc:p:rtmem: of 1Uftiec, Drug EnfoJUment Administntion, 1M C4C#W nr~ ID 1M UniJtJ S:ioJn. Mt.n:b 1995, 
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INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENTS 


Europe 

The dynamics of the cocaine ttade in Europe 
have not evolved to the same extent as in the 
United Sta""" The threat to Europe is 'similar 10 
the situation in the United States circa 1980, 

Western Europe is the second·1argest cocaine 
ma.rket in the world after the United StateS: 
Since 1990, Culombian ttaffickins organizations. 
!he Cali drug mafia in partienlar, inereasingly 
have been smuggling larger amOUDlS of cocaine 
to Europe, as evidenced by increasing annual 
seizures. 

In addition. !he Colombian dNg mafias have 
established relations with Italian organized crime 
families. Russian crimina.i groups; and Spanish 
cri~1 organizations to coordimlte the 
transpOrtation ofmultiton cocaine shipments 
from Snu!h America to E\lrope, 

AI!hough !he Iberian Peninsula has served a. !he 
traditional "Gatt\\-"ay to Europe" for South 
American cocaine since the 1980's, authorities in 

the Netherlands and Belgium. as well as in the 
major markets of France, Germany, Italy. and the 
United Kingdom, have been seizing increasingly 
larger amounts of cocaine. Colombian traffickers 
have exploited historical ties with Spain'to 
smuggle large amounts ofcocaine through Spain to 
!he reS! nfEurope, 

To date, crack distribution and abuse have not 
gained a foothold in Europe, with th~ exception of 
!he United Kingdom wllcre !he mark., mirrors Iha. 
of !he United States in many way" For example, 
Violent Jamaican posses distribute crack in inner~ 
city areas ofmajor U.K. cities, 

Asla 

A\lSITalio is _tened by !he illicit trafficking and 
abuse of cocaine more than any other country in 
the Far East. Colombian organizations have 
selected Australia as both a potential market and a 
tnlJlsit country for eocain. being shipped to Japan. 
Since 1988, Soulh American trafficlcers have been 
attempting to cultivate a deQ:UUld for cocaine in 
Japan. but have met with only limited success, 

Africa 

Several countries in 
Africa also are 
experiencing a surge in 
cocaine trafficking. 
including Ghana, 
Nigeria, and Soulh 
Africa, Likewise, 
Colombian \rlIffi<l!:ing 
organizations: are making 
use of Algeria., Morocco. 
Tunisia, and other 
countries in northern 
Africa to smuggle 
cocaine to WesterD 
Europe. 

14 


Scum: U,S. Department or J~ DNa E.nfo~AdrrtiniWalian. The CocaiM Thrtm '" tJu Umwi $'t4I/fS. MItcb I99S, 



OUTLOOK 


. 
The:trafficking and abuse ofco::a,ine will remain 
the ~rimary threat to drug law enforcement 
autliorlucs in the United States. The dnig is 
pro;juced, transported, and distributed by large, 
wcli..entmlc:hcd criminal organizations that will 
coniinue to supply large qWUltities ofcocaine to 
the illicit maricet in the United States. 

DO!.sti<allY, the most serious problem """Iring 
from the'cocaine trade is cnu:lc:.:r:elated violence,
The typical crack maricetplace is defined by 
~ta.neous. random acts of-violence, punctuated 
by iurfwars. rilH'ffs. drive-by sbootings. and 
~n. A chilling by-product of crack-",lated 
violence is the greatly increased risk of 
victimizing innocent bystanders-vloient 
in+actipns often &re played out on densely 
po~ulated city stteets. 

Bluse crack distribution typically is peruived 
as alocal threat in most communities. the 
m~icipa1 police department is the lead law 
enforeetn¢l'lt agency in targeting crack 
di~butOrs. However, many of the larger crack 
dis.tnbution groups also are mvo)vei! in innastate 
and mtetstate shipments of the drug from $DUree 
cities to secondary markets. ConSequently, 
Federal and State authorities are engaged to 
di;matle these higher..levcJ distribution groups. 

Furthermore, State and local law enforcement 
agencies and judicial systems are overwhelmed 
by the increasing numbers of violators and the 
escalating magnitude of crack. trafTtcking 
activities. Consequentiy. asststan~ from federal 
and State authorities is essential to dismantlin,g 
those bigber-Ievel traflicking groups. 

Fedetal targeting of the most significant crack 
ttaflickm bas been effective, Destroying those 
organizatio!1S is the most daunting challenge 
flIcing U.S. drug law enforcement officials. 

To support this mission. the Department of 
Justice bas established several pro_and 
flmding mechanisms that target crack distribution 
groups. cIim:tlyor through ancillary channels. 
and arc g....d to support State and local law 
enfb"""""", agenci... EJuunpI.. include State 
and local task forces, Organized en... Drug 
Enforcement Task Foree•• _ from the 
B""",_ ofJustice Assistance. and the designation 
ofHigh Inrensily Drug T",flicking ARlas. 

DEA is committed to dismantling cocaine 
trafficking organW!tions. DEA will _usb 
thi. goal by targeting the highest-I"""I violat.I> 
both in Colombia-the primary so= country 
for eoeaine-and in every community across the 
United Staw. 

I . 
 . 15 

Source; u.s, ~ of J\U%iQe. DNI EtJ,fon:cment ~n, nu Coc4tu ~'df 10 1M tJ1UtU SI4ru, March 1995,

I . 



• DIU. 
The South American Cocaine Trade: 
An "Industry" in Transition 

June 1996 

Contents 

•CJ Introduction 
o Impact afOperaljon§ against tb. Cali Drug Malia 
o Impact afQperations again'llb< Air Bridge . 
o ElWllDded Role of "Spm-Over" CQuntries in the Drug Trad. 
o Deoentralization ofCocaine Produption and Trafliclcing 
o fim!! ObserYatiOllS 

Introduction 

The heart ofthe international cocaine trade is located in the Andean region of South America. Virtually 
all ofthe world's cocaine base, the intermediate product used to manufacture cocaine hydrochloride 
(cocaine HCI), is produced in Peru, Bolivia, or Colombia. Cocaine base production in Peru and Bolivia in 
1995 represented about 90 percent of the world'. cocaine base; the remaining I() percent was produced in 
Colombia. Operation BREAKTHROUGH estimated worldwide cocaine production in 1995 at 715 metric 
tons"l • 

The major Colombian drug trafficking groups continue to produce most of the world's cocaine HC!. They 
impon hundreds of tons of cocaine base from Peru and Bolivia., conven it into cocaine He) at clandestine 
drug laboratories in Colombia, and export the illicit product to the Uniled States and Europe. 
Independent Bolivian and Peruvian trafficking groups, however, increasingly are producing cocaine HCI 

The govenunents in the Andean region took unprecedented steps against the drug trade in 1995. Notable 
oounterdrug successes included the arrest or surrender ofseven ofthe eight top Cali drug mafia leaders 
and the successful execution of an assertive air interdiction campaign against the traditional 
PeruMColornbia air bridge. These ceuntcrdrug initiatives have accelerated the trend toward 
decentralization of the "Cali-centric'" drug trade and compelled traffickers to change the way they "do 
business" in South America. ' 

Impact of Operations agamst the Cali Drug Mafia 

The death of Jose Santacruz~Londono and the arrest br surrender of such major traffickers as Victor 
Patino, Jose Castrillon Henao and luan Carlos Ramirez Abaclia (a1ca 'Chupela") have disrupted some Cali 
drug mafia drug trafficking operations. The Cali drug mafia per 50, bowever, has not been dismantled in 
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that1drug lord Helmer 'Pacho" Herrera remains at large and the Rodriguez-Orl'juel. brothers' . 
continUe to manage aspects oftbeir trafficking organizations from prison. 

DEA !eponing suggests, however, thet a new generation ofrelatively young North Coast, Northern Valle 
del Cauca, and Call traffickers will attempt to exploh any "power vacuum" created by the arrests of the 
Cali dlug lords. The Henao Montoya brothers, for example, appear to be seeking to increase their power 
and iniIuence relative to the Cali "old guard." One important result of this heightened competition 
betw.b rival Colombian trafficlcing groups bas been an increase in drug-related violence. 

The kor drug trafficking organizations in Mexico also may be expected to exploit the situation in 
Colomma in order to expand their business contacts with cocaine suppliers in Peru Bed Bolivia. 

impab or Operations against the Air Bridge . 

Asslve air interdiction campaigns against the traditional air bridge by the governments ofPeru and 
Colo.hbia have forced traffickers in Peru to transport cocaine base increasingly via land and riverine 
rout$ to airstrips in Peru that are located near the Brazilian or Colombian borders. This smuggling 
stratoSY minimizes the time that drug pilots are put at risk in Peruvian Air Force (FAP) areas of 
operation.i 

Detled drug flights from·Peru to Colombia in 1995 decreased significamly compared to 1994. 
Intelligence in 1995 indicated that this decline in drug flights resulted in • !!lUI ofcocaine base in Peru. 
This,lin tum, led to • plunge in cocaine base prices in Peru. Reporting in early 1996, however, indicates 
that cocaine base prices in Peru are on the rebound. Although the air bridge interdiction initiative i. 
considered to be. counterdrug success, this year-long campaign does not appear to have caused any 
measlnble shortage of cocaine base for processing in Colombia. 

ExpJnded Role of uSpiU-Over" Countries in the Drug Trade I .- 
As!!!:es,ive drug law enforcement effurts in Colombia and Peru have forced traffick... to relocate some 
ofthe;r trafficking operations to Brazil, Ecu.,tor, and Venezuela. Brazil has become increasingly 
impcirtat'lt as a major cocaine transit route. Umited reporting also suggests that cocaine Het production 
has i~creased in BraziL . 

venJZUela remains a nuijor transit country for cocaine HCI produced in CoJombia. Venezuela aiso is an 
important conduit for essential chemicals and a financial center for drug money laundering. Likewise, 
EoJdor is an important transit country for cocaine from Colombia, The countries of the Southern Cone 
(Argentina, Chile, Paraguay, Bed Uruguay) are ranked as secoedary transshipment regions for cocaine 
destined for the United States.and Europe. 

Dec!ntralizatiOn of Cocaine Production and Trafficking 

The!emergence ofindapendent Bolivian, Peruvian, and Mexican trafficking organizations highlights the 
trend toward decentralization ofthe IlCali-centric" cocaine trade. Increasing quantities ofcocaine Hel are 
being produced by indapendent trafficking groups in Bolivia Bed Peru. 

CooL.. HCI production in Bolivia bas increased significantly in recent years. In 1995,61 percent of the 
cocaine seized in Bolivia was cocaine Hel, as opposed to cocaine base" In contrast, cocaine Hel 
conlprised only 9 perunt of the cocaine seized in Bolivia during 1994. 



DEA reponing also indicates that independent Mexican, Peruvian, Brazilian, and Bolivian trafficking 
organizations are increasing their activities in Bolivia. To date, however, these organizations have not 
demonstrated the capability to produce and transport multiton quantities ofcocaine HCI from South 
America on a regular basis, The Colombian drug mafias continue to play an important role in cocaine 
production and distribution in Bolivi., , 

Recent intelligence and investigative reponing indicates that some independent trafficking groups in Peru 
increasingly are producing cocaine Hel These independent Peruvian organizations, however, continue to 
sell the majority of their cocaine base to Colombian traffickers, who then process the cocaine bas. into 
cocaine HCI ill clandestine drug laboratories in Colombia, 

The trend toward decentrafu:ation of the cocaine trade, ofcourse, is not limited to South America. 
Today, the major Mexican trafficking organizations are second only to the Colombian drug mafias in 
terms ofpower, sophistication, and international scope ofoperations, Accordingly, Mexico's drug lords 
may be expected to exploit opportunities to expand operations. . 

Lintited reponing suggests that certain Mexican trafficking organizations are attempting to bypass the 
Colombian drug mafias and deal directly with Bolivian and Peruvian cocaine HCI suppliers, While 
predictions ofa fundamental 'power shift" in the drug trade away from the Cafi drug mafia and toward 
the "Mexican Federation" are premature, additional expansion ofMexican trafficker contracts with 
cocaine suppliers in Peru and Bolivia is anticipated, The major Colombian drug trafficking organizations, 
however, are expected to remain dominant pl.yers in the international cocaine trade in the next five years, 

Final Observations 

The decentralization ofthe traditional "Call-centric" cocaine trade presents international drug law 
enforcement authorities with new cltaIienges~ Traditional enforcement strategies and intelligence 
collection programs designed to target the major Colombian "canels" may not provide optimum results 
against a fragmented cocaine Uindustry" comprised ofbundreds of smaller, but significant, Latin American 
trafficking organizations. The international drug law enforcement community must explore new and 
innovative strategies to confront successfully the evoh';ng cocaine trade into the 21 st Cenrury. 

Footootes 

11 Operation BREAKTIIROUOH is a DEA scientific research projoct designed to estimate the amount or cocaine produced 
in the Arulean region by e:wrurung the yield and alkaloid content of coca crops and the efficiency of clandestine laboratory 
operations. 
~ Drug pilots have reasonable cause to avoid the tradiuonal Peru~Colombia air bridge, ]n 1995. the FAP forced down or 
shot do\.\"n 20 drug aircraft Likewise, the Colombtan Air Force strafed or forced down at least 15 drug aircraft. 

This report was prepared by the Latin Amenta Unit of the Suategic Intelligence Section. For additional information, please 
conlact the Intdligence Production Uni1..lntclligence DiviSIOn. DEA Headquarters, at (202) 307-8726. 
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~~z Table 8 ".
f Trends In the Cocaine SUpplYt 19a9~199S 

(In metric tons unless otherwise noted) j 

g 1989 1990 1991 1m. 199J m!! 1m. 

~ CocaIne Hel avaifable for export from 709-842 714·851 777·931 834·972 581-692 558-670 616-738
!l' producing countries I 
.~' 

Cocaine destined ror the United States 603-716 595-709 635·760 667·778 455-542 42B-513 462·553 
if 
t Foreign seizures of cocaine destined for the 56 88 96 84 80 56 41 

United States' 
~. 

Cocaine shipped to the United States 547-1160 509-624 539-664 583-694 375-482 371-455 421·513r;.' 
ii Federal Seizures3 115 96 126 120 110 120 98 

r Cocaine available for consumption In the 432-545 413-528 412-532 437-555 364-463 258-345 287-376.. 
g United states 

I Retail value of cocaine In the Unfted States $70-69 $82·104 $68-88 $7O-B9 $56-72 $36-48 $4().52 

I 

(1996 doli ..., bliilons)' 


&timilla of tocainc 1:«..1 COnIt from wrrtplllcr mOOd flf «wo:aine ptOductiott. The- nn,gt it baud on: the ('nIH" bed np:tttedby the Dr:~ ofStaieo rOJ th... am wd=r MliVllt!«t 
"2 INCSR. 1996 (and previ_ yun); Roy.I CII!Ddi.". MOUliled !Vliet, NWowoill nru81ntt1li&en~ F~tiBl.l.", 1994 (Mdprni«d )'t:aI"Ii) W hrtmnl1iof)a( ~ics CQJltro\ &lard,-!i N.-oo!ic DI:ugJ Stttum fw 1991 (1IfId prCVJOUf y«I'$), 1M utegolJ' elWludcl uizurcx uf~ not det1iMd f\lftM Uniled 51,"", 


:t j I:>rua. Enforeemmt Adminmution, Ftdtt.l-widt! Drug: Stitwcs Symm, 19I9-t9%. 

~ '* &fin».tc:l_e.two.yeat t\1CIW\B .vaIle ~yunT and T.I, The «limak r....r t989u rOf yw 1919 afttftt.;ll 



Table 1 

Estimated Number of HardCOre and Occasiona' Users of Cocaine and Herein (l'housands). 

1988-1995 
• 

~ ~ .1ill!I m.1 l.2!!Z ·1993 ~ 1J!ll§ 

NHSDA 

Cocaine Occasional 6,000 5,300 4,600 4,500 3,500 3,lOO 2,900 3,000 

Heroin Occasional 170 150 140 170 210 200 210 320 

DUF 

Cocaine Hardcore 3,600 3,400 3.200 3,000 3,100 3.300 3,200 3,300 

Heroin Hardcore 875 880 780 730 690 790 600 810 

Th. NHSDAwa;_adm~in 1m. l:$Um.tlts f.".l9i9 life 1hot ."cnca for tm. 1990. 

Scurr:1!$: NHSDA 1983. l'nOthrough 199:; our 19$31htt1101eh 199t Unif1lPlbl' Crime Ri:pON (tiCR) 198tt'II\MJ:gh 199' 

FOt example, Appendix A presents estimates 9fhardcote heroin use that are based on a different methodology than 

lhe methodology described in this _ One calculation from Appendix A supports. national estim8l< of508,000 

hardcore heroin users; a second ca1culatioo supports a national estimate of 532,000 hardcote heroin USC1"S. The 

Appendix explains why both estimateS probabJy Wlderstate the true number. We.are aware ofonly one other national 

estimate ofheroin addicts, by Hamill and Cooley,I'> who concluded there were 640,000 to 1,1 miUlon heroin addicts 

in J987. These estimates are roughly consistent with the estimated 690.000 to 880,000 hardcore heroin users 

assumed in the retail sales calculations. 

Simeone, Rhodes: and Huntl6 estimate that there were about 300,000 bardcon: cocainelheroin users in Cook COUllty 

in 1995, Assuming a constant proportionality between the: number ofhardcort: users in a pOpulation and the number 

ofemeJgency room admissions a~buU:d to them, the Simeone. Rhodes and Hunt estimates suggest the~ are about 

4.0 to 4.5 million hardcore llSeB in the nation. Although such an assumption of proportionality rests on shaky 

grounds, it nevc:nheless Jeads to estimates that are rew{ifl.:ably dose: to the 3.6 million e:stimate used in rewl sales 

calculations. 

Source: Ollie.: ofNi.l\lonat DruJ; Contrnll'ohn 111141 ..Ilf1l'm.'a:1 t;,ltr:t Spmd all IIJtga{ DnlgS, J988-J99.l 
s..:ptcm~,..r 29.1997. 



In 1995,harrlcore c:ocaine""""spcntSl37 a week 011 cocaine, andbardcore heroin USCl'S spent $208 a week on heroin 

(Table 2). These DUF estimmes Jaek preoision, but they an: reasonable cOIlSidering other data about oxpendi.tures 

on illicitdtup (see Apperutix B). 

Of 00U!ll0, oa:asicmal """" spend less per week than do harde<m: USCl'S. Based on NllSDA data, 0C<asi0nal cocaine 

usm spent SI9 in 1988, $23 in 1989, $21 in 1990,530 in 1991, $34;0 1992, and $35 in 1993. No such estimlllts 

are available!lom1bc NHSDA fur oa:asicmal heroin users. For tlu:m, we sssumed • weekly expenditurt that was one· 

fifth oflhe amount spentby hard""", US<I!i, or about S50 per week. 

Table Z 

Weekly Median C.....ine and Heroin Expenditures Reponed by Arres1e<! H_... Us"",. 1889
1995 (dollarS. 1996 dollar equivalents) 

Cocaine 

Median $283 $267 $240 $219 $198 $189 $187 

Heroin 

Median $340 $299 $211 $208 

Total Expenditures on Cocaine and Heroin 

Between 198& and 1995 American users spent $37 biUion to $61 bilHonycarly on cocaine and $9 billion to S18 
. 

billion yearly on heroin (Table 3) We derived Ihe.. estimates by multiplying the number ofhardeore and occasicmal 

users in Table 1by !he median ~ in Table 2 (and the figum cikd earlier for occasional users) and adding 

the results.. 

sOurce: Offie;: ofNlltiouall)ru~ Control Po!i.:y. 117ttll A,"rri~ 'l" L'SI!n ~IldOIlll1Egcl Drog.r. J988./995, 
Scpt.:mbt:r 2'J. 19'17. 



How the Estimates are Affected by Varying the Assumptions 

The _, of~may vmy due to assumptions made about !he number oflwdcore and occasional...,. 

and about their average expendituT<s. Because bardcore users account for!he bulk ofdrug spending, our estimall:' 

of total expenditures are espeClOlly seasirive to lbe occuracy of estimaIl:s of expendituT<s by Iwdcore users. 

Consequently, we tested how sensitive our expenditure estimates are to assumpt:ions made about the number of 

Iwdeore users and1heirtypical ~ _lb. factors that entered !he calculatioo. w.,. not derived from 

probability samples, it is impractical to develop a statistically based margin oferror. 

Table 3 

Total Expenditures on CocaIne and Heroin, 1988-1995 

($ in billions. 1HG dollar equivalents) 

.!i§!! 19B9 ~ Wl1 1m 1W. ~ ~ 

Cocaine 

hea.vy use $55.0 $50.0 $45.0 $39.7 $35.4 $33.9 $31.9 532.4 

occasional $6.2 $6.7 $6.5 $7.2 $6.4 $6.4 $5.5 $5.6 

t01al $612 $56.7 $51.5 $45.9 $41.7 $40.3 $37.4 53B.O 

Heroin 

heavy use $172 $16.3 $13.9 $11.4 $9.6 $9.3 $6.B $B.7 

occasional $06 SO.5 SO.4 $0.5 SO.6 $0.6 SO.6 SO.9 

total 517.7 $16.B $14.3 $11.9 $10.2 $9.8 $9.3 $6.6 

Smtf wt¢kly~ &orr! DUf di.u were nOilvaibbk f(ll' l!til. we UKd~e 19j~_QW!b" pl'TJ'xi~f(ll' j922 m.'.1l~I.Ibtin, \<5t.1l ...-
Scutas: Set Ta.bJI$ 1.00 '1 

First, \\'e detennined how the expenditure estimates would be affected if we used lower or higher estimates of the 

$outLC; Onic~ of NlIlw4mllm..!# COnLrol J1¢h,~, I11ml ,jlllli'lictJ:' wer;; Spend 011 IJltgal Drug;;. j fl88~J99j, 
S.:pt;:mb..'r 21), 1',1')7 



heroin. After adjusting for the limitations of these other studies. our estimates arc consistent with theirs. U 

Accounting for Income In KInd 

Our expc:ruJiIute __ nolI<ct money that aC1U3lly changed bonds at tba retaillevcl. But drugs m often obtained 

as "income in l:ind," _aspayment fur oorving • role in tha distribution chain and sometimes as poymcnt for 

_For tealmSClIjllained in AppendixB, we assume that llanlrore WIeB ofheroin received 22 percent oftheir drugs 

as in-kind payment and that ...... ofcoo';.. J<Ccived balfthat amount 

Ifwe monc:ti2c in-kind payments atstm:t prices, thoo tba 1995 dollar expcndituro on cocaino would incn:... by about 

52 billion, and tba 1995 dollar el<jlCIldituro on heroin would incn:ase by about $2 billion. These tI>tals are not 

reflectod in Table 3, but we do taI<c tbam into account later when we estimate tba bulk amounts ofcooaine and heroin 

used in America. 

How Much Cocaine and Heroin is Consumed? 

To estimate how much cocaine and heroin Americans con.suroe, we used data ftom the System to Retrieve Drug 

Evidence (STRIDE) to estimate the street prices paid for t:ocaine and heroin. These data come: from laboratory 

analyses ofpurehases by Drug En{OI'tCment Administration agents, other Federal agents, and some State and local 

agents,. The price varies with the size of the purchase lot Cocaine is much less expensive when bought as a large 

lot lhan when purchased as a smaller Jot. This is also true ofheroin. Therefore. to e:sti.rna.tc the average streetprice 

of illicit drugs, it is necessary to know how much a typical buyerpurehases each time he make,.pun:base. The larger 

the quantity ofdrugs pwehased. the: lower the per unit price. There is scant evidence on this topic. 

For purposes ofestimating the prices. we assumed that a typical heroin P~ was of two to four bags, containing 

a to..l of400 milligrams ofbulk heroin, at a purity of20 pen:ent from 1988 to 1992, and at. purity ofZ5 p_ 

from 1993 to 1995. These assumptions were used to estimate the aver. price paid for heroin, based on regression 

Source; Office ofNalionul Drui CooU'oli>olicy. IHm( ..1h1t'dca'.s U.Jtrs SptYtd ()U li/ega/ Drugs. 1988-199$, 

September 29, 1991, 


http:e:sti.rna.tc


predictions, for each year from 1988 through 1995. For cocaine, we assumed that the 'ypical purchase was: two 

packages, containing 1.5 grams ofbull: cocaine at 65 percent purity. Additional detail !'I'd justification for these 

assumptions is provided in Appendix C. Estimated prices are report\ld in Table 4. 

The priee ofcocaine fell sbal]1ly thmugbout the early 19805; increased during 1990; and then declined again in 1991 

and into 1995. Most of the decline after 1990 is caused by an incre~ in the consumer price index. The price of 

heroin also rell throughout most of the 1980.; increased slightly in 1990; ...d has continued to decline since 1991 

(Table 4). 

Table 5 shows estimates ofthe amount ofcocaine and heroin that was consumed based on the expenditures R:ported 

in Table 3 (adjusted to account for drugs earned as income in kind) and the rctalJ prices repor1f:d in Table 4. 

According to the data forthe 1988 to 1995 period, cocaine use" cofiS\ll1led somewhere between 290 and 390 metric 

tons ofpure ~ each year. The level ofconsumption has stayed close to 300 metric tons throughout the 19905. 

Heroin users consumed between 10 and 14 metric tons ofpun: heroin each year during the same period. Consumption 

has stayed close to 10 metric tons during most of the 199Os., although th¢re may have been an increase in 1995.. 

Because estimates are not totally accurate, trends are uncertain. However. it appears that the amount of cocaine 

consumed in the United States has changed very little over the last eight years. The estimates are somewhat higher 

in 1988 and 1989 than in later years, but given the margin of error in these estimates, no strong trend is apparent. 

Total expenditure on cocaine has fallen over time, but this is attributable almost exclusively to using the consumer 

price index 10 inflate past expenditures.~~ 

Table 4 

RetaU Prices Per Pure Gram fOf Cocaine and Heroin. 1988-1995 

(dollars. 1996 dollar equivalents) 

:IiU 

Cocaine Sl77 $163 $193 $165 $160 $155 $140 $139 

SOUle&:: Ollie..: 01" N:'lioua1 Drug LOlllmII'Qh.:; /liml .'!III<.'I1'ro'~ C<er~ Spelld al/lliega! J)rtJg£. } 988"1995 
$~emth.'f 2\.1, 1<)t;T 



Table 4 
.. 

RetaH Prices Per Pure Gram for Cocaine and Heroin, 1988-1995 

{dollars, 1996 dollar equiv.Ier!I$) 

Heroin 51.655 $1.433 $1,476 $1,470 $1.315 $1.254 $1.099 $964 

Table 5 

fota) Amount,of Cocaine and Heroin Used, 1988-19$5 

(In metrlo tons) 

.!.in .!.in 1Illll! .1W. 

Cocaine 383 386 296 30S. 
Heroin 13.1 14.3 11.8 9.8 

.1Jm 

289 

9.5 

.1Jl!I;l 

289 

9.6 

~ 

296 

10.3 

1I!l!li 

304 

11.9 

SourC$$.' s.. Tables t 'Ihrov.gh 4. 

Trends in heroin ...may be different·The amount oflwoin used seems 10 have deercased from 1988 and 1989 inro 

the early 1990s. 1'hereafter. heroin consumption may have increased, but it is hard to be sure because ofthe unknown 

confidence intervals involved in!hese estima!cs. As already noted, there seem 10 he fewer heroin addicts in 1993 than 

there were in 1988, The HIV virus and AIDS have t.aken a toll. Yet, prices have fallen so much that remaining users 

may be able to purchase much more than they did in the past, and these lower prices may have attracted nevi users 

~to the market.n: 

Other studies provide comparabJe estimates, Using a much different estimation methodology> Rand researchers 

estimated that about 451 me!ric tons ofcocaine entered the United States in 1989,.n "fh!s compares with our estimates 

of386 metric tonS. The Rand researchers estimate that 7.8 metric tons of heroin entered the States in J991.:;(I Our 

estimate is 9.8 metric tons. 



2 

methodology changes ftcm year to year. AecotdingIy, we ha\'e made no adjustments in our model for these losses. 

The amount of cocaine available in consumer countries is further reduced by foreign seizu:res. According to the 

INCSR, authorities in producer, transshipment. and other consumer countries seized about 56 metric tons in 1994, 

and 41 metric tons in 1995, of .ocaine that was destined for the United States market (Tables 9 and 10)." 

Tabl., 

Estimates of Cocaine Hel Available in the United States In 1994 (in metric tons)
• 

bow li!9tl 

Cocaine Het available for ~xport 558 670 

From producing countriesI 428 514 

Foreign seizures of cocaine destined for the United States2 ~ ~ 

Cocaine shipped to the United States 372 458 

Federal seizures' :1<Q :1<Q 

Cocwne available for consumption in the United States' 258 345 

fAinwes cf___ HeJ COI'J'Ie &00\ !he: ~modd ¢f(oaiM~. The: ~I$~ en ~ m'(1fb&nd ~ by 

t.bt l.)qmbnmtoiStwl forthe ~UlIdet I:!.IJltvation 

INCSR.l99' and 1996. 

'3 DNJ Enforcement ~ Fe<Xl'!<lo\%i4e Drut S~inIR Sy":m 

.. Awng,efcr !?9J.wS 19~. 

Sourte: Ol1ke afNat\<inal Drug C~mtrol pOlil;},. 101121 A#ltri~a's Usen Spelld Qlllllegl2t Drng.r, J988.199S. 
September 29, 1991, 



Tabl.10 

Estimates 01 cocaine HCI Available in the United States in 1995 Pn moIrictons) 

l.m J:!iSIb. 

eocaine Hel av.llable for export . 616 738 

From producing col.mlries' 462 S54 

Foreign seizures of cocaine destined for the United Statesl' :cU :cU 

Cocaine shipped 10 the Unlled Stales 421 513 

Federal seizures' ::M ::M 

Cocaine available for consumption in the United States" 267 376 

E&tmuu:t of~ Hel CIlmI: fn:m..~modt1 of~~ 'Ihcunee if.bued onlhetmt'bad repotIedby 

Ibt 0I:91rtmr:!rt wSwe fotthc_wdtrwltivatiu;. 

'2 INCSR., 199~ aDd 1996, 'Tbc C'IlegoryexdudH 1eU:wu of eoet.ine not: destintd forthe UniwiStItaL 

) Dru, Enf~~ Fedr:raf.wiOt Dru& Seizure S)'Nm. 

4 Aw-rq:e for 1994 Uld 1995. 

E.stimatt's ofthe amount ofcocaine shipped to countries other than the Umted States an: uncertain, Western. Europe 

would appearto be" significant market for cocaine, but there are no reliable prevalence numbers upon which to base 

European consumption estimates. It appears that cocaine usc in Westem Euro,pe increased in the 19905.5:l European 

cocaine prices also scemto have fallen from relatively high levels in the 19805 to relatively iow levels in the 199Qs,Sol 

suggesting that mort cocaine was available in Western European markets and peihaps that those markets are better 

orgmized)$ The International Narcotics Control Board reportS that South American dealers are smuggling cocaine 

lIltO Europe through Poland, tho Russion Fedeflltion, l.Ikrnine and other countries in Eastern Europe." There appear 

to be no major diversions ofcocaine outside the Western Hemisphere, Europe. and North Africa" 

Lacking prevalence estimates,. we estimated cocaint consumption far Europe from ooc:aine seiZW'es during the past 

SoUft.l:: Ollie.: of NlIliollUIDru!,l Control Policy. lI1/tif A!m!riw\ wltrs: Sp,md ell /llf!S!,al ~gs. 1988.199J. 
SqXembcr 29. 1997. 
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t lable 11 

Trends in the Cocaine Supply. 1989~1995~ 
[ (In metric tons unless otherwise noted) 

1989 1990 1m 1m. 1m :truli 1995 
~ 
,~ 	

Cocaine Hel available for export from 7ll9-6<l2 714-851 777-931 834·972 581-692 558-670 616-738 
producing countries 1 

r 
~ Cocaine destined for the UnIted States 603-716 595-709 635-750 667·778 455-542 426-513 462-553 

Fore1gn seizures of cocaine destined for the 56 86 96 84 80 56 41 .- Urmed Siales" 

If;, 	 Cocaine shipped to the United Slates 547-660 509-624 539-654 583-694 375-462 371455 421-513 

f 
it Federal Seizuresl 115 98 128 120 110 120 98 
g Cocaine available for consumption in the 432-545 413-528 412·532 437·555 364-483 258-345 287·375 

United Slates il" 
~ 

"
Retail va1ue of cocaine in the United Stales $7()'89 $82-104 $8&-118 $7()'89 $56-72 $36-48 $40-52~ 
(1996 doUars, billions)' \! 

i Esttmal« 0( e«lim lIet oomt ffOm '-'\Imputei' model of(oc..me prodnctWII.- The nnJ* is blWd on thurror b.md reported by thi!i ~ ofSlale fut th¢ ttU under cu1llvmoo. 

~ 
1 INCSR., 1m(-t pte",iO\.!$ )'em); Royal CAfl.1l<.llb11 Molmkd Pofkc-, f!ltiiOfllt Dnog fntdn~«I ~imlllC'. 1m (ud previollil ~).rt4lntemllionrd NW4'OlkiIJ Cimlrol Boaro. 

N&t>:otic ~ Sulplic rOf 15191 (Md ('feviom yun). The (al:egory ell:;:!.! nauru or~oeaine fNl delItifHid ror tb, Coited Staiell. 
:) Otllg EnfwumeOl Atfmioistf2fim, Fe4""AlI·wide Orug Seitllj¢t Syrtf1l"o, l~im. 
<I Eruuuiell an. \.....,.ycollt movm&-IIV"".,t ofyunT &lid T·!. 1he tsliml1e (Of 1989il ror ),ear 1989 tIone. 
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Clearinghouse 

PO Bo. 6000 
Rock_iIIe, MD 20849-6000 
1-800-666-3332 
http://www.whitehousedrugpollcy.gov 

Office of National Drug Control Policy. 
Pulse Check: NaIlonal Trends in Drag 
Abuse. Summer 1997. Order NNCI
164261. 

Office of National Drug Control Policy. 
What America's Users Spend on Illegal 
Drugs. 1988·1995. November 1997. 
http://www,whitehousedrugpolicy.gov/dru 
gfact/tetal l/cornents, htm l 

U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of 
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FOR MORE INFORMATION 

Fun copies of publications used to prOduce this information packet may be obtained by 
contacting the agencies below: 

U.S. Depanment of Justice, National 
Institute of Justice. 1996 Drug Vse 
Forecasting: Annutll Repon on Adult oM 
Juvenile Arrest'es. 1997. Order 
NCJNI65691. 
http://www.ncjrs.orglpdfftles/165691.pdf 

National Clearinghouse ror Alcobol and 
Drug Information 

PO Box 2345 
Rockville, MD 20847-2345 
1-800-729-6686 or 
301-468-2600 In the metropolitan 
Washington, DC area 
http://www.health.org 

U.S. Depanment of Health and Human 
Services. National Institute on Drug Abuse, 
NIDA Research Takes a New Look a; LSD 
and Olher Hallucinogens in "NIDA Notes, 
Volume 8. Number 1: March/April 1993. 

U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services. National Institute on Drug Abuse) 
National Survey Resulrs on Drug Use From 
,he Moniroring the FUTure Study. December 
1997. 

U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services, Substance Abuse and Mental 
Health Services Administration, Drug 
AbuSI! W(Jrning Nerwork. Annual Medical 
Examiner D(Jw, 1995, May 1997. 

(Continued on next page) 
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http:http://www.whitehousedrugpollcy.gov
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U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services, Substance Abuse and Mental 
Health Services Administration, Year,End 
listimales from the J996 Drug Abuse 
jaming Nerwcrk. November 1997. 

National Institute on Drug Abus. 
Division of EpidemioJogy and Prevention 
Research 
5600 Fishers Lane, Room 9-A-53 
Rock~ille, MD 20857 
301-443-6543 

I 
U.S. Depanment of Health and Human 
Service, National institute on Drug Abuse, 
Epidemiologic Trends in Dru8 Abuse, 
ivo/ume J; Highlights and EXf'CUfivi' 
Summary. JUM }996. 1996.I . 
Drug Enforcement Administration 
~lntelligence Production Unit 
:lntelligence Division 
'Washington, DC 20537 

U.S. Department of Justlce. Drug 
Enforcement Administration, lIIegul Dru,~ 
Prict!IPuriry Report. Unifed Slalt's: Janu(Jry 
1993-Decfmber 1996. June 1997. 

U.S. Department of justice. Drug 
Enforcement Administration, The NNICC 
RfPOrl 1996. The Supply o/Illicil Drux, 10 
{he Uniu!tf SWfes. AugUSf 1997. 
http://www. usdoj .go\' Idea/puos/intelfnnicc 
97.htm 

U.S. Department of Justice, Drug 
Enforcement Administration. The Cocaine 
Th,.olto the United States. March 1995. 

, 
U.S. Department of Justice, Drug 
Enforcement Administration, The Sowh 
American Cocaine Trade: An "Industry It in 
Transition. July 1996. 
http://www.usdoj,govldealpubs/intel/cocai 
n•. htm 
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Washington, DC 20402-9328 
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Enforcement Administration. 1996 Drugs
0/Abuse. 1996. 
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email: ondcp@ncjrs.org 
Worla Wide Web: 

http://www.whitehousedrugpolicy.gov 
fax: 301-519-5212 

P.O. Box 6000 
Rockville. MD 20849-6000 

The Drug Policy Information Clearinghouse 

• 	 operates a toll-free 800 number staffed by drugs and 

crime information specialists 


• 	 distributes Office of National Drug Control Policy 

and Department of Justice publications about 

drugs and crime 


• 	 answers requests for specific drug-related data 

• 	 performs customized bibliographic searches 

• 	 advises requesters on data availability and of other 

information resources that may meet their needs 


• 	 maintains a public reading room 

I, I Affiliat~d with the Natio~al Criminal Justice Reference ServiceI . : 
: I I 	 I 
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INTRODUCTION 

This information packet includes excerpts from selected Federal government, or 
Federally-sponsored publications,that conrain information on crack. These data include 
trafficking patterns, usage patterns, and sentencing data. Information from the following 
publications is presented in this information packet: 

Drugs 0/Ahuse. /996 Edilioll 
National Household Sun--ey 011 Drug Abuse 1996: Population Estimates 
National Household Survey OJ! DnJg Abuse.' A1ain Findings 1995 
Monitoring the future Swdy. Decemher 18, /997 pres.'! release 
NaTional Survey Results Oil Drug Use from the A10lliwring the FllIure Study, /975-1995, 

Voitmte ii, College Silldems and Yotlng Adults 
Epidemiologic Trends in Omg Abuse, Volume i: Execufive SllmmaJy. June 1996 
Epidemiologic 1i'ends IJ1 Dru/! Abu.)'!!, Adw:mce Repor/, December 1996 
Pulse Check: Nllfivnal1h:nds ill Dmg Abuse. Summer 1997 
Drug Abuse WarniNg M.:i'omrJ;, Amwol l-::mergenc), Depanmem DaJa. 1996 
Drug Ahuse Warning Network, Annual Medical1:.xanJiJler DmtJ.. 199-1 
Dnigs and Jail Inmates, 1989 
Yf"ometJ in Jail, 198fJ 
Survey ojState !Jrisa!1 Inmales, 199/ 
Comparing Federal ami .\'ulle PriJou Inmates, 1991 
Women in Prison 
United Slates Se11lencing Commission: /996 AnNual Report 
Illegal Drug Prh.e PuriT>' l?epoN, United ,)'(mes: Jr:ft1IttJ.ry 199J·Decemher 1996 
Th, NNICC Report 199-1, The Supply oj Illicil Dr/lgs 10 Ihe Un/red Sl£1les 

Complete citations and ordering: lnstrucdons for full copies of pUblications used in 
producing this information packet may be found on the lasl page. 

This information packet was prepared by Jill Schmidtlein at {he Drug Policy Information 
Clearinghouse. The Clearinghouse is funded by the White House Office of National 
Orog Control Policy 10 support drug control policy research, and is a component of the 
National Criminal Justice Reference Se(\'ice, For ful1her information concerning the 
contents ofrhis information packet or Other drug policy issues. call 1-800-666-3332, 
write the Drug Policy Information Clearinghouse, ,PO Box 6000, Rockville, MD 20849
6000. or visit the ONDCP web site at hup:l!www.whilehou~dmgpolic~·.gQ\·. 

http:hup:l!www.whilehou~dmgpolic~�.gQ
http:Jr:ft1IttJ.ry
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~f Justke 
Administration 

Stimulants 

Stimulants are sometimes referred to as "uppers" and reverse the effects of fatigue on both mental and 
physical tasks. Two commonly used stimulants are nicotine, found in tobacco products, and caffeine. 
an active ingredien't in· coffee, tea, some soft drinks and many non~prescription medicines, UsecI in 
moderation. these substances tend to relieve malaise and increase alertness. Although the use ofthese 
products has been an accepted part ofour culture, the recognition of their adverse effects has resulted 
in a proliferation of caffeine~free products and efforts to discourage cigarette smoking. 

A number of stimulants, however. are under the regulatory control of the CSA Some of these 
controlled substances are available by prescription for legitimate medical use in the treatment of 
obesity, narcolepsy and attention deficit hyperactivity disorders. As drugs of abuSe, stimulants are 
frequently taken to produce a sense ofexhilaration. enhance self esteem, improve mental and physical 
perfonnance, increase activity, reduce appetite, produce prolonged wakefulness, and to "get high." 
They are recognized as among the most potent agents ofreward and reinforcement that underlie the 
problem of dependence. 

Stimulants are both divened from legitimate channels and clandestinely manufactured exclusively for 
the illicit market. They are taken orally. sniffed, smoked and injected. Smoking, snoning or injecting 
stimulants produces a sudden sensation known as a "rush" or a "flash." Abuse is often associated with 
a pattern of binge use, that is, consuming large doses of stimulants sporadically. Heavy users may 
inject themselves every few hours, continuing until they have depleted their drug supply or reached a 
point ofdelirium, psychosis and physical exhaustion. During this period of heavy use, all other 
interests become secondary to recreating the initial euphoric rush. Tolerance can develop rapidly, and 
both physical and psychological dependence occur. Abrupt cessarion, even after a weekend binge, 'is 
commonly foHowed by depression, anxiety, drug craving and extreme fatigue ("crash"). 

Therapeutic levels of stimulants can produce exhilaration, extended wakeulness and loss ofappetite, 
These effects are greatly intensified when large doses of stimulants are taken. Physical side 
effects--including dizziness, tremor, headache, flushed skin, chest pain with palpitations, excessive 
sweating, vomiting and abdominal cramps-~may occur as a result of taking tOO large a dose at one 
time or taking large doses over an extended period of time. Psychological effects include agitation, 
hostility, panic, aggression and suicidal or homicidal tendencies. Paranoia, sometimes accompanied by 
both auditory and visual hallucinations., may also occur. In overdose. unless lhere is medical 
intervention, high fever, convulsions and cardiovaSCUlar collapse may precede death. Because 
accidental death is panially due to the effects of stimulants on the body's cardiovascular and 
temperature-regulating systems, physical exertion increases the hazards of stimulant use. 

http://www.usdoj.gov/dealpubslabuse!chap4!stimulalslimula.h!m 

http://www.usdoj.gov/dealpubslabuse!chap4!stimulalslimula.h!m
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the most potent stimulant of natural origin,' is extracted from the leaves of the coca plant 

chew or brew Coca leaves into a tea for refreshment and to retieve fatigue simltar to the 
coca). which is indigenous to the Andean highlands of South America. Natives in this 

cust~nns of chewing tobacco and drinking tea or wffee. 


;:~~t~~~:'~~was first iso1ated in the 18805 and used as a local anesthetic in eye surgery. It was 

useful in surgery of1he nose and throat because of its ability to provide anesthesia as well 

as . blood vessels and limit bleeding. Many of its therapeutic applications are now obsolete 
due the development of safer drugs, 

. 
cocaine is usually distributed as a white crystaline powder or as an off~white chunky material. 

usually cocaine hydrochloride, is often diluted with a variety of substances, the most 
ofwhich are sugars such as lactose, inositol and mannitol, and local anesthetics such as 
The adulteration increases the volume and thus multiplies profit~. Cocaine hydrochloride is 

gel,et••lly snorted or dissolved in water and injected. It is rarely smoked. 

"C,r'9k,," the chunk or "rock" form of cocaine, is a ready..to~use fteebase. On the illicit market it is 
sold small, inexpensive dosage units that are smoked With crack came a dramatic increase in drug 
abuse problems and violence. Smoking delivers large quantities of cocaine to the lungs, producing

•effects comparable to intravenous injection; these effects are felt almost immediately after smoking. 
are v~ry intense, and are quickly over. Once introduced, in the mid-1980s, crack abuse spread rapidly 
and rhade the cocaine experience available to anyone with $10 and access to a dealer. In addition to 
othe~ toxicities associated with cocaine abuse, cocaine smokers suffer from acute respiratory 
problems including cough, shortness of breath. and severe chest pains with lung trauma and bleeding.

I . 
The intensity of the psychological effects ofcocaine, as with most psychoactive drugs, depends on the 
dosetand rate of entry to the brain. Cocaine reaches the brain through the snorting method in three to 
five minutes. Intravenous injection of cocaine produces a rush in 15 to 30 seconds and smoking 
prod~ces an almost immediate intense experience, The euphoric effects of cocaine are almost•indistinguishable from those of amphetamine, although they do not last as 1ong. These intense effects 
can?e followed by a dysphoric crash. To avoid the fatigue and the depression of "coming down. lJ 

freqJent repeated doses are taken. Excessive doses of cocaine may lead to seizures and death from 
respiratory failure, stroke,. cerebral hemorrhage or heart failure. There is no specific antidote for 
cocaine overdose. 

AcJrding to the 1993 Household Drug Survey. the number of Americans who used cocaine within 
the preceding month of the survey numbered about 1.3 mmion~ occasional users (those who used 
cocaine less often than monthly) numbered at approximately 3 million, down from S. I minion in 1985. 
The humber ofweekly users has remained steady at around a half million since 1983. 

I 

I 
http://rWW.UsdOj.gOVldealPUbsiabuse/chap4/stimUJalCOCaine.htm 
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EnfOrcement ACministratlOn 
IVJ;' D,p''''.''.! ofJus.ice 

Stimulants Photographs 


http://www<usdoj<govldeaJpubslabu,e!chap4/,timulaiphotolchap4-03<htm 
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Depanment of Justice: ODEA 
Enforcement Adrninistro.lioo 

> Substances 
Us. s and Effects 

,II 

Flake; Snow, Crack (Cocaine is designated a narcotic under the CSA) 

Erred': 

of Overdose: 

Local 

High 

res 

alertness~ pulse rate & blood 
: Loss ox 

body temperature; 
, death 

Long periods ofsleep; Irritability; Depression; Disorientation 

httll:lliltW1N.. u",srld noojj . gov Idealpubslabuselchanslchan4ltable15. htm 



Crack .. Tut#l Pop"IMWft 

TabteSA. Craek Un!2. Sex Within AS! Groue for Total Poeal.tioD in 1996 

E¥tru.ed liNd Put Vear Uted'lIt Mooth0_A0'i!stx 00.._
Obllt"dImmle - M'a E1timlk W1CI. ySimltr H%CJI 

RATE ESTIMATES (Percellt} 

J:M'1 •• 7 ",.S • 1.1) ... ",.3 • 0.7) ... "'.1 • D.4) 
M~, O.! /rJ.1 • 1.0) 0.3 "'.1 • D.7) 0.1 ",0 • O.S) 
F...... 1.0 (R6 ~ 1.6) ",.J • 1.1) 0.3 (0.1 • 0.6)0.' 

1*"25 3.. fH . 3.~ I.J ",.' • 1.,) .... "'.4 • I.D} 
~, 3.8 ru • S.D) J.6 11.1 • 2.5) 0.8 ",.4 • I.S) 
F_ l.J 0.6 .. 3.J) I.D "'.6 • I.a) O.! ."'.2 • 1.01 

26-3<1 .... (3.7 • S.2) 1.1 ([).a • LS) u.s "" • 0.8) 
w~, (4,7 7.0) I.! 11.0 • 2.2) 0.8 ",.J • 1.4)s.' 
wF_ 3.1 (1.4 4.0) •• 7 "'.1 • 1.0 O.J ",./ • 0.6) 

,30 I'- /1.2 • 2.1) 0.. /IJ.J • 0.7) 0" IIJ.! • D.') 
M~. 1.1 IU • 12) ... "'.3 • 1.1) 0.. ([).I • 0.7) 
F""". I-l "'.a • 1.6) 0.3 ",./ • 0.6) ..\ ",.0 • M) 

TOTAL I" /1.9 • 2.S) ... IIU • 0.8) ... "'.2 • 0.4) 
Mole IJI 113.1.4) ... "'.6 • 1.1) .... (0.3 • 0.61
f""". ,.. (1.3 • 1.9) u.s ",.•• .0.6) O.l ",./ • 0.3) 

POP'Ul.ATION ESTIM.\T15 (Ia Tb,o.".al!l) 

12~17 (lOJ • 2J7) 99 162 • J!J9) <1 (24 • 93) 

~, "'"53 (11 • JJOJ » IIJ • 7J) I. 14 • S7)

F_, I.. (6J • /76) 66 (37 • 117) 31 (U • 6.) 
..,18·" (680 • 1.0$4) 36!l i2S7 • 117) 178 (J /0 • ]8S1 
Mol, !Ill (388 • 697) II< 046 • J#) III 161 • "),1) 
F...... 311l (230 • 463) ,.. (77 • m) (30 • 140" 26-3<1 I~ (1.320 ~ /,831) 385 (278 • n~ 191 lIU • 29$) 
~, . !/!I! (Bla • 1.209) 156 /16' • J88) 14(1 (B2 • 237) 
F<mIl< 5/WI (,f30 • 717) 119 (B3 • 200) (26 • 100)5' 

.3' 1.Il'7 (1,$62 • 2.731) .,. (32/ • 863) 2!!l (12' • ~ 
_ • 1.902)M~, 1,31$ 3)4 (16' • 6.1') 159 (61 • 410) 

F...... ,.. (S18 • I,IJ!I') 193 (92 • 402) ,. (32 • 26.) 

TOTAL ..... (3.980 • 1,)77) I.m (i.0'3 • 1,730) ... (4r;J • 9fJJ) 

-
M~. 1,J1114 (2,391 • 3.474) .., (612 ~ J,l72) (183 • 6(3) 
FemalS J.W el, fl2 - ~,U2l 01 1394 * 707, '" ~l "~ - 364i 

• lAw prm,i«I; Il1O ~~ ......, SIl~Ablltc~Htd1h~~~ ot'IlQtofAppl.,Swdia1996 ORal He Svnrcyon 
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Table 5B. Crack lJ$e by AI! GrodP .ad Su for W'bites il\ 19% 

V_P... Month 

...........

J iltlm• R mCJ, fdtUD,tt "tac.1, ""'"'" 
I 

AOE , 
J1·17, IV.3 • 1.0) 0.3 IV.I • 0.71 0.1 IV.O • 0.$) ... (1.1 ~ 4.6) ... (1.1 ~ 2.4) .... (0.< • 1.3)18-'" ... (l2 ~ 4.9) ... (0.5 ~ 1.4) 0.' (0.2 • 0.8)26-34 

1.3 IV.9 • 1.9) 0.3 (V,l - 0,6) c.:t (fW • 0,$)'ll 
SEX 

(;/.0 • 3.1) 11.' (fH ~ l.()) ... IV.l • 0.6)...... 
(1.0 • 1.8) 0.3 "'.1 . 0.') 0.3 IV.I • 0.3) 

TOTJ -
I 

(1.6 • 1.3) 0.3 (0.2 ~ 0,4) 

. POPll'LA.nON E.STIMATES (I. Thou....) 
AOE 

f<1 • UBI .. (;/3 • 103) 11 (1 -69)lui' 
(JOJ • 8tf2) 3«1 (;/01 • 'm 1.. (82 • "1)1s..~ 
(79$ - J.22()) m 014 - 339) 96 (46 - 2(2) 
(912 - 1,974) 158 (106 - 62$) "" (SO· 489) 

26-34 

S~~ I 
Mol, (1.$20 • 1.'8'1 (3'0 • BOJ) :ISS (162 • $01) 
f ...... (Bj6 • ],¥lO) (162 • «0) (66 - 2'l())'301 

I 
(60' - I,lon .19 a'll - tU7llDl'J\L 

I 
T.bat5C. C...ek Ute by Ae, Group &lid Sa for Hispauic:s in 1996 

E"'eT Uad lbIfAI Put Va, 

Eatimltt ZI"c.L Estimm Z5%CJ· Eltim1tr mq· - - -

RATE ES"l'IMATES(hreeoat) 

I.l IV.6 • 2.3) ... (0." ~ /-9) 0.7 /11.3 - UJ 
:IJl (1.8 - 4.4) (0,' - }.2) OA IV.I • 1.0) 
'.6 12.$ • '.1) 11.' , (0,$ - L9) c.:t IV.O • 0.9)

0.' fa< • 1.8) ••.2 "'.0 . 1.6) 0.2 IV.O • /6) 

:1..' 12.0 • 3.6) 0.' "'.3 • U) OO! IV.2 • 1.3) 
1.0 IV.O • 1.7) ... IV2 • 0.8) 0.3 IV.I • O.S) 

1.9 (J.4 - 2,4) Q.6 ",.3 • 1.0) 0.3 to.l - 0.7) 

POP't.!'1..AnON ESnMATES (1. TltouuDd.t) 

34 (19 • 67) :16 (12 • J$) 20 18 • <fB)11. (10 • 170) 34 (IS ••,) 17 ($ • 61) 
161 (lIJ • 1li) 1I fJ2 • 8<) (2 - 41).. •
('O • 168) 21 (3 • W) 21 (3. W) 

,.. (1l1li • 382) (U·m) SO (18 • W) 
(63 • 174) .1" (I' • 86) 17 (1 • 0)"" 

11$ {65 • 1001 §7 00 . 19J 

36 




Crtu:k .. lWcdEtJtllidty 

Tabll!: SD. Craek V'I!: bl Agl!: Groge aad Sex tor BlKb in 1996 

Eytr Uled Uud Put Yur u.s Put Moath 

"""Is"" -.... O!oo<n<" 
Eatim.tt ""CJ, Ertjmltt DC,l Emmitt "%c.1. -".. 

.1lATE ESTIMATES _I) 

AGE 
1:2-.17 IlA (OJ • 1.4) ... (0.1 • J.3) • • 
1~25 U (U • 3.1) ... (OJ .. 1.3) 0.. (TJ./ • 0.9) 

26-" ILl (66 • 10.2) 3.. (2,0 • f,8) IJI {U • 3.11 
,3S <.! {3.3 • 6.11 ... {TJ.8 • 2.31 .$ (0.1 • 1.2) 

SEX 
Mol, ... {3.9 • 681 1'- (0.9 • 2.21 0.7 (O.f • I.f) 

Fcnole H (2.6 • '.'1 1.- (TJ.9 • 2.1) 0 •• (fi.3 • 1.0) 


TOTAL 4.l (3.' • 3.2) ... 1i.0 • 2.01 0.6 (O.4 • 1.0) 

POPUJ,.4TJON £STIMATES (I.a nou..adl) 

"OE 
12·17 13 (,t - .4$) 9 (2 -<2) • • 

71 (.3 • 1181 13 (11 • $0) 13 (3 • 3') 
1(,.34 351> (281 • -IJJ) 131 (8' • 203) 71 (43 • JJJ) 
llS m (f11 • 77J) 177 (I/)(i • ]93) .. (16 • 147) 

SEX 

,.." 
Mol, OS< (.416· 'UO) ... (100 • WI 71 (4() • 1.50) 
Fenal. <I!O (3" • 389) .S! (122 • 181)) 74 (43 • 126) 

TOTAl: 1.007 t!ll8 • l,Ull ;!!l (If] • 479, IG !E~ • 2m 
• ~~;DO~repord 
Soo= S~ AbIbc 1M MmtaIIie.t.tIJ\ ~ictt~ Office orApplied S1l.IIII.ies 

1996 NIIiotud ~ Swwy on A.buM 
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eNd· ..,.,. 
I . 	 ~ T.bleSE,. Cmk UN by Ale Group aad Sexier Nortbetllt Regioll (n 1 

E_1Jtod 	 URd Pu1 Year Vied Pan Moath

ACJ.x 0 ..._ Obttrved 
,~.(. e,l, 

....It DC.', Eltlmllr 25%e,1 Mum,"""""'" 
RATE ES11MATES (Pc1'CCGt) 

AGE! 
12·17 I •• 	 1113 • 2.6) ... (0.1 • ].4) • • 

1115 • 2.5) .., (0.2 • 1.7) 0.3 (rU • l.3)1S-15 	 l.l 
u..l< 3.9 a' • H) 1,1 (0..6 • H) ... (0.2 • 1.6) 

:l35 (0" ~5) 03 (0..1 • 1.1) • •,"
SEX I..... :1.1 (1.1 • 3.8) 03 (0.1 • 0.8) •• 1 (0.0 • 0.6) 

1.5 (0.9 • 	1.7) ... (n.3 - L4) tl.l (0../ • 0.5)F"I 
(1.1 • 1.8) C.5 (0.1 • 1.0) 0.2 (0./ • 0,4)TOTAL 1.8 

POPUlATION ESTIMATES (ID ThouAadl) 
AGE I 

12..11 )6 (J3.!i6) (5 • 51) • • 
,8-25 ,. aJ· 1/1) 30 

I' 
(1/ • 82) (3 • ,,) 

u..)1 266 (JIU • J8J) TI (38 • JJ7) 11" (16 • I(9) 

eo (1811 	 • 931) '1l (17 ~ 3(9) • •
~$i 

Mal. 113 	 aJO· 178) .. (14 - 170) 30 (7 • 116) 
F_~ m (191 	• J7J) 131 (59 • 291) 38 m . JJI) 

MAl. 
I 

1?§ QU .; LI@ 126 (95 - .jfU) .. (2B • 1(2) 

I
TabldF. e..."" v.. by Ag_ G",.p .ad lin fw No... Ctalrall!tg!oo 'a 19% 

E_1Jtod 	 fJsed Put Year llMd Put MoathACJx 
""""'cd .......cd 	 ..........
I ErtImm mU;'L WmllE "%C4 EBimm HC,I. 

RATE EST1MAns (h•••,,) 
AGE I 

,2·17 0.3 (0.1 • 1.0) t).2 (0.1 • 0.9) tl.l (0.0 • 0.$ 
,8-25 1.9 (1.6 • >.0) 0.' (l14 • 1.8) 1).<1 (0.1 • 1.3),..26-34 	 U (3.8 • 8.0) 1.0 11.2 • 3.» (O.J • 2 I) ,.. (0.,8 • 3.1) t).2 (0..0 • 1.0) • •~'I 
MAl< 3.> a.1 • 4.9) 0.7 (0..4 • J.3) 1).<1 (0..2 • 0.9) 

Femi.tc ,.- (1.0 • 2.1) 0.5 (0..3 • 0.9) 0.2 . (0..1 • 0.')


I 
TOTAL l.I (1.6 • 3.2) 0.6 (0.4 • 0.9) 0l.3 (0.2 • o.J) 

POPUL.ATlON ESTIMATES{ID Thou,.,ub) 
AGE 1 

19 (6 • 	 50) II (4 • 53) 1% (3 • JO) 
193 . (110 • 336) (28 • 120) 17 (9 • IU) 
...0 (316 • 666) '68 (96 • 292) lIS (4) ~ 111)... (2J2 • 943) ,. (9 • 301) • • 

(4H ~ /,154) '00 (Il6 • 291!) 88 (38 • 2!H) 
(274 ... 594) 'll (72 • 2Xl) 61 (24 • W) 

;" 090 • 4J6J )41 <lQ • 2'J8 
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C7ack - Jt.pn 

Table !G. Cnc:k Ute & Ale GroU! and SeJ. for Soutb Ilegioa in )996 

EW!rUMd Uled Part Yar Vied Put MOAth 

""'iW .......... 0 ....... 

Utlmat; £ariml" Ettimltr !S% C,J."-,,, c.1. ""c.L """"'" 

RATE ESTIMATES _.) 
AGE 

11~J7 0.7 m.3 • 1.3) 0-6 10.3 • 1.1) 0.2 10.1 • al) 
1&·2:3 ... (3.1 • 6.0) 1.1 (1.3 - 3.4) 1.1 "'.5 • 2.1) 
26-34 ... (2.'-.4.7) 0.8 ((1.5 • 1.4) (0.2 - (19) 

1.3 ",•• 1.0) 0.. "'.J • 1.1) • .3 m.1 • O. ') 
SEX
," 
MIl, l.7 (2.1 • J.O) 1.2 10.8 • 1.9) 0-6 10./ • 1.1) 


Female 1.3 (1.0 • 1.8) .... (iU • 0.7) O.l (0.1 - 0,4) 


TOTAL 1.0 0.6 - 1.4) 0.8 (0.6 • 1.1) .... "'.1 • n.) 

POPULAnON DTlMAl'ES (Ie no.,.tld.) 

12·17 (26 • 102) d (2l.SI6) I. ((i • 57) 

'&-lS "" (30< • JU) 198 (121 • J2J) '01 (51.191). 
~ (m • 568) 100 (J8 • 17J) (26 • 114) 

AGE 

"',. ". 55

," SIll (381 • 883) 244 (111 • /88) 116 a, . 198) 
SEX 

MIlo ... 1'.0 • I.J]') <l' (280 • 6.51) n6 (115 ~ JU),.p_ m (311 • mi) ,.7 (91 • ,6<) (3< • 161)) 

•
IUI4L' lid! a,l.l2 • l,8l1.1 w: C411 • §.l~l i2i c!1~ - 4~~ 

Table 5H. Crack Use b~ AgeGnn.. ~ aDd Ses: forWat Regjon in 1996 

I.'fft' Uted \Md Put ¥ear llM:d Put MOllth 

""'iWt 0 ....... 

IIIUmll£ ?!%q. EUjm1ts Qq. btimett QCL """'"'" 
 -".. 

RATE ESTIMATES (Pff«nl) 
AGE 

12-17 1.0 10.' • 1.5) 0.5 Ill.] • 1.1) O.J 10.1 • 1.0) 
18-2' 2.6 (1,6 • 4.2) 1.1 10.5 • 1.5) 0.5 "'.2 • J.j)
u.>4 .... (J.J • U) M "'.2 • 1.1) 0.1 "'.0 • .0.6) 

l.J (1.3 • 11) .". /!J.2 • 1.8) 0 ... /!J.I • I.J) 
SEX
", 
M~, 3.1 (2.1 ~ 4.4) OJI 10.< • 2.0) ((}.l • 1.3)p-, 1.2 (1.3 • 3.1) 0.5 /!J.l • 1.0) • .3 "'1 • 0.1) 

TOTAL 1.6 (1.9 • 3.6) .., "'./ • I.l) "'.2 . 0.8) 

POPVLAnON ESTIMATES (la ThOll••o)
AGE 

J2~17 5% (22 • J1J) n (10 • 33) 17 (6 . l8) 
,&-2> (113 • 189) '7!1 (35 • 174) lIi (JJ • 101),'B'..26-)4 (28' • 339) JlI (18 • 86) 10 (2 "')," .,. (J<lJ • 957) U7 (5<1 ~ 45J) 100 (30 • J11) 

SEX 
MIlo 717 (5fU • 1.016) 194 . (82. W) 9l (28 • JO<) 
F_ ... (319 • 713) ,.. (JO • 113) ,. (30 • J6O) 

IQIAL PO' (881 • 1.6J6/ m (l61 • W1 1il nJ - 3<171 
• Low pmilion; no CIliIIUIt I'tJ)OtIed

""""', f~~'=-"~~~~~_--of""'"S''''' 
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Table 4.7 Pareantage Reporting Crack Use In Their LIfetime, by Age Group 

I and Demographic Characteristics: 1995 

I' Age Group (Years) 


Demographic 
Characteristic 12-11 18-25 26-34 35... Total 
Teita) 0.9 2.9 ••2 1.1 1.8 

I
Gender, 

Male 0.9 3.1 6.0 1.B 2.6 
r
Fema'e. 0.8 2.6 2.5 0.5 1.1 

JcelEthnlcity[1]
•WlIne 1.1 3.4 4.2 0.9 1.7
•Black 0.1 O.B 6.2 3.4 3.0
•Hispanic 0.6 2.7 3.1 1.0 1.7 

I
Population Density 

•Lltgemwo 1.1 2.1 3.8 1.2 1.8 
I

smaU metro 0.9 3.4 5.3 1.2 2.2 
I

Nonmetro O.s 3.6 3.6 . 0.7 1.6
I . 

Re.glon 
Northeast 0.2 3.4 3.1 U 1.6, 
North Central 1.3 2.4 3.0 0.6 1.3

•South 0.5 2.9 5.0 1.3 2.0•West 1.4 2.8 5.3 1.1 2.2 

l
Adult Education[2] 

LI!"lhen high seIl.ol NlA 5.4 10.3 1.1 3.1 
H~h seIlOO' glllduate NlA 3.4 4.0 1.6 2.3

•SOme college NlA 1.4 4.2 1.1 1.8•COIJaoe glllduate NlA 1.3 1.2 0.5 0.7 

I
CUrTent Employment[3]•

Fult-tlme . NlA. 2.8 4.0 1.1 2.0 
pa\t.time NlA 1.8 3.2 0.5 1.4 

! 
Unemployed N/A 5.7, 9.7 8.2 7.9 
OIhe14] N/A 2.9 U 0.7 1.2 
WA:INot~. 
Note:. Oueto ~~ ImpIitIrltl¢ed In 1994. thae estrmBte:s &fW' m Wlfipli'" mttw:.lt pnalClltf!d if't HHSDA 
Main FindtnI)s prier to 1994. 
t1) 'the Mttgof'y ~other" fOr RtIceIEtlri::ltyia not inducIed. 
I2J oIta, (In adUlt adooation 81"11: mt oppUcable for yWh. 12·1'7. .Total nrfIf'a fDa4148 .1& tIId Older 
(lJtM'II:ighttd N1IlI13,152), 
131 ~ an current ~.,. not appI~ few)'Ol,lU'l.,. 12-17. Total reflftlOaduIta .1&. 
older (unweighled "-13.152). 
141 RlIlired. dr:sabled. hl:::lmerna.ker, 1lVdtet'iC, or "«her: 
soun:le: otfil»of Appfied studin. SAMHSA, National ~ Sl.IIWYonD:ugAbJ:u. 1$95, 

S8 
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Table 4.8 Percentage Reporting Crack Use in the Past Year, by Age Group 
and Oemoaraphic Characteristics: 1995 

Age Group {Years! 
Demographic 
Characteristic 12·17 
-Total 0.6 

Gender 
Male 0.6 
Female 0.7 

RacelEthnielty[1l' 
White 0.8 
Black 0.1 
Hispanic 0.5 

Population Density 
Large metro 1.0 

Small metro 0.4 
Nonrnetro 0.4 

Region 
Northeast 0.2 
North Central 0.9 
South 0.3 
West 1.1 

Adult Educatlon[2] 
Less than high schQ1J1 N1A 
High school graduate NtA 
Some college NtA 
College graduate N1A 

Current Employment[3l 
FUlIwtime NtA 
Partwtime NiA 
Unemployed NiA 
Otherf:4J N1A 

18·25 
1.1 

1.2 
1.0 

1.2 
O.S 
1.1 

0.7 
1.S 
1.3 

1.8 
0.8 
1.2 
0.7 

1.9 
1.8 
0.3 
0.7 

. 1.0 
1.0 

1.6 
1.3 

26·34 35+ Total 
0.9 0.2 0.5 

1.0 0.3 D.6 
0.7 0.1 0.4 

0.7 ' 0.1 0.4 
2.0 1.1 1.0 
0.7 0.1 0.5 

O.S 0.2 0.4 
1.1 0.2 0.6 
0.7 0.2 0.5 

0.9 • 0.4 
0.9 • 0.4 
1.0 0.3 0.6 
0.7 0.3 0.5 

3.1 0.4 1.0 
0.6 0.2 0.5 
0.7 0.2 0.3 
0.1 • 0.1 

0.6 0.1 0.4 
OA • 0.4 
3.9 • 1.6 
1.0 0.3 0.5 

• !..ow precision, no ~ "'ported. 
NlA: Not applicable, 
Nolf: Due ttl ~p~Ih~l1i1d In 1B94, It'IeU astimetftllll'l! nD! c:mnpIl"lbie to IhDM pRSef'dOid In NHSOA 
Main F'~J)rlOflc 19904. 
[11 it. ~~(ther'" for ~ is nD! 1rdIded, l 
[2) Data on aduII ecluc:abDn -reM applat*ll'ot ~ ao-1Z.17. Teal Alfanr tel adub .,8end Oklot 
(UI1Wt!igtotlid N-f3,152'l_ 
f3J Data en eunwnI~.,. noI~l:'tt'for~ept.12-17, iotal refntoadlJltllfQl18 and 
!'Otr (u~ighted N"'1),1S2j. 
(4) At!ItII1Id, Qisat*Id, I'Ioll'iClfn8ker, &t\II:II!r'C,« .~.w 


Source: Of&.:e of~ $tl..w:tiA, SAMHS", Na1.w:Inal HouIehDkI SIlf'WY on Dt'USI AlltIIot. 1995. 
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(24) Drug stUdy-Page 4 

FutUI'O stUdy (dala .-.:ported eIsewb....). 

In 1997 the proportIons of snidents.-.:porting lIllY use ofecstasy in the prior 12 

months were 2.3 pm:en~ 3.9 pm:ent, and 4.0 percellllIDIODg eighlh-, 1Otb-, and 12th

graders. 

StimulaDI3. The use ofamphetamine .,,1= ro"" llfII'I1JalIY in all three grades 

during the early 1990•. This year, use leveled in the lower grades, thongb use may have 

continued its gnsdual rise in grade 12. Pm:eived risk and disapproval are asked only of 

12th-graders for this class of drugs, and both haw stabilized foDowing an earlier period of 

decline. 

The proportions ofstudents in 1997 .-.:porting lIllY use ofSIimulants in the prior 12 

months .... S ~ 12 percent, and 10 percent fur grades 8, 10, and 12. 

Oleaine Powder. The use ofcocaine powder inched up steadily in all three grade 

levels in the first halfof the 1990s. While none of the 199<>-97 changes reaches statistical 

signiticance, use appears to continue to be rising at about the same rue in 1Otb- and 12th

grade.. but to baveleveled off in eighth-grade. Among the eighlh-g!lIders pereeived risk 

leveled this year and disapproval of use actually increased, both a!Ier an earlier period of 

erosion in these anitudes. 

The proportions of 1997 students reporting lIJIy use ofnncaine powder in the prior 

12 momhs are 2.2 perc ..~ 4.1 perce~ and 5.0 percent in grades 8, 10, and 12, 

respectively. 

Crack Cocaine. The use ofcrack rose very modestly at all three grade leVels in the 

first halfof the 19905. In 1997 use leveled in grades 8 and 10 and rose only 0.3 percent (not 

statistically signiticant) in 12th-grade. . 

In 1997 the annwII prevalence rates for"",,", were 1.7 pereent, 2.2 percent, and 2.4 

percent among eighth-, 10th-. and 12th-graders. 

Beroin. The rate, of beroin use in the student population are qubelow. as would 

be expected. but they neVertheless bave risen significantly in all three grad. levels during the 

1990,. According to the investigators. it seems highly Jikelytbal taking bernin by non

(more) 
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TABLE 3 


Long-Te"'l1 Trends in Lifetime Prevalence of Use DC Various Drugs Cor Twelfth Graders 


P",,,cltl c~'"r u!j;]d 
Clll~S CI(l~S Cln~.'I CIII.'I9 CIIl.'l.'l Cia.'!.'! CIA.'!.'! Clrl.~~ Clrl.~~ Clrl~~ Clrl.~~ ClrlsS Clos~ Closs Cln~~ Clnss CIIIs~ CIII~8 Cllls!! Closs CIII~s el1l9S CIIIs9 

of of of of of of 'f of of of of uf 'of of of of of of of of of of of 'gn-'97
li!.Th lil1..6. I !J11 191R 1979 lfiRO 19RI 19R2 InR:I 19R4 19R5 198G HlR7 1988 1989 ll!..9Q 1991 19.2.2. ~ lli.4. ll!.M ll!!!..!! 1997 ili!!..nn 

Appro.-. N '= !HOO I.'i·/O(I 17",0 171100 I.'i.'iOO J59m) I 751m 17700 16.70(1 I.'i9IJn IfWOO 15200 16.100 Hi,700 16700 15200 15000 1,'iROO 16.100 15400 /fi.lOO 11.10n '!dOO 

,\".1' miti' DrIIR" 55.2 5H.3 lil.1i li4.1 65.1 65.4 65.6 li4.4 62.9 61.6 liD. Ii 57.1i 5r..6 53.9 50.9 47.9 44.1 40.7 42.9 4S.1i 4R.4 fiO.8 Fi4.3.3.tis 
"ny llIicj, DmR nth.'r 

7'h<ltl M(Jrij'mnn'~ 3n.2 35.4 :15.R 31i.5 37.4 3H.7 42.H 41.1' 40.4 40.3 :19.7 37.7 :15.8 32.5 :11.4 29.4 .26.9 2!i.l 20.7 27.6 2R.I 28.5 30.0 .I.S 

M (l1'ij\l(lIlIl/H(lshi.~h 47.3 52.R 51i.4 fi~1.2 1i0.4 60.3 59.5 58.7 ;'7.0 54.!! !'i1.2 50.!! fiO.2 47.2 43.7 40.7 36.7 32.6 35.3 38.2 41.7 44.9 49.6 .4.7~s 

IlIhnlnlll~' 10.3 11.1 12.0 12.7 1 L!) 12.3 12.R 13.6 14.4 15.~ 15.9 17.0 16.7 17.1i 18.0 17.8 16.8 17.4 17.7 17.4 16.6 16'.1 ·O.S 
IlIhnlolll.<l, J\dju.'I'cd,·A IR.2 11.3 17.2 17.7 IA.2 IRO IA.I 20.1 IR.1i 17.5 18.6 18.5 18.0 17.0 11.7 18.3 17.8 17.5 16.9 -0.6 

J\myl/Bu.yl Nilri'"s" 11.1 11.1 10.1 !I.R R.' ".. 7.fI R.1i 4.7 :1.2 3.:1 2.1 I.G 1.6 l.4 1.7 Uj I.R 2.0 .0.2 

lIollutinoRcn! 10.3 15.1 13.1I 14.3 14.1 13.3 1:1.3 12.5 11.0 10.7 10.3 fI.7 10.:1 8.fI 9.4 9.4 '.8 '.2 	 10.9 1l.4 12.7 14.0 15.1 t1.1 
/IQllud'loRrnS, ,\dju.~lr.l· 17.7 I!U' \5:l IU 13.1i '23 12.1 11.9 10.6 9.2 9.9 9.7 10.0 • .4 11.3 11.7 13.1 14.5 15.4 to.9 

LSD 11.3 11.0 fI.R !I.7 9.5 9.3 9.1i 9.1i R.fI R.O 7.5 7.2 8.4 7.7 8.3 8.7 8.8 8.G 10.3 10.5 11.7 12.1i 13.6.1.0 
PCP'" 12.8 9.0 7.R 1i.0 !i.1i 5.0 4.9 4.R 3.0 2.9 3.9 2.8 '.9 ,.. 2.' 2.R 2.7 4.0 3.9 -0.1 
MUMA (Et!!'B.'!Y)' Ii. I I'i.!! .O.R 

eucaine 9.0 9.7 10.R 12.9 15.4 Jr.,1 !lU, lli.O lli.2 11l.1 11.3 16.9 15.2 12.1 10.3 9.4 7.8 6.' G.l 5.' G.O 7.1 8.7 +1.65 
Crl!.tk~ &.4 4.8 4.7 3.5 3.1 '.8 2.8 3.0 3.0 3.:1 3.9 .0.68 
Other Coe"ln,,' 14.0 12.1 8.6 8.8 7.0 '.3 '.4 5.2 5.1 1i.4 8.2. 1.RII 

II!!roln' 	 2.2 I.R 1.R I.fl I I U Ll 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.3 1.3 0.' I.' 1.1 1.2 I.. 1.8 2.1 +0.3 

Other Opiates' 9.0 9.1i 10.3 9.9 10.1 9.8 10,1 9.' • .4 '.7 10.2 9.0 9.2 8.6 8.3 8.3 G.G Ii. I 6.1i 7.2 R.2 9.7.I.&u'.4 
S'imul~nl!lU 22.3 22.6 23.0 22.9 24.2 26.4 32.2 27.9 26.9 27.9 26.2 23.4 21.6 19.R 19.1 11.5 IS.4 13.9 1!i.1 15.7 1!i.3 10.3 10.5 +1.2 

Crystal Meth. (It"')' 2.7 3.:1 2.9 3.1 3.4 :1.9 4.4 4.4 0.0 

Seda,lvcso• 18.2 17.7 17.4 16.0 14.6 14.9 18.0 15.2 14.4 13.3 11.8 10.4 R.7 7.8 7.4 7.5 G.7 Ii.l 6.4 7.3 7.6 8.2 8.7 .0.& 
Barbiturates' 16.9 16.2 15.6 13.7 11.8 11.0 11.3 10.3 9.9 9.2 8.4 7.4 6.7 6.5 G.8 G.' 5.5 1i.3 7.0 7.4 7.6 8.1 .0.6 
Methaqualonc"· 8.1 7.8 8.5 7.9 8.3 9.5 10.6 10.7 10.1 8.3 6.7 5.2 4.0 3.3 .2.7 2.3 1.3 HI O.R 1.4 1.2 2.0 1.7 -0.3 

Trnnquilill'rg' 11.0 16.R IR.O 17.0 16.3 15.2 14.7 14.0 13.3 12.4 11.9 10.9 10.9 9.4 7.1i 7.2 7.2 6.0 6.4 6.6 7.1 7.2 7.A +0.6 

Akohliin 90.4 91.9 92.5 93.1 93.0 93.2 92.1i 92.R 92.r. 92.6 92.2 91.:1 92.2 92.0 90.7 R9.fi RR.O R7.5 	 R7.0 
RO.O 80.4 RO.7 70.2 81.7 .2J;~!!' 

Drcn Drunk' 6S.4 63.4 li2.fi 62.9 63.2 lil.R 64.2 .2.4 

eiRonlte! 73.1i 75.4 7fi.7 75.3 14.0 71.0 71.0 70.1 70.r. 69.7 6R.R li7.1i 87.2 68.4 65.7 64.4 63.1 6tH 61.!I 62.0 64.2 63.5 65.4 tl.fI 

Smokelu5 Tobacco'" 31.4 32.2 30.4 29.2 32.4 	 31.0 30.7 30.9 29.R 25.3 _~.fi 

Slel"old!' 	 3.0 2.9 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.4 2.:1 1.9 2A .O.fi 

NOTES: LI!\"t~1 of sigoificoocl! of difff!rcncc hct"cf!n the two most recent e1nssc!!': ~ '" .05, 5S = .01, ~!!'s., .001. ,_. indicntcs dnta not Ilvnilllhlc. 
SOURCE: The Monitoring thl! futurl! Study, the Univer.!llty of Michigan. 
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3.'•••0.6 

1.1 
1.3 ... 
2.8 
0." 

8.4 
1.7 

3,4 
3.4 
0,2 

9." 
I.e 
•.2 
•.1 
0.6 

9.3 
2.4 

4.9 
4.1 
0.1 

9.5 
2.8 

",3 
4.9 
U 

10.2 
'l,J 

5,4 
5.1 
to 

.0.1 
.0.5 

.0.1 

... 0.2 
·0.1 

Trnnqllll!z~f!'I\ Tn.r. 10.:1 IDR 9'.9 Rfl 8.7 a,o 1.0 e.9 6.1 6.1 ItR S.IS 4.8 :l,R 3.5 3." 2." 3}, 3.1 4.4 VI 4.7 10,1 

Alt:nlml" 64,1'1 flfi.7 t\HI R7.1 8fU 81.9 610 868 ft7.:1 81l.0 HfL6 8•. 6 AS.7 R~,3 82.1 aO,G '17.1 7fU\ 1G.0 
72.1 73.0 1:1.7 125 74.R 12,:15 

Orr,. J:h u .. "" 52,1 !to.a -49.0 r.L1 52.ft rd.9 r,:"I,2 .L1 

Cilrnlcttrl 

Smckt!less Tobaccu·· 

Stl'fohlll' 1.9 1.1 Lot 1.1 12 t 3 I." 1.4: 1.4 0.0 

NOTES: L""cl .. r 'IIiR>lif~Rt1CC uf <ljff('INlr~ h((w<'('l) tht> 1","1) Plnsl Hlc('nt rh'llllf'~: !I ...Of), 1\$" .01. !I~~ '" .001 '_.- hlirlul(!~ di'lta not Itvnllahll!. SI'I.' Tnhl ... :1 flu ",If;VlUl1 rHlltllul'·~. 
SOURCE~ 'The Mnnl(Qrhtll ,h(' FulI'H' Study. tiJ(' Uuivelsit)' of Miehtgen, 
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'I'A 1\ LE (I 

LUl1g·T(!I'm TI"{~lHl~ in "l'hil"ty·nny Pn!~:I;,we nf lhiilY. UMC ue Various Drugs for 1-'wCli'tb"-Gradcrs 

POJl'cl'ul willi IllI(td J(lily ill In!!! Ihitly day! 

CI."I~~ t.:1r,s~ !:I:\~, Cln~~ Cln"ClaNli Clnil~ CIn" t:I(I~'Qn~' -1;!(ls.~ Cla<;<; (;In'~ Cia;, Cln~l\ CIA";! CIM~ Clag,,-Clu!t3 (:lulI<; CII'I!'l~ Cln<!, Cta.'<."1 
Df \.1 01 uf I,r III' nf ,,' of of (II' fir "j IIf· of of of tiC of of or I.lr of '96-'97 

ill.1ll HJ1fJ 1917 191H 1979 1illtQ IRill Iflfl2 U!!\:! JqR,. H!.a:! 19Rfi j 9i1l . 19M 1989 ll.2Q .lllill 1m .lQiI Wi llil!i 1ll§: 1lliU chmlo 

'\1'1'1""_ N 111 911JtJ l!iWI1 P/IJIJ ,1HtlfJ IS.''i/lfi 1;'WIlI} 17"00 !71lm W:WO l!i!NJr) IGtJO(} ','i2110 16:ml1 lIi.100 16700 '5200 15000 15800 16.700 '5400 154M U.1(J(J 15400 

MlJlijl)<"II'lIJ1!\1<I\i~11 no ., !U to.l 10.3 !U 1.0 0.3 t! .!> 5.0 .,!l '.0 3.:l 2.7 2.' 2,0 L9 U 3,6 VI 4.it 6.S .0.9~ 

IntH,lnHt'" • 0.1 • 0.1 O. I o I 0.1 0, I 0,2 0.' 0.1 0.' 0.' 03 " 0.2' 0.) D.I 0", 0,1 0.2 O.t .(J.1 
r"J'Wllml~. Adj!lsll',t' 0.1 02 0' 0.2 02 02 iH 0.' 04 0.3 0,3 0.' 0.6 0,2 0.2 0,4 0,2 ·Ob 

t\l'fIyJ/Bllly! Nil/ih-," • 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.' 01 0,;) on " 0.' 03 0.1 0.2 0,1 0.1 02 0,2 0.4 OJ -O.3! 

IInUQcbl<'f{I:""" 0 I o , 01 01 01 o I o I 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 o I 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0,1 0.1 IU 0,1 0, I 0.3 ..0.111 
III\1lu~I,.t>,ft'H. "'''paint'' G, O' 01 0.2 0.2 0,2 0.3 0.:1 0.' 0,3 03 0.1 0.1 0,1 0.4 0.<1 ·0,1 

I,SO • • o I o I 0.1 0 t 01 • 01 0.1 0.1 0.1 O,l 0.1 • 0,2 +0.111 
I'CP'" 01 O! o I 0.1 0.1 Q, I 0 :'l 02 .3 o I 0.2 0.1 {U 0.1 0.1 (t3 0.3 o.a o. t ·0.1 
MUM" Wc~t;1"YI' 0.0 {}.1 tOJ 

em:ni,,'" 0 I 01 III 02 02 ria 0.' 0.2 0_2 0.'1 03 02 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 tll 0.1 0.2 0.2 0,2 ·0.1 
Crack" • I " 0.1 0.1 0.' 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 O,t 0.2 (}.l OJ) 
Other Cnt"l(l(" 0.' 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 • 0.1 0.1 oJ 0_1 0.1 ·O.t 

Ilern!»' 0 \ • 0.1 • • • • • 0.1 • • ~ • • 0.1 0.1 0.1 ·0.1 

Oth~t Opi"le~t o I 0.1 0.' 01 o I o I 0.1 O. , 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0, 0.1 0.1 • • 0.1 0.1 0.2 0,2 0.0 

l'ltim"II'HII,H Ot'i 0.4 or, or. on 0.' I.. 0.1 0.8 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.' 0.3 0.2 0.2 G.2 0.2 0.' 0' 0.3 0.3 0.0 
CI'Ylltn' Mt'lh. (kef 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 • 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 

&>dflti¥!"St. 0' 0' 02 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 01 0.1 o 1 0.1 o 1 OJ 0.1 0.1 • 0.1 0.1 ttl 0.0 
BOlblh1tntc!\~ 0.1 0.' 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 01 • 0.1 0.' OJ • 0.1 0.1 0.1 • 0.1 • 0.1 0.1 O.J 0.00'
MelhdquattJ!"Ic'" • • • • 0.1 0.1 0.1 • • • • • 0.1 • • • 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 O.t .O.t 

TflUl\fllilh:(lu' 0.1 0.' oa O. t 0,1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 • • 0.1 • 0.1 0.1 0.1 • • 0.1 • 0.2 0,) .O.h 

Akllhol 
OailY' .~ " .1 •• ~. .0 •• 5.' n., •• ,. 'S '.B " ., 3~ •• •.• 2. 

3.. 1.$1 3.6 3.1 ajJ .0.2 
B~en drunk daily' 0.11 0,8 0,:1 i.2 J :I UI 2.0 tOA 
5. drink!! In II 'ow 

In lut 2 weekll 3!U! 31.1 39..1 40,3 4L2 41.2 '(14 40r. 40.8 31t? 36.1 :Ht8 31,5 34.1 J3.0 322.29.8 21.9 2Vi 28.2 29,fI 30.2 3D +1.1 

f:1Rnrc>ttn 
O"Uy 211.9 2~.I~ 2f1R 21.'" 25.4 2I.a 20.:1 2U 21;2 UU 195 18,7 18,1 18.1 18.9 19.t 18.5 (7.2 19.0 19.• 2:1.11 22.2 2,V' .OZ.4!! 
nn)f·pack fir mf'!~ 

per d"y 17.9 19.2 19,4 JaR Hl.l'i· 1<1.:1 13.5 1<1.2 13.8 12.:1 12.5 11.4 11.4 10.6 lI.2 11.3 10.7 10,0 lO.!) 11.2 12.4 1:l.O 14.:1 ~1.:\ ..,~mokcl~1I5 Tnh;'lC~(I··· 4,1 IU •.3 3.3 3.3 3,n 3,r, J:\ ,1.4 ~LO 

StCfflld1' 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4 O:Z 0.3 OJ 0.0 

NOTF.:S; I.(!Ycl of 5.ill:lliru:1'ute-t' ur difference 1Jt'tw~en t!l(' {WIl mvsl rnl':l'!ot dll!l!ll!s: s" .05. " ...01, all' '" .OOL '-' indicates dilin not avaibhll!. '.' indicales 'r.~'! th:tn .O!} p('N;ent. 
A"y appa'~{)1 in('onsi$t~ncr hllhYf-r./t Ill!.' (;h,'nR~ (!Mimate and Ihe pl'l"valem:~ estimates for the t""1) Irlff!'! recent dns.'lll1\ Is due tu nmmliliK {fIlUl". 
Sec Tnbl.. 3 (ur .. ~l~Y.nl r(lnln!lH·~. 
Onn, U~. I!I dl!n..",d ", u~c (III ''''('uty nr mille t1t:~n.siong In thl!' JlI111 tllh {J daYll .. ;tct'pt (or !i. drlpk:!. clJfnr"Ue~. a"d !'I1H,~kel('~!! IfI'",(~n. fur whlrh IIclul'l dtlily lIlt!' b flll'l'tI"IlI'MI 

SOORGr.: Til .. I\hmitoring Ihf' F"!IIIl> Swdy. fh<l' Univer!iit, nf Michlgtlll. • .' 



TAIlL" 7 

Tn~nd~ in U.flX.!!'!f.!~h'_t:~'H\I. nr f)r\l~R us Percoived 


hy Eighth, Tenth, mltl Twelfth Graders, 1991-97 


I/OH' "Huh ~;II J~III ,I;l"h Pcn:L'lllngc !Dying ~8rcot rillk'·· 

I"'''f'/t! ri,,1t 'lfl'lflltlR 
,/i('n,R.-/,·t;<l (ph!l'Iil('r1l1y "r j n 1'!!.!dh_I!!l.!'. HUh Credo 12th Grod, 
,jfhrr II'Q)'t/ , jllh~y ., "".- ,,, '9f1-'97 '06-'97 

t!}9J 1992 1993 1994 1995 19!!!, 1997 chllllllg~ 1991 i992 l2J1 .lni 1J!.IUi .u.rnft l1Ill!ill.m.nu 1n.l an ..l.!!M .!U! aM lliQ ill1 mmu. 
'rt-y nlfllijll:ltnrJ nnt{'!lr Iwkr. -40A 3ft I 36.2 3Ui 2lt9 21.9 !H',.3 _2.6~!I.'C 30.0 3L9 29.7 24,4 21.5 20,0 18.8 .1.2 27.1 24,5 21.9 19,5 16.3 15.6 l4.9 -0.7 
Sllluk~ ml.lot\jl.ltlml ul:Ttainnally 51.9 5G.3 53.11 4H_6 4fi,9 44.3 43.1 ·1.2 48 Ii -48.9 46.1 38.9 35.4 32.8 a1.9 ·0.9 40,5 39,6 35.8 30.1 2!Ui 2r..9 24.1 .1.2 
:!-{,lH.k .. ullnijllnl .... r(,Cllltuly RJ.8 81.0 19.6 14.3 73.0 70.9 12.7. UI fl2,1 8U 1A!"i 71.3 67,9 65,9 66.9 0.0 78.6 76.15 72.5 65,0 60.8 59.9 58,1 ·1,R 

T1'1 iul,ahlllts I'n,~ Qr \I"ice" 3!U. 37,0 3fo.r. 31.9 :Hl4 4{) R 40 I -0,7 31.8 .11U "0,9 42.1 "7.2 41.5 ",0.3."
T'J jnlmlflnt~ '~l!:tllr"ly·. r.:;.fo fi~ 4 fo" 11 r.!i.~ fiU-I fill,2 OR,7 .{),r. I'm 1'1 (i1,9 fi9." 7Ui 7t.H 7tUl. 7<. ·1,3 

'rake l.SO .. tll:l:' ur Iwir~' 421 3H3 36,1 3(' (, :n.O.O 5 4f1.7 46,5 44.7 45.1 -4'.6 ·0.6 46.6 42_3 39.5 38.8 36." 3G.2 34.1 •Ui 
r.,ke I.SH rr~!llml)" foA:J fir, 1'1 £4.4 G3,6 fiU ,,{),5 78JI 7.5,9 nUl 7!L3 73,fI ·Ui .84.3 81.8 79.4 19, t 18.1 11.8 16.6 ·1.2 
rry t:f'l'Itk Oll{'!! or twkf'" f,2f1 GI2 ~1 2 54 4 50101 51.0 49.9-J.l 70" (,9.1i Oli.fl 1U.1 00,9 60.9 69,2 ·1.1 60.6 tl2.4 57,6 &8,4 54,6 56,0 54,0 -2.0 
Tl'lkl' t'nu:lt 'K("" ..j",.ally· 822 19r. 1fi H 14" 72.1 71.0 11.2 .0.4 fl1A 1'111,4 flU S:'l.1 AL2 SO,3 71'1,7 ·1.6 71tS 7(',:1 7:1J~ ?:I.A 12.8 71.4 70,a ·1,1 

!"IY f'nr9.in" fl<lwd~r ""<::~ fU 
H\"kt'· - !,~ r. :,.1 I !,07 4H 4 H fI "r1.2 "r; 0 ,{) 2 I'V),I ri'!12 1'11.11 56.4 !"i3.S !'I3.6 52,2 -I." fi:UI F.7.1 6::1.2 fifi.4 52,0 lIa,2 fHA ·1.8 

f:lk., cocn;tlt' ~,,"d('f' 
1>ei'9.,lulln1ly 71 0 ,";, 1UJ £9 I CG,4 b5_1 "~.,A +0.1 H22 AO.1 79.1 17.8 7!U) 7!tO 73.9 .1.1 8-9,8 70.8' 68,6 70.6 G!U (,RR (;1.1 -Lt 

flY hemin j)o<.:~ ut Iwj('t' 
witbnUI 1Il1ln~ n Ill.'l.'dle' roO. t Ii LJ 03.0. U 70.7 72.1 13 I 5~.R M,6 60.5 ",LA.'.0 

ralt!' hCnJln O«:>$lo.mllily 
without using :It nt't><Il~' 76.8 78.1'; 79.2 ~ 2,6 .85.1 85,8 86.5 .0,7 71.2 71.0 14.3 ",3.3~ 

l"t1nne or t'''Q drinks <"If .<1 
ulrohalit: be'lE'tUIE' (I,eer.
\finl'!, !iq\,lnr) 11.0 12.1 12A It.R 11 f, II A 104 ·Lb 9.1l HU 10.9 9.4 9.3 8.9 9,0 .f.0.' 9.1 8,li 8.2 7.r. S.9 7.3 6.1 .0,6 

rnlt~ one or twq ddnkJl nE'l'u'ly 
J''I p r1 dny 31 R 32A 3:Ui 29.9 30.6 28.0 2il.1 ",O.!i 36,1 31i 8 35.9 32" 3t 7 31.2 31.8 .6.6 32.7 30,6 28.2 21.0 24J'. 25.1 24.8 ·0.3 

IIn'l(l fI'Il'! <"It m<lrt' drinks O'lee . 
or twif!p i'Aeh \upkpnd 59,1 llAJJ 1l7.7 S41 541 III 8 55.6.3.8$$' 54.1 55.9 5•.9 !i2.9 52.0 50.9 51.8 to.9 41Ui <19.0 <lS.3 46.5 -45.2 49.5 43.0 -6.6&" 

Smnkl'! (lne "" mnre pl'tekJl H( 
dlliat1!lIeJl pcr do)' 5U' fiOA 52.1 50,8 49.11 50,4 52 fl +2.2 60.3 59.a 00.7 59,0 51.0 57.9 fi9,9 .2.0 C9,4 M.2 695 61,6 65.6 61'1.2 6R.1 .0.& 

U1:t' lImnketU!I tohpw, 
regularly 311.1 35.1 36.9 356 336 340 35,2 tl.2 40,3 39.6 44,2 42.2 ':UU 4Ul 42.2' ",1.2 31." 35.!i 38.9 36.6 33.2 31.4 38.61'1.2 

rak, lIt~mid$~ 642 1>9.5 70.2 61.5 6'1.1 12.7 73,4 72.5 Cn.6 70.7 69.1 66.t 664 61.6 67.2 -0.4 
Approt'. N .. lUt17 18662 18366 17394 1150111926 18765 1471914808 15298l!lR80 17006 15670 15640 2549 2684 2759 2591 26(J,7 2449 2$79 

NOTES: Levd <If 1:il('<lif!<aru::r of dlrfrrence hrtt1'ren the l'Ml mOl'll t!Cent etu!!"! 5 •.o~. !! ...01. !Ill! .,00t. '-'Indlcates datn I\Qt u'IuiJnllle. 

"'uunCE: 'tht' Ml)nlll)fil"llllht' FtlhlU! Study. tht' Uni'ler~lt, .,fMkhi/fu<I, 


'AI"I!lwer !>h('rtlflliv('$ Wf'le: 0) N<I flftk, 121 Slighl Ibk, {:II Mlldel'att' li~lt. (0 Grt'ot dek. (!'ij CAn'l1:l'Il. drug unrnmlllur. 

~lh and 10lh grfldf': Oaln hnl'led In \lm1 nlllwu-third, 'If N iudienled dde to t"hungn In que,linnnnire fulml'l. 

'ilh and 10th grade: Dall'1 ha'M 1'11'1 nole nr twn futmll In 1993 .. 96; N I~ 'lnc·balf of N indicated. Outa bued In 1991 on on~.thjrd rtf N fndkaled d"" b. dumt:f""1 in 'l1l""I""mrthl' tj,tm~, 

~Ih nod JOlh '!trnde: DAt. hued un live furnHJ 11"1 199. und 1992, Dala hrt!t'd tm Me.f Iwn (ul'ft'!ll in 1993 nnd 199-4; N iJi one·half of N lndknled. 


http:f'nr9.in
http:l1Ill!ill.m.nu


__ 
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TABLE 8 


Lnn~.TCI·m Trends hi Ih!!,!!,r~~I_n{!ns: nr Drugs a~ Pcrcei'Ved by Twelfth Graders 


-1f;;;7~;'ii«W'''it;;·~m.(1.;;;"~''''''J'".. - . 1',"1'(('11 II)IC~ ,saying;gn"lIl. t 15k:':' 
""Jr Im'''''"q 1""I>I~I'lj"~ (;111'';'; el...·;" r:ln~ .. Cln'<" Cia".. Cb"~ CI:I"~ cb·;,< CI:~!"'< Clr<~~ Clnu CI:l~~ <:11I"I"I ?!lfI~!'> Chl"lll CIIl!!!'! CIII"I!I Cln'4~ ChI'S"! ci:... " CIIl'lR elll!!"! Ch,u 
tl./n~"",,UI· ,,' t'l ..fl.('f wln-"'. I" "I nl ,,1 III "I ,,[ Ilt "r Hf flf "r IIf ,,( "f >If ur IIf of of of ot uf '98·.'911-" . _lm"~ I_I.I~I~I.'I'.~I_I~"I__ I~II___ ~_~_ 

'r,y !IIMi/tllhHI "n~c [,I' l ... jec 1r..1 11.4 \l,!,> IIU 91 100 1.'10 115 12.1 \4,7 14 8 15,1 184 19.U 23.6 2:U 21.1 24.!i 21.9 19.5 J6.:I I-!I.r. 14.9 ·0.1 
Sm"lI; .. I»;'It ij"an:1 1'W:(;;t<tionl\lly IH,I l:l 0 1:14 124 lar. \011 Illt HL;) 20(, 226 24.6 2fi.O 304 31.7 36.5 36.9 40.ti 39.6 35.6 30,1 25.11 2!UI 24.1 -1.2 
S"...kr I1Il1dju~lIa Iflllll:!.I, 4:13 :lA.t; JIH 34.ll 42.0 [,OA 57.1i r.o.4 628 M.ll 10.4 1LJ 13.5 17.0 77,S 11.8 78.6 7fU\ n,!', 65.0 flO R .1\9.9 M.I ·l.8 

fry l.SD Vl'lC(, IW twin' 4!1.4 45,{ 43,2 42.7 'I Hi ,,:l.!l 45 t. H II 44.7 45.4 4,')J; 420 44.9 4Ft 1 46.0 44.7 411.6 42.:1 arU'i 38.8 3&.4 36.2 34.7 -U 
f"ke LSU fl'!guIJu Iy 1:11.4 BO,R 19.1 AU A2A R;}.!) R.t!; RJ.5 H3.2 R3.a 829: 82.8 a3.8 84.' 84.:1 84.6 64.3 81.8 19A 79.1 7S.l 77Jl 76.6 -1.2 

Ttt PCP OHf«l 'If twkc 55J; SA.R f.6.G 5..... , 51.7 1'14.1\ 50,8 51.f! 4!U 6LO .8-.8 ·2.2 

T,'y MUMA ..nct' f~t lIyke 3::U 
Trl ~It'nlnt' \lIlC,," ur twice 42.r, :19.l :11'Ui :1.1.2 31 r. :I\!} a2.1 !}2H :'1.1.0 :\5,7 34.0 ;:J:Hi 47.ll 51.2 54.n .,. 59.4 5-6,8 57.8 51,2 53.7 54.2 53.6 ·0.8 
TAitt' t'1!(dil_e o("(01iontll1, .. M.2 fift8 Gn_2 71.8 13.9 15.5 75.l,133 1:1,1 70.8 1~U 12.••0.3 
't'ilkt' cuc:nhu.· U'Rulnrl, 73. t 12.;1 fofl 2' (;1'1,2 ron}; r,9.2 71.2 1:1.0 1<1:1 ?AR 1!l.O H2.2 ."." 90.2 91.1 90,4 90.2 !lO.t 89.3 81.9 8f1,3 87.1 .1.28" 
TI r n ndt "ne~' HJ ,,~lro.' ti1.0 "2"! 62 9 GO rM.U: 62A 51.6 liSA 64.8 66.Q 64.0 ·2.0 
Tnke Clfll'k tK'COSiHlllllly 7(14 7:1.2 75.3 80 , 165 16.:1 7J 9 13ff 72.8 7IA 70.:1 ·U 
Tnk\' ~I licit H}!!ulnrly R41i R.tJi 8r._flo !11 r. no. I 89,3 fl1J. 89.6 SIU fl6.2 .1.8 

Try cnrnln<! pnl'l'ilf'1 'U1i'r r1l 'win' 45 3 !it.7 $3.S 5!}.n :!i3.(; fi,1.1 1\:1.2 ,5< 52.0 53.2 IlL4 ,UJ 
Take C/lenine JI,wfdl'!r m::~JI<lia!\nlly I !l6.R fiL9 ." 71.1 6ll,R 10}{ r>R.6 70.r, "'U (,fI.fI 61,1 .1.1 
Take «1<Jlinl! pnwrlt!t t1!lillllllly 81A 82.9 S:U:j llO.2 88.9 HR. 4 87.0 IUUi .," flG.8 M 0 ·O,fI 

Try ht'Tnjfl tinct' "'I" twIN' ('0 I 5f1 9 55 A 52;1 flO 4 [.2 t :!i2!1 fi 1.1 !iO R 41HI 41.3 4C, 8 ,.a • 64.0 .,. 5fiA 65.2 SQ.!} 50.7 5-2.8 50.9 52.!', 56.1 .4.2!' 
Toh herolnl'l«a~i')n~lIy 11i~ 1~G 111 114 70!1 709 722 r.!lR 7tA 107 11!)-R {i8.2 14.6 73.8 15.5 16.6 14.9 14.2 72.0 12.1 'I 0 7<1.8 1I'1.3.U; 
TAke hem\n t~f!III(11'ly A1.2 Rfi~ M.I H~r. A1!'. Rll.2 R?fi Ar.O 1'161 87.2 $0 fl7.1 8~t8 R!).5 90.2 8!U; 8ll.2 8a.3 AftO 8'.2 8ll,:; RR.ll -0.6"'" Try fHuphelornin<'! nn~e "I h.ict' as.. 334 :10,8 29,9 2ll.7 2ll.1 2(,,4 25.;) 2"-1 2SA 25.2 2!U 29.1 29.1) "8 32.2 'OJ 326 31.3 3U 28. 30.8 31.0 .0,2 
Tah amphetamines regulotly 69.0 67.3 6f>.l1 C,1.! fi9.9 r.!U fill,! 6"-1 64.8 67.1 67.2 ij1.3 G!'IA 09.a 1L2 11.2 74.1 72A 69.9 67.0 6$.9 66,S 66.0 -0.8 

Try ¢:f'Ylllgt melh. (i(f', mire In 

fwite nt.1i 6UI SHj: 51,,3 I'iU 1'>5.:1 64.4 ·0.9 

Try harhi!llrste5 {u'tN! tlr (\Viet 34 R 32.-!i JI2 lL:I 30.1 3l.U 284 21Ji 270 27.<1 2(1.1 '25,4 JO.9 20,7 32!2 32.<1 :I!U 32.2 29.2 29.9 20.l 29.1 26.9 -2.2 
T~ke barhituute!' reg ",",..,)' 69.1 61.'1 G8.!'; r,s.4 71.6 12.2 6ft.!l A7-" G1.7 68.5 68! 67,2 69.4 69,6 10.5 70.2 70,1'> 70.2 fjfi.l G3,J 61.6 tiO.4 ~.6.fi ·3.6" 

T 1"1 nne nr Iwn drinkll uf an 
nlcGlmlk 1":1\'('r08(1 (h"'tt, . 
wine. liquor) 6.3 4.8 4.1 3,4 4.1 3.R 4.r. Hj 4.2 4.6 lUI ".6 6.2 6.0 fLO 8,3 9.1' lUi 1'1.2 1.6 5.9 1.3 G.7 ·0.6 

jake nne nr two drink!! nearly 
l'vt'lydny 21,5 2L2 16.5 19.il 22.G 203 21.0 21.6 2Uf 2:1.0 24,4 25.1 26.2 273 2R!l 31 J 32.1 30.6 28.2 21,0 24.8 25.1 24.R ·0.3 

Take f",ur fir fiYe drink! nellrly 
f'Yf'ryday G3,fl 61.0 62.9 63.1 A6.2 65,1 64_!. A5}; 66.8 68.4 69,A (,6.5 ii9.7 AR,!> fi!lS 70!) O!lfi 70.S ~7.R 662 62A 1i!"..6 fl3,0 ·2.6 

lllllll' fille or more dllnh I}flCC 
M'twiteeath~'feekl'nd 31"831.034.7 34r. 34.!1 35,9 -36.336.0 :18.641,7 430 :19.141,9 42.r. 44.0 47.1 4RJ. 4!l.0 4H.3 4r.S 45.2 4!'Ui 4:1.0.r,.ri!l!lll 

Smoke nne (II" mot. p;'!.(.k!I flf 
ciJflrell('s p.t 411Y St 3 66 .• 5R4 59.0 03,0 63.1 r.:1.3 00.5 6J.2 rho1JI till.!'; r.r..0 r,IUj M.O ~1,2 6R,2 09-4 r.ll.2 S!Hi A1.6 6S 6 r,fL7 flR.7 fO,!> 

U,e I!Ilfl1lkel",!'>s InhacCQ r~8u!arl)' 21i,S 30.0 3:1.2 :12.9 34.2 31.<1 as'!; 3ftll 3ft 6 33.2 "\7.f 3fUl .1,2 

rake sCcrnid!! 63.8 6!J.9 r.r..1i 70.7 !'l:u r.r.,1 (,(,.4 fiH' 61.2 ·0.4 

Appm.\". N .. 2804 2918 30S:? 3770 .'1250 3234 3604 .'1557 330S 3262 3250 3020 :;315 .'1216 279{t 2M1LJM9 26M 27,'19 2591 260.7 2U9 2.';111 

NUTES; uwel tit siSl'tifie08l"t' of "irrCl'f!8t11t helweel't Ihe "VII rnn,,! Iteenl dauell: 5" .os, ss _ .{H. ll"ll '" ,nOI. '-' iudkatc!: ""t,. "". !lv'illl<hl,!, 
soUnCt!: 1'he Mlln!tol ing the ~'ulln. Stud),. Ihe Unil'euilr ~,f Mkl,ijl;l'ln. 
'''nlln~t ,,11t.'r_Ilve! WUt! (I) No lisk. (21 Slight Ihl, (3) Mod~fIIl~ Ihlt, H) Orut rhk. Ilnd (5) eor,l $.1, ,111.1, un[.l.m!li.r. 



TABU;: 9 

TnmciJII in DisaUIH'oval of [)rug Usc 


hy·F.ig-hth. Tenth, and 'l'wc1fth Graders, 199t-97 


P<:II:l'nt whu ~dlnpptovc~ or ~lIlrnnjtly di.!u'Iflfll'OnD 

• 

~.l1ili (;, 'Htr 1011, Grn~le 
n•• ,'.... ,/i~""1"H, l' ../ , ..,,,,>1,, ·9r.-·U7 '91i_'97 ·96· "97 
...h .. lmn H'I!l:jt ll!l~;J Will !!!!)!1- W!lfi HI97!.:~ 1991 1!J92 Jlli!1 Iii!!.", lit!)!> 199(; !.ill!1 ~ lltl!l .utn 1993 lllll! .llli§ un 1m. !cluwu 

i 
Tt)' ml'injlllUllt "nc,"w twkt lH.S H2.1 79.2 72!l 70,1 1;7,5 (,";.f•• 0,1 74 <i 74 n 10,;1 fi2A 5!1.M 55.5 flU ·U G8.7 59.9 63.3 57.6 55.7 52.S 51.0 ·1.5 
SHI.,\t(l II1I1!ij&'lIo!'l o~c!'l ..;,)n('lily R!U; kH.1 M,7 RO!I 7!l.7 7tH; 7H.1 .I.lii< H3.1 83.6 10,-4 7:L3 70.0 (i(i.9 6fi:.2 -0.7 79.-4 71).7 75.5 (,fI,9 66.7 62.9 03.2 ..0.3 
!'itllnkil' IIIMij,Ulnrt II·J:nl:uly 92 I 90 H etU) R;':J Md tlVi R,U; t I.S~ 90.-4 90.0 87,4 82.'2 8U 79.7 19.7 0,0 fw.3 90.1 SUI H2.3 81.9 80.0 78.6 ·1.2 

TI'Y i<lhclnf}'~ IIllfe nr ""if(l' R4J) H,i,O H25 HI,(; HI H H2 n 1'14,1 +1.2 KS.2 H5,6 SUi 84.9 S6.0 RG.9 .O,g." 
TfllI.e iuh",l;mf1t '''R."boly' no (; 90.0 AA,9 HH I HHH 8" 90,::1 .. 1.0 9LO 91.5 90.9 9LO 90.9 9L7 !H.7 0,0 

Tf1 LSI) onct Ill' twiC(,,~ 71.! 7('2 111i 70.9 72 I d 2 82.1 79,3 17.9 7(18 76.6 .0.2 90.t SfI.) 8.'1.9 e2.5 HU 79G eO,5 .0.9 
Tukt UlU Hg..lrHly~ 79,H 7t1" 1t, tI 71i 3 7fi.J .10 8<i.R RS.G H4 R I'U.S S:1.-4 .1.1 !HU 9S.S 95.R 94.3 92,5 1):U 929 .0.3 

orr), (n~k '''\(1! "I·!wk... ' 91.7 !lO,7 1;9J fI(;!! Htili R:'O fl57 dL7 92;, 92 fI !H.-4 StU) 8H,7 HH.2 fl7.-4 .0 fI 92.1 93.1 R9.9 fl9.!i 9L4 67.4 87.0 ·04 
Tllltl! cnd{ ,"':':3>;\"oally' 9:\:\ 92!i !}I 7 f!:!l9 :N9 H till,;' 90.3 _1.0 9-4.3 9U 93.6 lJVi 91.1 9Ul 91.0 ·0.9 94.2 9"tiJJ 92.A 92.fI n4.0 nl.2 9ta +0.1 

Tr)' t'U(l'linE' p.lwdtr lIfJ(';(> or 
Iwk(l' 912 tl9t. HHS kr.1 tl53 til.!'! A!l.I .. t.2 90.11 91.1 90.0 fl.6.1 fifo" fir. I 85.1 ,1.0 880 M9.-4 86.5 AU 88,383183.0 .0.1 

Tllkl! rucuilll! JXlwder 
.....TD~i1lUfllly· !131 not !IUI H~17 H91 HR.7 !JOI .U'I 9110 no 0:1.2 921 9111 flU n04 .0.7 9:to 93:A 91.2 91.002.1 89.7119.3 -0,4 

Tty hl!l'ulll n'l(l Ht 1\\'1<"1" 
without usio,ll: D ntE'dJ(lf R!lJ! Rr.() J117.712.71<1< Hn.7 Hn!\. R!I.t ·04: 92,!} 9O.R 92,3 .1.5 

T!'III.E' I'n:rnh, f>C(MiAooUy 
,""thoul IHllog a pE'cdlti· >I>IS M7.7 901 t24ss nl.~ 91,7 ~1.4 -0,3 !H.7 9:1.2 $IoU .. 1.2 

Try tiM or '\YO drinh of !HI 
ftlrnlmtit .,(' ..uIICe (hl!I-'r. 
\Yin.,llquflr) r.1.7 !'".2.2 (.09 47J! 4t1 0 45.5 467 +0,2 3Hi 39,!) 3f!S 3~.!\. 31U JU :l:1.7 -0,5 29f1 JJ.n :,\0.1 2R4 27,3 2fU') 26.[ -0.04 

T".,c f,lnt' or tI.YO drinb nearly 
tycryday 82.2 61.0 79,$ 7r..7 75.9 74.l 7r..!> .. 2$s!l 801.7 81.7 7R.f. 7!\.,2 75.4 73.e 7(,A .1.6 76.1'i 7!\.Jl 71.8 73:.1 73:.3 70.8 700 .O.H 

Jl8H n"'b nr R\i'l1(! dllnh .m(t> 

orh_lc*eacht"N!!II.Md &.ti.2 83.9 83,3 80.1 fl07 71U fl13 .2,2~" 167 77.11 7-4.1 72.3 12.2 70.7 10,2 -O.!'I !i7A 70,7 79.1 liS. I 61'••7 6-1.7 (j!tO -1-0.3 

Srl1o~. one Ot mote pa(:.b of 
('i,ureHt't p(Jr d\'lY 82,8 fl2.3 tW.G nu 78 (; 77.3 80,3 +3.0$$$ 7n.-i 77.8 16.5 7:l.9 73.'2 1!.1i 73.8 _2.2li 1LA 13.G 106 r.~tfl I1A.2 S7.2 67.1 ·0.1 

Uae amrl\flHlJ toh8ttIJ 
(('IJ\llarl, 71U 77.2 77,1 75,1 740 74.1 166 +2An 75A 7•. 6 738 71.2 71.0 71.0 72.3 ~ L.3 

T.,,\@ ~httoids' 89.8 90.3 89.9 67.9 90,0 91.(1 9U 90.tI llOJi 9'2,( 92.1 91.9 9U) 91.7 9JA .0.3 

Aplm.t. N .. n39() IR,~o.11H4,7!i 17429 11660 17!1!}IJ lR766 '475014774 '5:/.14 UHlH 17tllflIM",Rt> I.'"iM7· 2.517 ar.4fi 272.7 P!iRR 2IW,"! ::m9 MOl 

NOTES: Level ofsigpiflCllnCt' of dlff(Jren(1!! b~lwcen ,hc 1"'0 Qlnl'll'C~c\lnt daMes' 1I :.05, I'i'l ",.01,11.1111 =.001. '-' i!ldh:!I~\lii i\uttlllo! ..... ullnhl\!. 
~OURC£; The MIlllilorin3 the Pulun Study, the UI1iwcrsily of Michigan. 

>'n'lwt-t 1!.1t1l'1 UDliytl! wert': (I i Don·t dlupprun, (2) I>IJ\:\ flPlllVe, (3) Stl'OIIJtly dillllpflloWC Por .HIli I1lld IOllt Iii (HI(J1I, !lINt> WIHI nlH"lI\l1' (11Icghry--:-"GlI n" lIay, dnlJt !inl,m,iIlar" ~whkh \O'('Il! 


uleillded In the calculatinn nf these pc. t(l!lbll(J5. 


'"The twelrlh sradll' qll~'tion~ nil. about [1(,IJplc wltu ate II'! or uldN'. 


'Ath and 10,h III Adc: Jlntl1 hDSed io 1997 tm l\\,u·1hhdll l.fN indicnted thll;1 tn chanKIl! In QU-tllltionnaire r"'Ill!!. 

'lAth ft"d 10th ltt'ildC!'! Hllta hailed un 011(' or 'n-o fill 10.9 hI HI9:l-1HI; N il> Ill"le,hrdf lit N illdknl!!d. Datfl bD!l(Jd In I !H)1 UII tlfl~'lhird o( t-I indkulcd dill' tu -chnllg(J1I in q""slhlllll"'I<' f·· 


'Sth lind 10th Irj!,dC!'~ V81u bued on 1\0'0 forms io 199 I Itnd 199'2 and nn Orlt' of two forms in 199;1 and 1'994; N i!i 11111'·hnl( of N ihdieulNt 


http:orh_lc*eacht"N!!II.Md


TAHI.E 10 

______________Llon~·Tcl'm Trends in l)isnpJ'r«!ynl of I)I'ug l!se hy Twelfth (~nU'lcrs 

r"ft!'1I!3I'W 'jlbmrf~I •• \dili(· 

n. r<U( .tl~"""tlm .. ,,{ 1l>"'llf~ 
<:1.1"" CI""... (":t"~,, CII'I~" Cln'l'l CIO';q eln~~ Cj,,~~ CI:\",,, CI,,~"1 Gb,,~ elM'! Cla..~ Gla~.~ Cln"~ Clt),~!1 eta"" CI<'!II~ Clj\~, CIA..." Clrl"'~ CIII"!j, Clnll~;I'hu flf" Iii." "(If... I j{,ml.o.: <of uf or Hf 01 ot III nf "I 01 of ur of (If nr of of of uf of uf uf 0( '96-"97 

'"If(h 'if ih .. {,Jf"Wf"q!' llJ7r. lli7J'l lU7l 1m m:m l.2M jJUU l.lll!Z. U!tFl tmH 1!Hlfi lW [987 1.9.ru! lillm liiQ liliU .~ .l.1!.a1 1m W}!i 1lli!fi 1n1 sh!.nD 
r,y IUmijllnlill ,,,we." \Wlcl! no :IHA 33 Ii :I:lA 342 390 "0 0 4!'. r. M'.:! lI!tJ 51 4 54.0 5GJ'.i 60 a 1'.4.r. 81.8 .,'-, 69.9 63.3 51.fi 56.1 fi2!i M.o -1.5 
Smu\t' mnrijunt". 'K(",,~i"!I!'Iny M R ,i1-S 401.3 4:1.5 41):J oI!U 1\2.(, 59.1 00.7 11:1 ;, 658. 69.0 7 UI 14.0 17.2 80J} 79.4 19.7 15.& GfUJ 66.' ~.9 63,2 .0.3 
"Hl .. ~e mnrijutuM. tl'~ull"llly 71.9 r.!l.!i l'ifdi tn 5 (,9.2 RG 77.'1 AOJi fi2.!i 1f4.7 R!UI ftlUJ R9.2 89.3 8!UI 9LO 89:.3 90.1 61.8 82,3 81.9 "i).O 18.6 ·1.2 

t, y LSO u.l("e '" Iwkl' SUI "4.6 HJ 9: 8.'iA fI(. 6 87.3 flGA lift ~ R!U Hll!} fiR!; Ag.2 9Ui 89.S an 7 !i9,8 9Q.1 SR.l 61).9 8L! 19.6 ao 5 +0.9"'5 
rH\~ 1.,')1) ,eRllhu Iy 94.1 !l!t:l 95.H OroA 96.9 96.1 on,R m1.7 Ina 9fU! 91.0 9"$ 91.f' !lOA 9GA PltJ 96.4 95.5 !HLS ".J 1>2.5 93.2 92:.9 -0.3 

T,y MUMA ''''''(' 1>1' Iw,,'" 82.2 

fly thcaiot' IIm:~ n-r Iwkr H13 R2. 79 1 110 '<1 1f. .1 146 1(, r. 17 0 19.7 19 3 .0' R9. t 90}i 9Ui 93.6 93.0 92.1 9L6 903- 90.0 RAJl -2.0 
[';'Ike CfOC'll0f' 1,'~"ln.ly· 93:] "" 9",493 ~ 92 t 91 !1 !'IO K III t flll 7 QUi 11:'12 fl4-,!i 9:1,H 94 :) Oft? !UtZ 96,1 97.3 9f),!'i 97.5 9",0 9tU 115.fl 9fl.O .0.4 

r.y ..tnr" "OI~r '" I"'icy 92,3 92'.1 03.1 89.9 89.5· 91.4 81.4 81.0 ·0.4 

fa"',. (uh'k ul'flnl"lInlly '94 3 !),(,2 95,0 92:J! M.8 94.0 9'-2 9l.3 .0.1 

rnkl' .'Il.fk H'KI,hu Iy 94.9 !'Ifi.O muo; 93.4 93,1 94.1 93.0 92.3 -0.1 


r,y (HIli.' JW,u,I"1 '''It'' H1 h~i... 81.n .... 89.4 f!.6.G 81.1 8R.3 83.l SJ.O .0.1 
rl111;" c<.II;f' 1,,,,,,,1"1 "1'I'n"...""lIr 92.1 93,0 93,4 91-2 no 92,7 RI),? "93 -0.4 
rn\tll cnkt' 1"1\\'11<'1 ll'I!'liou Iy 9.1.1 94A 90 03.0 92.S 93 R 92:.9 !H.1':i .(.4 

rty 'H!I'oiH IlflCI' "r lwirr 91,t. !l:2r. 1l'2 !'i 910 ft,) 4 !l1 ;. !'i:J ;; .40 !'4:1 94 U 9'4.0 93.3 96.2 95.0 95.4 95.1 98.0 94.9 94.. PJ.2 9'2-1'1 92.1 !l2 3 .ll2 
rnkl! h..-rolo nrcMirlllally !).i Ii %0 900 9ii 4 9na !If. 1 97 2 969 96 l' 111-1 fHUI !HU 91.9 '9tH~ 91.2 90.1 9U 91'Ul 1)7.0 96.2 9!U 9!;.O 95,4 +0.4 
"ak<' 11<,",111 ""Rl)lnily !'Iii 1 11 f. 111.2 !'I7 If !i7 9 976 !'I7 H 91.& 07.7 98,0 m.ll 97.6 !lJU '97.2 ~1A 97,5 91.~ 91.2 91.5 ;)1.1 n04 91"L1 98.4 +0.1 

rl'y omphlltllminc, Oflt<' or 
lwlct 7.(,g 1!U 14.2 1Ul 7!U 75,4 71.1 12.0 1'2.:l 12.R 1.(,9 11'15 RID 826 813 8!:L3 86.5 116.9 8U' 81.3 fllt2 19.9 81.3 .1,4 

Tn~e Impht'tlli/31ImrIlII'Jlularly 92.l 92 R nv, 9:l 5 94.4 9:l I) 9L1 !J2,0 92.ii 93.6 93,3 93.5 96.4 94.2 94.2 95,6 "".0 95.6 96,0 94.1 94.3 93.5 ~H.3 .OJ) 

fl y brnhihwnln <III!:!' nr lI~ln' 11-1 H 1.3 82.4 84,0 S3 fI fl2A 84.4 83.t SU 84.9 Rfi.8 69.6 89-4 89.3 90< 90,6 90,3 89,1 fJ1.fi au 84.9 86,4 +1.&8"Tnk(' IIAfhitlJlnll'!I tel<lIltHly 9:),a 93.6 !'I3.0 943 flfi '2 9~A !H.2 94.4 9S.1 95,j 95,,'; 114.9 96A !l!'i.:1 ' 9!i.,'l PlI.4 97.1 fI(I,r, m.o 9{1,1 rlfi.2 94,8 95.3 fO,6 

'rl'Y one or hvn d'i.tk~ nf nn 
IIltolwlk hl!'~·.ll)g", {bt't'r, 
wlnr,l!quur) 21.f1 If'Ul !5.f! !lU; 15,g J6.0 11,2 1B.2 flu 11.4 20.3 20.9 21.4 2:2.S 21,3 2!1A \W.K <33.0 30,1 21\.4 21,:1 2(U' 2fU ·0,4 

rniu.· ~mr TIl' two Ihillk, III'IHly 
~1I(!rydIlY 61.6 tiR,!} (l6A M.1 6M,:1 M.o 6!U 69.9 ('R,9 12.9 10.9 12.6 14.2 16.0,165 17.9 16.!' 1!UJ 17J1 nt 1."3 70,1f 10,0 ·O.R 

rnk(! r"ul'm O\l(! drink" 
neorly CII(!(Y day RR 7 90.7 AAA 90.2 91.7 DOJI 91.8 90.9 90.0 91.0 !'i2.0 91,4 92,2 92.S !H.f! !lLD 90.8 flO,R !l0,6 81tA AA.R R!H Iffl.r. ·0.1f 

!lnvc jjv!' nr nHH'I.' ~hinkll flflCC' , 
01' hvit(' (,Mil w(!eke"d 60,3 !;R.6 57.4 Mt2 5tU ,';!Ul 55,!; fi-A-,R ,'\G.r. M.t; flOA G2A li2.0 611-.3 GIl,'; 6fUl 61.4 70,7 10.l 6fi.1 (iIi.? 64.1 (ii'>,0 +0.3 

Srn"'u~ lhH' nr mnn::- rAck-til "f 
cllClU'ClIlJ':<\ pt't (jay fl7.!'i ftfi 9 iiO.4 670 70.3 708 ('\},9 694 71).8 1!.H) 72,3 15.4 14.3 13,1 12.4 12.8 71,4 1:l.fi 70.6 mu~ M2 r,7.2 67.1 .0,1 

rl'ikt' ,tt',,,,id, 908 00'(, 02.1 !'I2.1 01.9 910 !H 1 914 ·0,3 

Apllf!H, N .. 2677 2957 JI}fJS J686 3221 3261 :1610 365t :1.141 32M 3265 3113 ,"1-"1023,111 2799 2566 2547 2645 t72:J 2.''jRli 2(JOJ 2,19,'1 2tll1' 

NOT£:S~ Lrl'd nr ~ig"Hitnn~e of -di(f>!'ftl'"'~C!' hf'twC'C'n tht' two mo!';t rf'~'>!'nt d9Jl1U~ '!I '" .O!i, ,!Ill: "01, "'!II = .001. '-' i"dknto::l1'l doto Otot lIivA!fl\hlll. 
->UUIl(;E~ Tht' MunilOi inR Iht' ruhllt' Study, Iht Unilll'tl'l'ity nf Mkhijl;nn, 

'i\n'Wt'f A1tetrHIlhlC'!'I Wt'tC!': (I) O!l~', dhH'PPIn-vt', (2) OilmpptlWt'. tll\" {:1I SImnlf1y disftrtU'ullt'. Pl<IT"olnRU f\T"\' !hQwn rur cal'!!:'"'II", i2} and (3) crlmhlot'd. 

http:1,'~"ln.ly


TABLE II 
) 

Trcnd!il in Pcrc(~lvcd AvailnbiHty of J)rugR 
EiM'hth. TUll!h, nud Twelfth Graden, 1992-97 

nnw tllff.n,1! ,f" ,Iml 
"",,10 ,i 'f'fmld t." f"" 
_<lOt /.. R~I ~/II'h <if th~ 
full"!!,,,,/( In"'n ,if 
,'n'/Ir'- ./ pm ll"tH'Ir..,/ 12,ilZ 1m 

ash. Gnllls 

l!lflot HI!)!> 1J10f> 1997 

rCl'~cnl ~ayillK ~rnirly Ul'I)'" or -VEty en:!!,. 10 &d~ 

.1Q!h..9w1.!l
'qr. _'91 
rjHIOC(, 

'llfl-"97 
J_9~g 199:1 111l!! I99Jj 1m 1991 elutogc 1.m W1 

12th Grpde 

li!2! l.ftM l2llli HI9:1 
,._, ... 

£b&wI. 
!l""'''! 

MlIlij"IIt111 <42:1 4t} R 49!l r.:~.. !i4 III r.4'2 ·n r, I15J! GR. 1(,.0 71'L1 RU 1«1,5 -O.G 82.7 fI:LO A!'i.S AR.5 Nfl: 7 fln.r. .0,9 

1.81 ) 21t. 21'1 21H 2:1!'i 2;,6 227 -0.9 :136 3!1,R :m.L :.tflP, .fL(I JfL3 ·2"7~~ 44.5 .9,2 50,P' 53.A fit.:! flO.1 -IHJ 

PC'" }fIn !fir, 117 1!1f) 196 H12 .04 2:1,7 23,4 2:U~ 24,' 26.R 24R ·2.0 31.1 31.1 31.A :1l.O 30Ji 31),0 -0.5 

Cr!1\·~ 2!\ (; Zr. 9 2"!' 2M 7 27}1 lV" ·0.4 ,13.' :1:1.0 ;'1.,2 au; afi of :llt{l ·0..4 43,5 43.6 40,6 41.9 40.1 40.6 -0.1 

COIt'Hille' p"Wd'T 2r.1 2',!, 211.4 21R 21,2 2fl!l ·03 :m,o :14,{ :14.:'. a,".3 3~9 31,1.0.2 4.RJ) 4fiA 43,1 43.8 H.. 4:U ·Lt 

II1'nliu 19.7 I!lA HIA 21 I 20 r. IftR ,(Hi 24:1 24,3 7.4.1 24,6 24.8 24.4 ·0,4 34.9 33,7 3-1,) 35.1 32.2 33.8 .ut 
OIlier Oplnh)lI· 19,~ 190 IIt:l 20:'1 20.0 20-'1 .O.fi '2ft9' 2Hl 26.9 21,6 29.4 29.13 -0,4 37.1 31.5 3B.0 ;'I9,R 40.0 3A,!) -1.l 

Aml"h"r..\min~>t J2,2 JU :11,0 3:lA 32.1; 30.0 ·2,{h 43,4 .ffiA 46.8 41,1 47.2 44.6 ·2.fl!!!! IUtS fiU. fi2.0 62.8 M4 ronR fO.4 

Cr),!!I<l} Mil'tk (k~)' 1(,,0 1!i.1 14.1 IS.O )6,3 15.1 ·{I,fi 18,R lilA 11.8 20.1 '22.6 22.9.0,3 2fi.0 2fi.6 21t6 27.0 26.1'1 27.6 +0.1 

nllrhiltlrBI..~ 21..t, 2fi.l 25.3 21i.5 25,6 24.. ,1.2 3R.0 :m,1I 3B3 388 :18.1 3ro.6 -2.6!!!! 44.0 44.6 43,3 42.3 iIl,4 40,0 ~l.4 

frBuqlli!i:N'!! 22.9 21.4 20,4 21.3 20.4 19,6 _{l.6 3Lfi 30.5 29.11 :m,1i 30,3 28.7 ·t6 40.9 41,1 30.2 31.8 3r..O 3!L4 ,O.r. 
Alcohnt 162 73.0 14 $ n.9 1~:I 14. 9 ·0.4 8R.6 R89 ~9.R R9.1 90.4 89.0 ·IAn 

Cig"nHtc' 77.R 15.5 11U 7fi.4,. '''.9 16,0 ·0.9 R!ll 89.4 tHI.3 90,7 !}(,3 flg.S ·.1.1!1~l\ 

Slcl'old~ 24.0 221 23,1 23,8 2~,1 23.6 ·0.6 37.6 33.6 33.fi 3V! H.fI 34.2 ·O,r, .r. fI .....R 42.9 45Ji "o,3 41.7 .. 1.4 

Apwot. N"" 8355 16775 16119 lMiJ6 t6Jt81fi41f2 7014 1465215192 16209 J4M'lI4Af,f) 2filUl 2(J10 1'526 2!)fi:2 ':140 2!H7 

NOTE:S~ LeVEl of 9igl1i(kan<;c of dlffllrencc tittwlI'en th~ IIVO'yt!DN\: S =,05, ~, ,",01, S!I!I ...001. '-' IndlcMt'1'I. lint" not AVBlIaMe. 

SOURCE: Thc Munitoring the Fuhlre Study, the Univcl si1), of Miciligol1, 


·AII~\\'cl' l:!lIunotivt'IJ W('I't': (tJ Ptcbfthly impouiblc. (2) VI'I'Y dilllt'ult. (3) Fairl)' difficult. (") Fairly t'IUY, (!i) Vt'ry ~n~y. r"r flth "ml Inth gl·adl'~. there WI\, rmotht'r 

Cal1:!Rllfy-~CAn't ~8Y, d. ng tHtfommllr~_which ,ya!! illdudcd in tillt calculation uf these percenloRes, 

~Alll and 10lh gradt only; UIIIII h.~.d an fJl'H! Of two rUl'ml">; N ill ol1t'·h.lrofN iodil:oted ill (993-91. 
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TABLE 12 

, 
Long·Tcrm Treml!; in P.fH'ceived Av~ilabilitr uf Drugs t Twelfth Graders 

IIml' !hlli""I' ,fro .VHfI I'ci relit ~"J1lug ~f.iljrly r .. ~y· 01' 'vary (lAl'IJ~ to gN' 


Ih",'\ ir "'tmld I~ Ii,,. Ji'" 

r .. ~"I rtfd• •if '''t Clnll1'l CIIl"~ elm,,, CIMlI CIMlt Cln.q!l Cl..,s:'l (;1r'\~'1 <:1:\:'1" CIMQ t.:I.U'I' (:IMll Cht~s ClAM' CI..,.'II' CI"1l1'l Cln1'l1'l Cht1'l" Cln.<tl'l Cln~!I Cln1'l1'l C1l\" CII'l~$ 


,..1I""-.,,. (f,"'! ,,{,lr"Il~, "r II( (If ",f nf of .,f 1,1 ,,' 01" of of of of of of of of ~ of of of ur ~6·'91 


'I Y'" {l'u/lft:.1 ~"',,! l2ll l21fi: 1917 Ifl18 HI1!'1 19"'0 I!'IAI I!lA2.12m lillif 1985 J91Ui nun ~ 1969 ~ J.mtl 1m 1W J99.( ~ 1.Il.ai 1Ul. mmu. 

M". ijUlIHft 87ft Hl.t R1!l K7H 901 ROO 89.2 "HI> Rr.:z R~.r. Ra.!". 1'15.2 A~,R &0;.0 H.t.:! 101 ... .4 R,1.a 82.7 83.0 85.5 88.5 88.1 fI.\),t1 +0.9 

An.ytflhllyl Nillil!'~ :z:u 21'UJ 2tl.fI 2(,4 22.1 2!Ul 2!i.11 2r..1 260 2.1,9 2:t.R ·0 i 

ISH 41;2 J7. :Hr. :122 :112 :l!>:'1 3!>O ,1Cl :t09 :1n'(l :l0,r. 2F1!i 3u 3.1.:1 31L1 40.'1 39,6 445 49.2 £;013 !l3.8 "L3 nO.7 .0.4\ 

RlmH'nlhtT"~)',,hl'dI'Ht OH :lr.1 :'I1~ :J1H :Hr. :lr.o :121 :10(, 2fHi 2flr. 211,1 24.9 2~.0 26.2 26.2 2ft3 2R.O 29.!l 33.5 3:tR 3!H~ 33.11 :'I3.n 00 

I~P 22,R 2•. " 2fUJ 27.7 27.8 3L1 31.7 3L4 31.0 30.5 M.o .IUi 

f;IUMA lr.c~I"A)'; 21.7 22.0 22.1 2.,2 21U 31.2 3•. 2 3tiJI 311:,3 .1." 
(;lIc"ill(.' 31.0 340 331) :'I7,H .f!;,r; .fVI ~Hi 41,4 4;},} 4:'.0 41t!) !lUl 54.2 !ill.O lIfj,'1 !l4,fj .'i1.0 1i2.7 ~Rfi .ae 47.7 4B.l 48,£; ..0'" 

Crack 41.1 42.1 4'1.0 42-4 39.9 43(, 43,6 40.5 4(,9 40.7 40JI ·1),1 

C"cllim~ I",w,f,'l' 52.9 50.3 5.1.7 4!l.0 4G.O 4R.O 4JiA 43.1 43.8 44... 43.3 .1.1 

U.roio 24.2 IHA n,!) UtA IfI.9 2'-2: HU: 20J~ 1":1 19.9 21.0 22.0 23.7 28.0 31A 31.9 30.6 34.9 33.7 34,1 35.1 32,2 33.8 .. 1,R 

Somt" l'Ilh{,I' 1II11<':<ltit: 
IInel\ldinR m.th.,dOl'l.t') :f41i 26.9 27.H 21l,1 28.1 294 2M, 30A 30.0 32.l 33.1 32.2 33.0 3!Ui 3A.3 3e.1 34 I'; 31.( 31.5 3~tO 39.11: 40.1) 3RJ'I -U 

At!<ph .. llllllmu 67.8 iii 1'\ IIfU ·!HU5 59.9 61.3 G9.S 70,R (iR 5 6R.2 GIL4 114.3 6~.5 fi3.9 84.3 69.1 111.3 {IRa fH.!l 112,0 62.8 119.... fi9.S .0,4 

Cr)'1llal m(lth. (kd 20 24.3 211.0 26.6 2fi.6 27.0 2(,.9 27,6 .R7 

harhilul'atl'!l! 60.0 64.4 502.4 1i0,$ 49.8 4[U 54.& ~5.2 fi2.5 St.9 !i1.3 41L3 4A.2 ·47.S 48,( "'UI 42.4 44.0 44.5 43.3 42,;) "'1.4 40.0 .I.f 

Tran4ulliUu 1t.R (\5.5 M.9 (;4.3 filA MU no.s 5S.9 !i!L3 f\41o 64.7 &1.2 48,6 4!U 450.3 44.7 40,S 4().9 4U 39.2 31.1'\ 36,0 35.4 ·OJI 

Steroid.. 4n.7 "'IUI "'UI 42.9 u•. r. 40,3 41.1 .1.4 

Appnn. N = 2M7 MtJ,'i :Ulfi5 Jli9H ,1172 .12411 .157R .1/iJJ2 ,'1.Yf;'; .'1~r.9 ,1174 :1077 :1271 .12.'1( 2ROr. 2!HfJ 2416 2!iRf> 26111 2521i 2.';52 2.'140 2fin 

NOTES: Lt'vrl of lIignifKsn('@ or difT"nUWI! h~tI"'e.o the Iwo trio.'!! r(l~enl dau~s: .'I,., .05, 1II!'i '" .01. .'Ii!'!!'! = .001. '-' intllt"t{j~ dl'lt" rml " ... "ilnhil!. 
SOURCE: Th.. Moniluring thl-' Fuhul-' Stud". ltle Unlll~l'sil)' or Mkhigl1l\. 

"Answer ,,1t~l'I\ntivtll wel'(l; (11 PfOl!ably lmJlo~~ihlt'. (2) Very difficult, (3~ raMy d-im(ult. (4) Fairly elJ~y. Rnd- (~) Very t"MY. 



Chapter 5 Trcndx in Drug Usc Among Young .4dults 

TABLE 7 

Trends in Lifetime Prevalence of Various Types ofDrugs 

Among RespondenlS of Modsl Age 1'1-28 


(Ent:ries Nt pexemages) 


Percent who u.~ed in lifetime 

'''',~5 

1992 199,jJ2Sli 19'7 12M 1"9 ll!!!l lW 19<1) 00 <Il;\W 

Approx. We.'ghtedN's = (69(10) (68ooJ (6700; ((;600; (6700J (6600) (MOOi (67001 (6500116400) 

Any Wid! Drug' 705 69,9 07.9 66,4 64~ 6U 001 59,6 57.5 57.4 O~ 

Any C!~il Drug' 
Ot.'l':; UIll1 Marijuana 4:S.4 47.0 44,6 42.7 4U.s 37~ 37,0 )4,0 33,~ 32.8 -{)b 

665 66.0 03.S 62.S fiJ~ 58,6 56.4 55,9 53,7 53.(1 .0.1 

lnh..1!::m!..~b 12.3 12.7 I ~.(J 13.2 1~5 13,4 135 14.1 132 14.5 +13 -"""" 
lnh.l.i:mts. MjU!llaj" 18.6 15.7 1."i.0 NA 135 14.1 13.9 14.5 135 NA 

NHn:cs' :2.6 6.'1 f,,~ 'NA 1.9 1.4 11 i3 1.0 NA 

Ha.llucir..cgl!n.~ 1~.5 17.1 17.0 15.9 16.1 15,7 15.7 l:'.A 15.4 16,1 .;),7 
H.:dtuelt!ogens. Adj~IOO< 20.1 17.2 1i,~ NA 165 1M 15.9 J55 15.5 101 .;).8 

LSD 14.6 ! 3,/ P.:- ! ::.7 13.5 13,5 13,8 1M 13$ 14.5 +0.7 
,J,PCP' .R ,.", ,)1 KA 2.5 3.1 2.0 1.9 2.0 ' ' .;)~"" 

Coc.a.i.lk: 32,() 2QJ ~;';_2 2~.<" 23.1 21.0 19.5 16,9 ,52 13.7 w1.4$ 

CrJ.Ci.;i NA 6J :'1,Y td 5.1 4,8 5,1 4.:- 4.4 3$ ·0.6 
(rJlt:r Coc:iJ~ NA 2a2 25,~ :;;'1 .; 2:.1 19,8 18.4 15,] 13,9 12.4 -1.55 

MDl'I1A C'E.csusy")" NA NA 'iA ),) 37 3,2 3 .• 3,8 '3~ 4.5 .;),6 

Herom 13 23 1.1 lJ\ 0.• 0,9 0,9 0.9 0,8 Ll .;).l 

QUII...r Opi:l:!es' 10.7 10.6 '))i 9.4 9.3 8.• 8.1 8,2 9.0 ;{),8•." 

SUmulo.ms, AdJu.'I~· j,~3 MU1, :::li .X 253 24,4 l2A 202- 18.7 17.1 ,M .Q.S, 'lee'''" !'IA NA NA ," 2.5 2.9 2.1- 2.5 2.1 .0.4" 

,~S.;d.1!lVt:s Hi.! 15.0 n.:: 1 NA KA NA !'IA NA NA.~., 

B:::hjIW;.1lo:.~' ! 1.1 9.7 X.'! 'c,, 8,7 82 7.' 6.5 6.4 6,7 ,;)3 
l'Ikl..'l:lfjuJJonc' 13, I 1 U) 1),7 h.: NA NA !'lA- NA NA NA 

Tr:mquJli,.cH' t7,t. 16.~ 1~.I 1:15 12.9 ,tS llJ 10.1 9.9 9.7 .Q.t 

AJcobol' 94.8 94,9 ~.;; t;,; .5 94.3 94,1 93.4 92.1 91..2 91.6. .;).' 

C!prenes NA NA NA NA KA NA NA NA NA NA 

S:t.:rm:i'-· NA NA NA L: 1.2 L7 1.9 1.5 L3 .1.5 .;).2 

Sot,;:~c' TI-.c MOIl.l!OM£ ali,: FwufI! Study, the UnivcrsH~ of MJctugJr_ 


NOTES: l.e'vd of stgrJfic::tnCC of diffr...'Tl!m:e between tht': twO moSt rea:r.l)ea1'S: $ =. .OS. ss:= .oJ.!s1 = J)}J. Any JPp.lretll 

J11c..msmcI1C'Y OCIWCl!ll tile ,hal1gc eslim.:tJe and 1.lit.:: fir~~Li;:nce eSUtrules for the I\lo'O most recent ~ i$ due (0 round.ing. 


'NA' lIlilic;)l\!$ t.!l!;! no; lvli1lbLe, 


FooolV!~ C\mUl"llK ar. n¢J:1 page. 
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Chapter 5 Trend... in Drug Usc Amnllg }'r>urrg Adults 

TABLES 
Trends in Annual Pre\'alente of Various Types of Drugs 

t\mong Respondents of Modal Age 19~28 

• 


'Q,! ."Q~ 

j9R6 11l~7 lq:;;:s: )011:<) 1090 ll2.l. !92;) I()(J" ~ 100~ ~ 

App'QX, Wrighrtd trJ" (6900, (6stJ()} (67oo! '06(0) tt;7(}{)) ((i600) {MOO} f67iXH 16500.1(64(1(11 

Any Dlici: Drug' 4L9 :;9.3 36.:, 32.8 30.7 ::7.0 28.3 2g)· 2l:1A 11,1.8 +L5 

Any ll!icil Drug' 
Olher 1hl."1 M:uijultU 17£> 2M :!I.~ 18J 16.7 \4.3 10 13.0 13.0 p.B 

36.5 )4.8 31.8 29.0 26.1 ::3.8 :):5.: ::5.1 255 ::fd 

L-.hal;rnl$' 13 2.1 1.9 ::.0 1.'9 :. J :.1 
Inhal:ll1u. MjUSltif 3.0 :.E ,,.' " :;;.1 :.:: ' 13' :3 " 

2.0 U LO NA OA 0.1 0.: 0.4 0.3 r-iA 

HalI;'!clJlogells 4,5 4.0 3.11 3.0 4.: 4.5 5.0 4.8 S.6 +0,8$ 

H;Ul<ICV10Fell~. ,A,djuslI!d< 4,9 4,} 3.Q NA 4.:: 4.6 5.1 4.9 57 +O.8t 


LSD :tn 1.0 ;:,0 l.S 4.0 .., .{l.6 


PCP< O.S n.J (L4 03 0.2 0,3 oJ 0.0 


Coca;ne W.S ,., 4.3 4.' .{l: 

C~;)d.•.f 3.: 3.1 3.t I.; l.l 1.1 ·0.1 
OUter Coc:line' J','A :3.1: J ,.9 '.1 3.9 3.0 l.' .{l.) 

1.4 ; .~ 0.' O.E 0.7 1.6 

Heto,,1 0,: 0.: 0,::- n.:! 0.1 0.1 0.:: 0.2 0.1 0,.. +O.1s 

:::.5 3.0 

SumuJlnu. A.:ijUSleC" 

"I;:,:'" 

1O.t> 
1'1\ 

S:: 
~;. 

... ' 
:-:A. 

5.S 

Ko\ 

':'.2 

(I.': 

4.:-<' 

OJ 
4.1 

tlA 
4.0 

O.S 
4.5 

0.9 

:HI ~.5 :,! 1.t> ~A f'.....I, NA NA NA !'IA 

a:.:tf> 1!1Z"~\;;$' 
Mlftll~u~one' 

1.
If.: 

L,J 
SA 

I.R 
NA. 

Lt> 
r-iA 

:.9 
SA 

1.8 
I':A 

:J 
N . .6, 

l.l ' .. 35 3.4 3.1 2.9 3.4 .{l.5 

Alcoilol' ~.,. . 
~ ..~ 86.9 86.:: 85.3 E3.7 84.1 +1.0 

NOTES: Level of :;igrufic;;.nce oi difiCfl:f'lc,,: ttel"'UI' IDI.! I""'., mc!! recem }Can: ) II/; ,05. u "" .0:, $~S "" .001. Any 
):>PJtenl lr'(;of'lsislcocy between the CIl3JlF<.' ,::,>am~ll!' :lOti the f'r¢V~el'ce estimare~ for lite 1\1'0 moSt recenl years I;' due to 
W:..:.nJ'''f· 
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MonitnrinctM Future 

TABLE 9 

Trends in Thiny·Day P",valentt of Various Types of Drugs 


Among Respondents of Modal Age 19·28 

(Entries:~~) 

Pescei'll who used in last thl:iv d3~ 
'94·'9.5 

~ J.2lU J.2.!.!. Cl!!2 = l!!ll J.W. J..I!2.l .l22! = ...... 
Apprt:u Wtighttd N c (69()(11 (68()(1, 167()(11 {M()(II (6700) (66(){)) (1i8001{67()(11 (65001 (64001 

Any nlicil Drug" 2.5.S 23.4 'o~ I'D 15.9 I S.l 14,g 14.9 .15.3 15.8 .0.' 
ADy lllicl! Drug" 
Othc: t.ffi1n MoIrijuana '3.0 10.7 9.S 1.S '.0 5.' 5~ 4.' S.3 5·7 .oJ 

~juan:l 22.0 20,7 17.9 15.5 13.9 13.l 133 13.4 14.1 14.0 -0.' 

In.b:IJ:fl!$~ 0,4 0.• M (l.5 0.' ~ 0.6 0.1 0' 0.7 .02 
In.balw.s. Adjtnted" 01 0.' 0.9 NA 0.1 O~ 0,7· 0.1 0,6, NA 

Nitrites· 0' 0' 0.4 NA 0.' • 0.1 01 0.1 NA 

Hallucinogens Ll 1.2 LI ),1 0.' LI 1~ .1 1.4 1.1 .02 
HalJucir.Q8t'QS. Adjusted' 1.4 11 1.1 NA 1.0 1.2 .~ .1 1.4 ),7 .01 

LSD 0.9 0.8 0.& O~ O~ O~ 1.1 O~ l.l 1.3 .0.3 
PCP' 02 0.1 0.3 NA 02 0.1 '0.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 ·0.1 

C<>C..,. •., M l.l 3.8 24 2.0 U .,4 1.3 LS 1{!.! 

Orl' NA LO • 1 0.7 ... OA OA 0.. 0.3 01 0.0 
Othtt Cor:.a.ine' NA .~ .,& 3.4 2.' .~ 1.1 Ll 1.0 1.3 .0.3 

MDMAC........". NA NA NA 0.- 01 0.1 OJ 0.3 01 0.4 .0.3 

Heroin 0.1 0.1 0.' 0.1 0.1 • 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 

Othel Opi:uts' 0.9 0.9 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.' 0.1 0.7 0.' 0,' ...0.3.1 

Stiruu.!:.\IlI$. Adjusled..i 4.0 3.2 2.7 2.' 1.9 lJ lj 1.5 1.1 L1 -0.' 
"lCt'" SA NA NA NA 0.1 • 0.1 OJ 0.5 0.3 -01 

$t:d.ltives' 0.9 0.' 0.7 O.S NA NA NA NA NA NA 

BtlI'birunlts' ' 0.7 0.1 0,1 O.s 0.6 O.S 0.5 0.6 D.6 0.8 .02 
Mcttuquillooe- 03 0.2 0.' 0.0 NA NA SA NA NA NA 

TfaoquiJ.ix.ers' .,8 I.' ... 1.2 l.l 0.9 1.0 1.0 O~ Ll ...0.4, 

A1cobol' 7S.l 75.4 ".0 72.4 111 70.6 ••.0 ••.3 67.7 6&.1 .0.4 

Cig.lfclles 3Ll )0.9 2'.9 2H 27 :J ""1 lS.3 2B.,a 2&.0 291 .,3 

Slen:Hds' NA NA NA 02 0.' 01 0.. 0.0 D•• 02 .0.1 

Sourcc. Tilt Mow!onng the n.lWC Sl'\Idy. the Unrvcnlty of Mn:.ltigltl. 

NOTES; Ltvt:1 of signific.ancc or dlfJerenu berweeo tht lWO tru:Il: fCCCtl!~: 5'" .oS. 1$. ,01, us "" .001. ADy 
:lW:I.IUI mcOlUistellc), b¢IWa:n the: cnange UumiUf; 3tId the prcvalence ~ (or !he two mOll teoeID yean, is due to . 
rounding. ~ 

>.' ind.icalt.S a prtva!cn« ra:e oflUJ I.b3n O.os% but gr~er th.ln true U:TO, 
'NA' i.ad.ic.1IU d:it.l W)t a'n.ilablc:. 

Sf:Ie foomol'u it t'JJd ciTable 7" 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

old age band. In the 23 to 26 year old group, there was a general but modest 
increase for a year or two, which generally ended by 1992. 

• 	 The important drop in cocaine use since 1986 siO\\.'ed considerably after 1992 or 
1993 in all three age strata and in communities of all sizes. Usage rates among 
the strata tended to converge a bit during the period of decline. and this 
convergence remains, with the large and very large cities stili sho\\"ing rates of 
cocaine use slightly higher than the less densely populated areas, 

• 	 Crack use among all age groups peaked in 1987 or 1988 and, after declining, 
appears to have bottomed out in aU population·density strata since about 1990, 
The crack use reported 10 these young adult samples bears little systematic 
association with community size. 

Stimulant use showed large drops after 1981 among 19 tt:I 22 year olds in 
communities ofall sizes; after 1984 (the first time point available) among the 23 
to 26 year oIds; and•. to a lesser extent, after 1988 (fU"St time point available) 
among the 27 to 30 year olds. Mer 1991 use tended to level at relatively low 
prevalence rates in all strata and age groups, atthough use has been gradually 
rising since 1992 or 1993 for all strata-undoubtedly as a result of generational 
replacement by the heavierwusing adolescents. 

Methaqualone use. which in 1981 was rather strongly associated (positively) 
with population density, dropped to annual prevalence rates of 0,8% or below in 
all size strata for all three age bands by 1989. Its use is no longer measured in 
the study. 

The use of barbiturates also fell to very low rates by 1989 before stabilizing. 
A.'1nuaJ prevalence in 1995 is less than 3'k in aB community-size strata for the 
two older age bands. Among the 19 to 22 yearolds, however. use has begun to 
rise again since 1992 Ot 1993. Unlike methaqualone. barbiturates have never 
shown much correlation with urbanicity, at least as fat back as 1980, 

Tranquilizer use among ymU"lg adults has had little Ot no association with 
population density over this time interval either, Among the 19 to 22 year aids 
it declined by half in most strul..;l from 1980 to about 1985, to just over 4% annual 
ptevalence. Since 1985 some further, rather modest declines have occurred, 
resultL'lg in annual prevalence rates o:between 2'll and 4% in all community-size 
strata for aU three age bands. Once again, however. use has begun to rise among 
the 19 to 22 year oIds only, since 1993 or 1994. 

Annual heroin prevalence in 199.; stands at less than LO%-usua!ly much less-in 
_~ll strata :or all three age bands. and shows little systematic relationship with 

urbanicity. In the early 19805 it did tend to be a bit more concentrated in cities" 
than in the small-town and farm/country strata among the 19 to 22 year olds, 
There was a slight upturn in use in 1995, which seems to be concentrated in the 
more urban areas. 
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Any Wlcit Drugll 
Anv IUicil Drug»
000" than Marijuana 

Marijuana 

lnhal:anlSb 

Ha!lucir.ogcns 

LSD 

Coc:ilin~ 

Crack 

Jt,.IDMA ("Eestl'.sy"}e 

Hd"om 

O'.her Opia!~ 

SIUnulanls. Adjusttdd,c 

·!ee~t 

BarbnuratesO 

Tranquilizers!! 

Alcohol 

Cl~aren:es 

TABLE 19 

Annual Prevalence ror Various Types of Drugs, 1995: 

FutJ...time College StudenU VI. Others 


Among RespOndent> 1-4 Yea .. Beyond High Sthool 

(E.Dtrie& ~ perceclAp) 

Total M.... 
Full-time 

Qlllm 
FulI·lime 

~~ 

)lS )4,0 )6.1 

J95IS,9 17.S 

34.1 

),. J, I 

11.2 28.7 

6.1 

g,2 7,9 11.9 

6.9 6.8. '.7 

J,6 4.5 5.6 

U 1.5 1.2 

J,2 

OJ 0.7 

24 1.9 

0.4 

H 4,0 S,S 

5.4 ' ' 59" 

l.! ::.2 
 2,; 

20 4.0 2.7 

2.9 44 :U 
",,; 

39 J 47 i 39.4 

83.2 80.8 

Apprcrimalf! W~18h/~dN • 14$0 1420 610 

So""", ine Monitoring the Ful1,!J'\!: Sludr. the lJnl\'l~f5I1Y of M1Chill'lIIt 

Qlllm 

)6.1 

19.8 

10,g 

4,4 

11.0 

9.5 

5,7 

2.2 

2,5 

O,g 

4.1 

8.6 

3.4 

4,2 

44 

80.6 

489 

640 

F~maln 

FuJl·time 
~ Qlllm 

:H.7 32.2 

133 16.2 

29.0 27,0 

:U 2.1 

5.5 5.5 

U 4,6 

2.2 ),6 

0.6 0.9 

1.8 1.4 

0,2 0,5 

2,3 J,9 

4,9 6,7 

01 1.2 

1.6 J,8 

26 4,3 

~2.2 80,9 

39, I 46,8 

8,0 7•• 

'Use of 'any llhcll druf meluGc:s any use of matljJll.rul. hanuemo~ens, cocaine, or heroin. or any use of other OPiates, 
sl!muJan!s, barbuura\es. or U'anquih.zen: nOI under 6 dtlClor's orders 

0Ths drue .....as asked about in five of the $1»' quesllQMalr.e forms T etal N in 1995 fOf collegt sl\ldent.:s is apPfolOmalely 

'Thl$: dru8 WI.$: asked about in 1'We of the ,1;\ ('fuestlorumte forms Total N in !995 for collc@e nudcnu is approltim.tely 
485. 

aOnlv Cruf: use whlcn was not urnkr a docmrs order:t I) mcluded here 
.:lBUc4 on the: dala from U:it revlseQ question. w~Hdl. aUempU !O cxclude the inappropriale reporung ofnon.pre$Cription 

slunu\anLS 
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Chapter 8 Preualence ofDrug Use Among College Students 

TABLE 20 

Thiny-Day Prevalence for Various Types of Drugs. 1995: 

Full-time College Students vs. Others 


Among Respondents 1-4 Years Beyond High School 

(Entries are percentages) 

Total MaJo, Females 

Full-lime Full·time Full-time 
Q!bm Q!bml&IIm Q!h£]l l&lIw ~ 

Any lllicit Drug&- 19.1 18.8 23.7 20.8 15.7 17.2 
Any Illicit Drug&

Other than Marijuana 6.3 8.0 8.8 8.8 4.5 7.4 
MI..anJU8fla 18.6 15.5 23.5 180 14.9 13.5 

I
lnhaIantsb 1.6 0.7 2.5 0.7 0.9 0.8 

•
Hallucinogens 3.3 2.4 5.5 3.8 1.8 1.2 

I 
LSD 2.5 2.0 4.2 3.3 1.3 1.0 
I.Cocame . 0.7 2.0 0.9 2.5 0.6 1.6 
I 
Crack 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.,7 0.1 0.3 
I 

MDMA ("EcSlaSV")C 0.7 0.5 1.5 0.6 0.1 0.5
I . 

Heroin 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 
I . dOlber Opiates 1.2 1.2 2.1 1.2· 06 1.1 

sJulants. Adjustedd.e 2.2 2.6 2.6 2.1 1.9 ].1 
I 

-'ccoc 0.3 0.4 0.7 0.2 0.0 0.6 
I 

Barbituratesd . 0.5 1.7 0.9 1.7 0.3 l.i 

TrJquilizersd 0.5 1.6 0.8 1.7 0.3 1.6 
I

Alcohol 67.5 61.9 71.1 67.0 64.9 57.8 
. I

CIgarettes 26.8 31:1.0 28.7 39.2 25.4 37.0 

I 
Approximau W~I[!hl~dN= 1450 }4]0 610 640 840 790 

sourct The Monitoring the Furure Stud). the UnlVC'r:my ofM1Chip.3I1 

'U," lf ·"'Y ;U;C;I drug" incl,d" "'Y "'" of m"'J'''''. h,ll",m08cn,. coc,;nc. or h"o;n. or ",)' '" of olher op;",,_ 
stimulants, barbilW'ates. or tranquilizers not WIder a doctor's orders 

bThis 'iirug was asked about in five of the Sl:>' que~uOM;me forms. Total N in 1995 for college studenL~ is approximately 
! 210, 

cTh)S drug was asked about in two ofthc 51\ que~tloMa)rC forms. Total N in 1995 for college students is approximately 

dOnl 
485 

y 
1drug use which was not WIder a doctor's ord~rs IS mcluded here. 

CHased on the data from the revised quesllon. """hlch aHempts to exclude the mappropriate rcponmp. of non-prescription 
stimulants 
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Advance Report of 41rst Meeting ofCEWG 

National drug abuse indicators include the Drug Abuse Warning Network (DAWN) emergency 
deparunent (ED) drug~re!ated mentions, drug-related deaths reported by medical examiners, drugs 
reported by clients entering treatment, Drug Use Forecasting (DlJF) urinalyses data on 
arresteesldetainees. and Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) price, purity, and seizure data. These 
indicators show tittle overall change in patterns of use for crack, powder cocaine, methamphetamine, 
PCP, and·LSD from 1994 to the present These same indicators show increases in marijuana use 
during this same period ED data show more heroin users being treated in 1995 than in prior years. 
Although lotal methamphetamine DAWNED mentions did not show an increase. other indicators 
strongly suggest lhat the use of this drug is spreading to the Midwest and South. 

In examining the d~ua; CEWG members reported geographiclregional differences in patterns and 
trends by age, gender, and ethnic group. Comparisons were made across are~s, thus identifYing 
emerging trends lind the potential spread of drugs from one community to another, 

Cocaine 

Many CEWG cities report that cocaine-and in particular crack~ continues to dominate the drug scene. 
However, the level of use appearS to have stabilized in a number of cities. As evidence that crack 
cocaine use has leveled off, there was virtually no change in the overall number ofDA\VN 
cocaine..related ED mentions between 1994 and 1995. These included smoked cocaine, which is most 
likely to be crack. Crack cocaine use. however, r~mains high, Oflhe 19 CEWG areas included in 
DA\VN, 15 reported more cocaine-related mentions than mentions ofany other illicit drug in 1995. 
The four exceptions are Minneapolis (where there are more marijuana-related than cocaine-related 
mentions), Newark. San Francisco (more heroin mentions), and San Diego (more methamphetamine 
mentions), Although most indicators show a leveling offof cocaine USe across CEWG areas, 
cocaine-related ED mentions increased substantially in several CEWG areas: San Francisco (55%). 
New Orleans (23%), and Delroi! (20%). 

Of the 14 CEWG areas included in the DL"rJ' sys1em, all but one reponed cocaine as the predominant 
drug among adult arrestees in 1995. In San Diego, marijuana was detected among arresteesldetainees 
more often than cocaine (based on urinalyses). 

The data reported by the CEWG cities indicated several shifts among cocaine-using popUlations, 
Although in most cities cocaine use was reponed to remain highest among Blacks, its use in Texas 
and Atlanta increased among whiles. Chicago data indicated a slight increase in Hispanic use, and 
there were anecdotal repons in Texas ofyoung Hispanics initiating crack use. This development is of 
some concern, as crack use among Hispanics historica!1y has been low. Nationally, Blacks accounted 
for a majority (59%) ofED cocaine-related mentions in 1995, followed by whiles (32%) and 
Hispanics (9%). 

Some indicators point to an increase in the number offemaie cocaine users. The largest increases 
(between 1994 and 1995) in arresleesldetainees le5ting positive for cocaine were reported in Detroit 
(15% increase among female adults) and New Orleans (12% Increase in female adults). 
Approximately ()ne~third of the to1al DAWN 1995 ED cocaine mentions involved females, 

Reports from mOst cities show an increasingly older chronic cocaine-using population, In 

Philadelphia, however, there has been an increase in age of first cocaine use. 


Crack reponedly remains the most pop'ular form of cocaine, particularly among Blacks. In 1995 and 
early 1996. over 81% ofcocaine users admitted to treatment in CEWG areas wer~ cocaine smokers. 

hllp:llwww.cdmgrollp.comicewgldocsiadvrep.h.m 



Adv.lce Report of 41rst Meeting ofCEWG 
I 

Crack remains readily available and cheap. In Philadelphia, a large rock. or boulder, sells for about $S. 
In Sianle, little bits of crack called kibbles sell for $1. In New York, crack is still commonly sold in 
vials' but heat·sealed plastic bags that discourage street dealers from taking out some of the crack are 
beginning to appear. In one area ofChicago. 2- for~ I crack sales aTe offered, and free samples are 
disu.fbuled 4 times a week in another section of the city,

I . 
Heroin 

Data'from drug indicators show that heroin use increased in most CEWG cities. Between 1994 and 
199{ there was a l~/o increase in total DA\VN heroin.. related mentions. Oftotal DAWN ED 
mentions, heroin w8s..reponed about equally by whites (43%) and Blacks (42%), as compared with 
Hisp~nics (14%) and others (>1%). Among CEWG areas, the greatest increases were reported in San 
Franpsco (67%), Philadelphia (63%). New Orleans (58%), Dallas (29%), Miami (23%), Detroit 
(23%), Newark (22%), and BOSlon (21%)< New York City, a major import and distribution center for 
Sout'heast Asian and South American heroin~ had the largest number (11,047) of heroin-related 
DAWN mentions in 1995; however, this represented a slight decrease in heroin mentions from 1994. 

• <The ]'lew York City rate ofheroin-related episodes per 100,000 decreased from 140 in 1994 to 136 in 
1995. . 

I 
Most CEWG DUF· sites continued to report low percentages of opiate use (based on urinalysis) 
amohg adult arresteesldetainees!n 1995. Only 4 CEWG shes (Chicago, Manhattan. Philade)phia, and 
St. &uis) reported percentages of 100/(1 or more, and none of these sites reported increases in 
arre:teesldetainees testing positive for opiates from 1994 to 1995. In Manhattan, the percentage of 
atTeStees testing positive for opiates was 20% in 1995. The percentage offemales in Manhattan 
dropped from 300/0 testing positive for opiates in J994 to 19% in 1995. 

I 
The DEA attributed higher rates of heroin use in some East Coast cities to the increased availability 
ofhighwpurilY heroin from Southeast Asia and South ArneriCiL Mexican brown and black lar heroin 
remrun the most available tYpes of heroin in the West and Southwest and 'are reponedly spreading to 
othd areas, In SL Louis, a steady supply ofMexican heroin was reported in 1995 and early 1996, )n

I
Dallas, black tar reporte<ily sells for $10 a cap.

I 
In 1995, approximately 20% of clients entering drug abuse treatment, nationally, reported heroin as 
the ~rimary drug ofabuse, This is similar to the percentage reported in ) 994 and somewhat higher 
than[the percentages reported in 1993 and 1992. In Boston. indicators show a slow but steady 
incn:;ase in heroin use- herOtn (primary drug) treatment admissions surpassed cocaine admissions in 
1995, Increased heroin use in suburban communities was reported in Boston and Newark. Reports of•injection among herotn users have declined nationally: among heroin users admitted to treatment in 
NeJ York City, injection use declined from 71% in 1988 to 41% in 1995. 

I..ManJuana 

Dru! use indicators show a continued upward trend in marijuana use nationaUy and in almost all 
CEWG areas, ln )995, marijuana was reported as the primary subslance ofabuse by 15% ofclients•(n=876, 118) entering drug abuse treatment programs, nationally, compared to 13% in 1994. During 
the ~ast several decades, there have been improvements in methods of producing marijuana, resulting 
in in~eases in potency. In 1995. the average THC content ofcommercial grade marijuana reported by 
the I?EA was 3.330/0, higher than in the late 1970s and early 1980s, when it was 2%, The average 
THG content of sensimina (6,660/0). which is growing in popularity, was twice as potent asI . . 

hup:lfwww.cdmgroup.comlcewgldocsiadvrep.htm
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


I . I COCAINE AND CR.ACK . I 

Misml: "rh", l'fImIJinlng COCIImtI lnfl/'s. .ePIJIJ8I to' be ,hi more tJddichtd 
group whol. ptDfpBSSiv8l,( downWBtd cyckt of IIbun M,I6d to' 
mCI'Nsing pnJbhtms lmd IIdvilI. CGnSflqUflnCflI, BvtNI among. 'hrinking 
numw Df tn." . .. 

&m Frllncisco; "Cr..cJr;, g8flBl'Mly tRtrwflltl .IS 'going o~ of Ity/fJ. ' 
.•• N#IUI#uII.n, pI'(iVlJlfJItCf1 NItTUIins high...• 

~ 

MORTALITY DATA 
cocaine·re1ated deaths increased in other 

Available cocaine mortality figures show Florida cities; also, cocaine·induced deaths 
recent declines in nine cities and increases increased in Miami.) 
in fOUT. 

In Philadelphia, too, cocaine-positive 
Recent Declines or Stable Trends toxieology repor!$ declined between 1994• 

and 1995, both in number (from 368 10 

Cocaine mortality fIgures appear to be 336) and proportion (from 60 percent to 
declini ng in nine of the cities where 1995 53 percent of all drug-related deaths). 
(or early 1996) data are avail.ble: Cocaine-related deaths in SI. !..Dui. 
Denv•.r. Honolulu. !..Ds Angeles. Mianu similarly declined between those 2 years 
(cocaine.related, as opposed to cocaine (from 128 to 58), &rlier in that city's 
induced, deaths). Philadelphia, 51. !..Duis, cocaine epidemic, many cocaifle~related 
5t. PlIul, San Diego, and Detroit. deaths were overdoses; recently, however, 

most were cocaine-related homicides, 
In Denver. after peaking in 1993. cocaine Cocaine-related deaths in St Paul declined 
relaw.d dealhs per I million popUlation slightly over the same period (from 8 10 

have been declining (to 21.0 in 1994 and 7). In San Diego, after peaking in 1993 
20.5 in 1995). Cocaine toxicology (at 57), accidental overdose deaths 
mentions in Honolulu declined nearly 40 involving cocaine have likewise been 
percent between 1994 (38 mentions) and declining (to 54 in 1994 and 52 in 1995). 
1995 (23 mentions). During that same &rly 1996 data in Detroit indieate a 
period. in !..Ds Angeles, deaths directly possible decline in deaths with positive 
attrlbUled to cocaine declined by 23 drug toxicology for cocaine (61 in the first 
percent (from 10'1 to 82). Cocaine·related 3 months) following increases in 1994 
deaths in Miami similarly declined by 14 (324 cases) and 1995 (342), This possible 
percent between 1994 (292 dearhs, or 14.7 decline is even more dramatic in light of 
per 100,000 population) and 1995 (250 . an expanded ease definition as of late 
deaths, or 12.4 per 100,000). (However, 1995. 
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I
Recent Increases 

I 
Four cities with 1995 data show increased 
mottality between 1994 and 1995: Miami 
(cocain'e-induced dt2ths), Minneapolis, . 

• •Phoenix, and Seattle. 

· I. th ' . .. d __A
1n Mlaml, e Increase 10 cocatnCwln U\..oQl 

deaths (from 31 to 33) was still well below 
the 19Si; peak (of 53). In Minneapolis, 
howeve;, cocaine-related deaths increased 

•to a record number (from,35 !O 46). 
Cocaine!related deaths in Phoenix peaked 
in 1992,\decHned for the following 2 
yeats, but have increased again between 
1994 and 1995 (from 22 to 35). And, in 
Seanle, ~ocaine overdose deaths increased 
6 percent •between 1994 and 1995 (from 65 
to 69) (413.per 100,000 population in 
1995) and seem to be increasing again in 
1996 (19 \leaths in lhe first quar1er).

I
Speedball Deaths 

Overdose ~eaths attributed to injection of 
"speedba.lls'" (heroin.-.cocaine combinations) 
have been 'rising-steadily in Seattle,since 
1990, both'!in number and as a proportion 
of all drug death. (to 55 cases, or 30 
percent of.1I drug death. in 1995). 

Earlier T!ends 
I 

Data in Dallas and Newark were available 
only through , 1994. In Dallas, medical 
examiner (ME) mentions of cocaine 
declined in i994 (to Hl6) after reaching a 
record hIgh in 1993 (129). Although 
cocaine findings in Newark have been 
surpassed bYthetoin, both have been 
increasing since 1991, Cocaine was found.- . 

in 14 percent of drug deaths in 1994 
(compared wi,h 13 peroent'in 1991). 

I 

Cocaine Babies 

According to an ongoing urine toxichy 
study in Chicago, cocaine was detected in 
68 percent of the 2,423 infants who tested 
positive for controlled substances in 
1994-95. In Miami, infant d'eath. related 
to maternal cocaine exposure. which 
peaked in 1990 (at 21), continued to 

decline (to 2 in 1995). And, in Minn
eapolis, 3 of the 46 cocaine-related death • 
in 1995 involved newborn. or stillborn. 
where maternal cocaine abuse was a 
significant contributing factor. 

EMERGENCY DEPARTMENT 
DATA 

During the first half of 1995, cocaine •(including crack) continued to account for 
sizable proportions (20 percent or more) of 
total drug emergency department (ED) 
mentions in 8 of the 19 CEWG cities in 
the Drug Abuse Warning Network 
(DAWN) (e,hibil 1). In the majority of 
cities, however, these proportions 
remained relatively unchanged from those 
a year earlier, in the fim half of 1994. 
The two largest 'proportion increases, 
which were less than 3 percentage points 
each, occurred in Miami and Atlantll; the 
largest decline (less than 4 points) 
occurred in New Orleans. 

Cocaine thus 'remained, by far, the most 
frequently reported illicit drug ED mention 
in most cities; heroin. however, remained 
more frequently mentioned in Newark and 
San Francisco; and methamphetamine! 
once again; was the most frequently 
mentioned drug in San Diego, As in 1993 
and 1994, New York City and Miami had 
the highest proportions of cocaine ED 
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Executive Summary: Cocaine 

ElChibit 1. Proportions of total EO mentIOns composed of cocaine, heroin, 
merijuena, end "other" by metropolnan area, ranked by cocaine, fimt hett of 1995' 

Miami 

Atlanla 

Chicago 

Detroit 

Phllade!phia 

Newark 

51. LaviS 

WaShin9lon. DC 

Boston 

San FranClseC> 

New Orieans 

$cartle 

Dallas 

Denver 

Los Angeles 

Phoenix 

San Diego 

Minneapohs/St Paol 

All of Uniled Stales 

////72/4i'.1 :i N. 32,803 

?J!!tMJ iN. 4,950 

?15ll'i'J 'N. 11,073,
·0772Ec..."l'~j , N. 19,786 

'VZ!tJ4i-+'!W: 'N. 20,965 

?Z7Zd~ N. 19,284 

-VZZZZ/77/7*~ : N = 9,238 

?>, IN= 5,569: 
VA'HE"' IN. 11,027 

'22Z2Z/ 7Zl~j iN. 17,087 

IN. 13,336 

:N .. 5.721 

,N= 9,244, 

,N. 4,827 

3,793!~: 18,553 
;;::r;Z! 

,
iN. 6,583 

</71----;, iN .... 4,256,
I ' ,oj IN. 4,422 

: N = 485.507 

o 10 20 30 40 50 70 eo 90 100 

Pen"Cent of Total EO Mentions 

•
!Z 

Cocaine 
Heroin 1 

D Marijuana 

Other (includes ~in-combinatlon) 

9Preliminary estimates 

SOURCE: SAMHSA. Drug Abvse Warning Network, October 1995 tiles, run in April 1996 
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Exe~utive Summary: Cocaine 

m.Jtions (32 percent and 31 percent) of increases parallel any notable increase 
their respective total ED mentions. (more than 2 percentage points) in 

cocaine's proportion relative to total EDI 
San 'Francisco, however, nOW heads the mentions, (Note: Cocaine mentions 
list ~f cities in the estimated rate of appear 10 have inc~ in 16 cities. 
c:oc.dine ED mentions per-100)000 Only in seven, however. did these 
pop~lation; it is followed by Detroit· increases meet statistical standards of 
(exhibit 2). San Francisco's jump from precision at p<O.05.) Mention, declined 
II th1 place in 1994 follow, an 83-percent in three cities. Only in Denver. however, 
incrb.se (p<O.OOI) betwecin the first was the decline statistically signiflcart (13 
halvl:, of 1994 and 1995. At the same percent, p<O.05); and there, too, the 
timel that city had an overall increase in cocaine proportion remained stable. 
ED mentions. 

I Exhibits 3 and 4 chan the latest 6 years of 
Foufj other cities had substantiil increases first-semester ED rates per 100,000 
in cOcaine ED menrions between the first population in several selected cities. . , . 
halves of 1994 and 1995: Boston (55 Interestingly, they delineate a gradual ,
per""nt, p<O.OOJ); Atlanta (29 percent, convergence of trends in·many cities that. 
p<O,05); Chicago (20 percent. p<O.05); 6 years ago. had a wider disparity in rates. 
and ¥iami (17 percent, p<O.OOI). Only Overall, the most notable changes are the 
in Atlanta and Miami. however, did these recent increase in San Francisco and the 

I Exhlbll2', Estimated rele of eoeaineletaek ED mentions per 100,000 population 

by metropolitan Ill'eU, first han 01' 1995· 


San FranCISCO iif'iii:5--

o 

SOURCE: SAMHSA, Dtug Abuse Wartling Notwork, October 1995 fiJo$, tun in April 1996 
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Executive Summary: Cocaine 

. Exhibit 3, First+hatt"'Year trencb in eoemnelcrack ED mentions 
per 100,000 pop"Iation in lour setec::ted cities, first ha" of 1991)..first half of t995" 

ED Mentions per 100.000 Population 
..~.---- ...-.~- ..-- .. .... 
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SOURCE: SAMHSA, Drug Abuse Warning Network.. October 1995 liles:, run in April 1996 

Exhibit 4. FirtU~halt..yeDr trnnds in cocaine/crack ED mentions 
per 100,000 population in selected cities. firs1 haU of 1990-first half of 19954 
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declin~ in the New Orleans rates since 
early in the decade. 

-, TREATMENT DATA 

Cocaine (including cIllCk) as a primary , 
drug of abuse now accounts for the LaIgest 
proportJon of admissions (excluding 
alcoh~I-only but including alcohol·in· 
combination) in only 7 of !he 18 areas 
where such data are available: Atlanta. 
Texai, Detroi\, Chicago, Philadelphia, 
New Orleans, and St. WIDS (exhibit 5). 
Sincet the previous reporting periods, the 
percehtages for cocaine have deClined in 

I 

several areas. including Boston. Denver. 
ws Angeles, Newark (where heroin 
admissions have concurrently increased), 
New Orleans, and San Diego. The 
percentages have remained relatively stable 
in Chicago, New York City, San Fran· 
cisco, Texas. and the Washington
Baltimore consolidated metropolitan 
statistical area (CMSA); !he proportion has 
increased in Seattle. 

Heroin now dominates the treatment 
proportions in another seven areas, while 
marijuana and methamphetamine each 
account for the largest percent.a,ges in two 
areas. 

'EXhlbr 5. prjmary ,drug$ of abuse as pCtrcentages of treatment adrnJ$$fol'l'- in reporting CEWG oren 

, Ataa c...... Ho.raif'l MMijuarI. $tlmulaf'ltll ........ I 
I 'At/anto .5 5 " 2 7195-'2195 , 

, ITall:.1I '2 '2 " • 1195-12/95 , 

D.rroit <,,;43 - 25 • <, "'5-12195 

: ,Chi;;:O(J<I . 41 . '.! " " 
, '194 6195 

, [Moami -4' , , <, 1194-6194 

, lP"·l\tdel/>hi. 3. 22 • <, 119$-1219$ 

{New Ori",.,1l 3' S 21 <, HtS5 

(St_ L(>ui$~ 32 • " - 1/95-12:195 

INawark ,. 12 2 I .. lfgS-6195 

I LOI! Angel.,. 12 S1 4 • 10195-12195 

iSan Frltllcis()(> 20 52 3 
, 

5 t/95 6195, 

I Naw YOrl( Cltyd 43 ., , 

" , .. 11'95-12,'95 

'! 80Iltl"'< 
,. 3B 5 <, 1!SS~1219S 

I Wa.hi"OIQ,...a.llimor. " ,'.U " <1 7/94-12194 

I Sa"t1!" 23 2. 19 '" 1iS5-12195 , 

10"",....1 " '2 37 13 1/95-12195 

, M.nnuuw:llia($t, Paut~ ,. , 
" 

, 1"5·12195 

~ SUI O"1iQ 14 16 1 ., 1195-12195 

HonchJlI.I .. 10 ,. 2S M1-5 12195 

INOr' TI,. aNldad "nail il'ldu::ata tha top-HI,.ing pmn.ry drug of abua. i"a.cn "i"tI•• 

Tot~1 -.:!I'T\lU,OA$ numblllr ududall .-!.::ol'\()l-on!y, - 5tlllt'::'!uMetI progrMf'\$. only 
• Incl:m.~ Hllrtlll. s...r. and OIlU,l CoufltiH • Ak:ohol-only III OI.'It ••eluded . 
• Include. St, l.()1Ji. City, County, aNl fi",. rvrel " ... 
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Executive SummfJry: Cocaine -
DEMOGRAPHICS 

Age 

Now York City: ..... tfHInII!/fJrs may btl 
using crack now mont than in th!l 
(tlCtlnt past. FitJld f8SflBfchllrs I'tIport 
that mtml yeung PiI<1p/fJ 8rU smoking 
marijuaJUJ joints 01 'blunt' cigars IIICfId 
with crack . .. 

TtlX9S: -'n Houston, stnHtt youth .f. 
sma/dng track and inj«:ting 
C(XUline" .. In $om Antonio, young 
AfricIlrt-Atmlficllns will smoke crack in 
II marijuana c;gartJtftJ;. but tlwy look 
do wn on cncit pipe smokBr$ .•.• In 
D8/1<11$. uppe;r·cJau and uPPSf·mjddl8· 
dau white youth are leporrfHI to bit 
6xpIJrimenMg with track. .. 

Chicago: .,Crack smoksrs $pIUf II 

broad Cfou'sQCtion of Iigu.•. lniti8lly 
crack wss usfKf pritrJlJfily by illicit drug 
USB'S ytiunOBf thIIn 30. HOW8WV, liS 

track "mil to dOminlltfl 1M strHt 
toe.lm tmlricBt. oldllf dlug ustJ(s, 
including IDU!!., bsgsn to Srt'tDKII 01 
inject t:rBc/(, .. 

Despite the growing evidence of an aging 
cocaine~using cohort. it is imponant to 
note that some youth are still initiating use 
in cenain areas, espec,iaJly in conjunction 
with marijuana. 

However, available mortality figures. for 
cocaine generally show decedents to be 
well over llge 30. For example, the 
average age of cocaine decedents in Miami 
was 37.9; in San Diego, 42 percent were 
age 30-39 and 38 percent were 40 or 
older; and 45 percent of Dallas decedents 
were 35 or older. . 

Similarly, the rates of cocaine ED 
mentions l)er 100,000 popuhition by age 

group continue to indicate an aging pool of 
cocaine users (e,hibit 6). In every CEWG 
dry, the highest rate occurred in the 26-34 
age group. and the lowest rate was in the 
12-17 group. The highest of all the rates 
once again occurred in Newark, 

In many cities-such as Atlanta and 

Miami. the two cities where coc3ine ED 

mentions increased both in number and 

proportion-trend analysis suggests an 


. aging cohort of hard-core addicts who use 
emergency departments for primary care 
and addiction treatment services. 
Similarly, in San Francisco-the city \\'ith 
the Nation's highest cocaine ED rate-the 
proportion of ED mentions in the 35 + 
group increased from 41 percent in 1991 
to 57 percent in 1995. Other ""amples of 
an aging cocaine ED population include 
the fOllowing: Chicago, where the 35 + 
group had a higher increase than' the 
younger groups berween the first halves of 
1994 and 1995; Dalias, where the 354
group increased from 27 percent in 1992 
to 37 percent in 1995; and New York 
City, where over the past 5 years, those 
age 25 or younger have represented a 
declining proportion, while those 26 or 
older have become an increa.sing 
proportion of cocaine ED mentions. 

Treatment demographics. like the mortality 
and ED figures, similarly suggest that 
cocaine users are aging as a group 
(exhibit 7). Again, the 26-34 age group 
overwhelmingly accounts for the highest 
percentage of cocaine admissions in all 
reponing cities, 'except for Detroit, where 
the majority are even older (35-('). Trend 
data in several cities further support the 
notion of an aging cocaine-using 
population: for example. in Boston, the 
percentage of primary cocaine clients age 
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I 
Exhibit 6. Rate of cocaine/crack ED montjons exhibh 7. Percentage of primary cocaine 

per 1100.000 'POpulation by age: group and admissions in t'OPOrting CEWG efen who are 
'are8, January-June 1995- in the two oldest age groups 

IA... 1 12-'\7 '18-25 26-341 3S. 
I 

Atlanta 
, 

i e.' '66.6 384.7 :"12.2.5', , 
l8¢ston " .1 "58,l) 340.6'1 :55.3 

Chica~o 12.2 '70.9 342,2 ' 84.2. 
i f
, Dallas 11.9 28.8. BElA 25.3 

!Oenv~ 10.9 44,5 I 119.9 I ' 26.1 

• I • 
444.3 : 144.4Detroit 5.' 68.5 ,

Los Angeles 15.7 "'24.0' tOO,6 :' ,31:0 

• , 
Miami '1';,7 .. "·56:' 293.5" 69.5 

, MrnnJapOliS! 7.1 28.7 7.8St. Paul ... 

f
Newark 12.3 104.5 526,4. 8$. , , .. 
New Orleans ... 70.0 : 291.5 71.2 

• 63.7 I 423,7New {fOl k. City 5.8 115,4 

• 79.7: 411.6PhiladelPhia , S.8 81.4 

Ph t.oenl:': 7.1 , 35,6 ' 11B.S 16,2 
I .

, St. LOUIS 6.9 I 38.8 189.0 : 41.3 

!San ~iegO 7.2 7.3 49.3 14,1 

•
I San F,:rancfsco 28.4 95:5 346.0 150.7 . 

•Seattle 19,9 67.1 223,4 64.5 

was~ington, DC 9.4 34,7 189.91 42.3: 
I 

NOTES: ~.,: Denotes estimate did not meet 
standard of p1ecision; Shaded areas reflect rates 
that have tf'Icreased sInce 'the illst hal1 01 1994 
!p<0.05),

I
• Preliminary estimate:s 

I 
SOURCE; SAMHSA. Drug Abuse Warning 
Network:, OctOber 1995 'iles, run in April 1996 

30 oj older has been increasing substan
tiall~ since 1991; and in Detroit. the 
percentage of crack admissions in the 35 + 
grouP has been steadily increasing for 

I 

I,.... 26-34 35+ 

: Atlanta 48 
, 

40 

Boston 52 32 

Chicago 50 33 
I 

ioenver 47 . 37 

~ Detroit 43 51 

los Ange~es 51 , 39 

Miami 45 ! 36 - .. 
47 i 38Minneapolis!St, Paul 

Newark 56 : 28 

, New YOlk City',· 56 ! 32 

, Philadelphia 52 i 40 

St. Louis S8 1 3 
- I 

San Diego 4. : 43 

San Francisco. 42 , 48 

Seattle '7 41 

Texas 45 37 

Washington·Baltimore 49 i 35 

I 

I 
, 

I 

NOTE: Reporting periods are '(he same as those in 
exhibit S. except ior SL Lows iPI.Hiod covereo is 
7t95-12J95i. 

·Age categories are 25-35 and 36 +, 

~Oata incomnlete iOI the whole year; Include State· 
funded and non-State· funded treatment centers 

the past 6 years. In Newark. however. 
cocaine admissions are younger than 
heroin or alcohol admissions; their lower 
mean .ge (31.3) is one indicator of the 
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relative severity of negative consequences 
for cocaine compared with the other drugs, 

Gender 

Gender-related mortality demographics 
were available for Miami, San Diego, and 
Dallas, Females accounted for 30 percent, 
29 percent, and 17 percent, respectively, 
of cocaine decedents in those thn:e cities, 

Males outnumber females as • percentage 
of cocaine ED mentions in all CEWG 
cities in DAWN (exhibit 8), The gender 
gap is widest in Phoenix, followed by 
Atlanta; it is narrowest in Washington. 
DC, Between the first halves of 1994 and 
1995, the ,,"es per 100,000 population 
increased (p<0,05) for males in eight 
cities and for females in six cities, as 
indicated by the shaded areas in the table: 
rates declined for males in Denver, 

Males also account for the majority of 
cocaine admissions in all reporting areas, 
except in San Diego, where males and 
females are evenly split (exhibit 9), 

The narrowest gender gaps, following S.:n~ 
Diego, are reported in Los Angeles, 
Newark, and Seattle, In most reporting 
areas, the male-female treatment ratios for 
cocaine are similar [0 or lower than those 
for ED data. New Orleans is a notable 
exception, with males outnumbering 
females by more than six to one (for 2 
years in Ii row) among treatment 
admissions but by only about two to one 
among ED mentions-suggesting that 
females may possibly be underserved in 
the New Orleans treatment community. 

By contrast, in some cities, such as 
Newark, females continue to have easier 

access to tn:atmen! than males as a result 
of Federal initiatives and Medicaid, In 
,h.t city, the percentage of female 
admissions is higher among cocaine 
admissions than among heroin or 
marijuana admissions, In Texas, with the 
loss of criminal justice treatment initiative 
clients, the percentage of males has 
decreased, In Detroi', after peaking in FY 
1993, the percentage of female crack 
admissions has been declining: however. 
among cocaine hydrochloride (HCl) 
admissions, the male-female ratio has been 
stable for more than 5 years (a' 
approximately 3: 1), 

Race/Ethnicity 

SIIn Fumciscc: "Crack sf1l/ers 8,. 
tmntiy Afric8n-AmeriCiln or Hispanic, 
w/IiJIJ HCI slJ//en 1I1'B pttKIomimmtly 
white, " 

In areas where cocaine mortality figures 
are available. the racialfethnic distribution 
often differs strikingly from the 
distributions in the ED and treatment data, 
In San Diego, for example, 52 percent of 
decedents were white. 23 percent were 
African-American (an overrepresentation), 
and 25 percent were Hispanic (an over~ 
representation); whites also predominated 
in that citfs ED data: African~America.ns, 
however. predominated in treatment ad~ 
missions (exhibitS 10 and 11), Similarly, 
in Miami, whites predominated among 
cocaine decedents (16 whites, 12 African
Americans, and 5, Hispanics), while 
African~Americans accounted for the 
majority of ED mentions and treatment 
admissions. In Los Angeles, African
Americans represented more than half of 
the decedents and treatment admissions, 
but ED mentions were more evenly dis~ 
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Executive Summary: Cocaine 

nhibit 8. Proportions of cocaine/crack 
EO men'Clans by gender. aru. ondI

male-female (Mio$, January-June 1995
I 
I CIty ,M_ ,_ -Ratio 

iAt!anta .73 26 2.8 
, . 
, Boston 60 'S8 1.6 

j ChtcagQ 66 .33 2.0 

Dallas :60 '0 1.5 

Denver . 58 '39 1.5 

Detroit 68 31 2.2 

~s Angeles 

"';'i.ami 

i~inneaPOlisl 
i St, Paul 

66 

'66 

64
I 

32 
34 

35 

2.1 

1 9 

1.S 

, 
, 
, 

, Ncwarl( ! 62 37 1.7 

i New Orleans 69 31 2.2 
New York CIty 

Ptliladetphia 

Phoerux 

s1. leuis 

San Otego 

71 

69 
'75 

66 

6' 

28 

30 

2' 

32 

36 

2.5 

2.3 

3.1 

, 
, 

I 

2.1 I 
1.8 , 

Sen Francisco 69 31 2.2 

, 

Seattle 65 34 1.9 

Washington, DC 59 , 41 1.4 
I 

NOTE: Shaded areas reflect prcpcnions where 
rateS have increased since tne first half o! 
1994 !p<O.OS), 

I
*Preliminary estimates 

I 
SOURCE: SAMHSA, DruQ Abuse Wa1f)ing 
Neiworl(, October 1995 tiles, run 111 April 1996 

tribJted across the three groups. Mortality
J • • •

and treatment dlsmbutlOns were more even,
in Dallas. where 43 percent of cocaine 
~ents were white, 38 percent were 
Afribrn-American, and 19 percent were 
HisPanic. In Philadelphia, cocaine
positive toxicology reports have been. 
I 

. 
declining among African-American males. 

bhibit 9, Proportions of primary cocaine 
admiilisionili by gender and male-female 

rl:rtios in reponing CEWG areO$ 

, A,.. Males Females Ratio 

i AtJama 65 34 1.9 

BostOn 62 38 , 16 

Chicago 58 '2 1.4 

Denver 59 41 1.4 

I Detroit (crack) 
, 

63 37 1.7 

llosA~es I 52 48 1.\ 

IMiami , 71 29 2.4 

Minneapolisl 64 36 1.8
St_ Paul 

. 48 
, 

Newark 52 1.1 

New Orleans 86 
" I 6.1 

, 
New York City' 60 40 1.5 

f'tIiaadeJotUa 62 I ' 38 1.6 

St, lows 60 40 1.5 

,San Oiego 50 50 1.0 

San Francisco 64 36 i 1.8 

Seattle 53 4. I 1.1 

Texas 63 37 1.7 

washington~ 63 37 i ,7 
8altimore 

I 

, 

I 
i 

, 

, 
I 

NOTE: Reporting perio(ls are the same as 
those in exhibit 5, except for SL Louis Ipe(lod 
covered 1$ 7/95-12/95\. 

-Data incomplete lor the whOle: year: include 
State-funded and ncn-State·funded treau;menl 
centers 

African~Amer:icans account for the ma
jority of cocaine ED mentions in 10 of the 
CEWG cities in DAWN, and theyare 
the modal group in anolher 3 cities; whites 
are in the majority in Boston and 
Minneapolis/St. Paul, and they are lhe 
modal group in· Phoenix, San Diego, and 
Seattle, The largest Hispanic represen-
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EJi.hibit 10. Proportions: of cocaine/crack Exhibit 11. Proportions of primary cocatnlli! 
EO mentions by race/ethnwity end arN. edmi$s:ktns by tace/ethnicity in reponing

Januewy-June 1995~ CEWG efeliS 

'.Africen
, 

;At.. _..... Whites 'HiapMic::s 

, Atlanta 67 12 <1 

Bosten 17 
, 

66 6, 

Chicago 67 12 10 

tlIJllas 46 41 12 

Oerwer 13 27 16 

, Detroit eo 18 <1 

los Angeles 36 , 29 n 
MH!lmi 53 "34 13 

Minne;lpolis/ 32 54 
, 

, H 

iSL Paul 

Newark 64 18 7 

New Orleans 71 26 1 

New York 62 14 " City 

Philadelphi;l 65 2' 6 
Phoenix 20 46 29 
St. louis 69 27 H. 

San Diego 31 40 16 

San 42 21 e 
Francisco 

Seattle 26 41 3 

i Wastington. 70 I 26 1 
DC i 

, 

, 
, 

i, 

! 

, 

I 

!, 
! 
, 

I 

i 
I 
, 

I 

A,.. Afrietwl· -... Hiapen.h:s 
Amerh::IIn* 

Atlanta 76 22 <, 
Bosum .6 34 7 

Chicago 73 23 3 

. Oen ... er 39 '2 17 

Detroit .2 16 1 

los Angeles 69 " 18 I ,. 
. Miami 

, 
55 24 28' 

Minneapolis! 60 I 34 3 
51, Paul i , 

Newark 86 4 10 

New Orleans. 63 37 -
New York I 65 16 18 
City~ 

I 

Philadelphia 86 10 , 4 

SL louis 87 13 -
San Diego 66 21 8 

San 76 13 9 
rrsncisC() 

Seattle 50 42 3 

Texas 57 29 14 

Washington 67 31 <1 

, 

, 

, 

i, 

i, 
, 

I 
, 

,, 

iBaltimore J 
NOTES: ~.". denotes estimate does nl)t meet 
standard I)f precision or is less tNln 10. 
Some P£rcent,eges may be on the low side 
because of an unusually high ~race unknown· 
cate;oty. 

'Preliminary eStimates 

SOURCE: $AMHSA, Dwg Abuse Waming 
Netwotf(. OC10bef 1995 1iies. run in April 1996 

touion occurs in Los Angeles. followed by 
Phoenix. African-Americans are over
represented among cocaine ED mentions in 
.several ci_ties. such as St. Louis. 

NOTE: Rept)t1ing periods are the same as 
those in exhibit 5, eXUDt lor St. lov.is (period 
covered 1$ 7195-12195). 

'Individuals whose ethrnciw is cited as Hiwan
IC$ may atso be included in the African' 
AmerICan or white face categories. 

~O.na incomplete for the whole 'lear; include 

State·fuod" aM non,SlanHunded treatment 

centers 


The percentage of African-Americans 
among cocaine ED mentions has declined 
in UlS Angeles in the two latest half-year 
periods. while that of Hispanics and whites 
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in~reased. Similarly, lbe percentage of 
African-Americans has decreased slightly 
in' Atlanta, In San Francisco, however, 
till, percentage of African-Americans has 
bJen increasing since 1991. In Dallas, the 
~ntage of whites has been declining 
(fhst half 1992 versus first half 1995l,lbe 
~rcentage of Hispanics has increaSed 
slightly, and the percentage of African
Abericans has been fluctuating. The 
lJ.gest Chicago subgroup increase between 
tli. first halves of 1994 and 1995 was 
• .pong wh.ites (36 percent) and Hispanics 
(32 percent).
I < 

A'frican~Americans continue to account for 
t~e majority of primary cocaine treatment 
admissions in e\'ery reponing area, except 
Skttle, where they constitute the modal 
group, and Denver, where whites are the 
nlodal group. In Boston, the proportion of 
A'fricanwAmerican treatment clients has 
~ decreasing since 1991. Similarly, in 
New Orlears, the percentage of African
~mericans declined berween 1994 and 
1995, while the percentage of whites in
cbsed. In Texas, roo, with the loss of 
diminaJ justice treatment initiative clients, 
tfie percentage of AfricanwAmericans has 
decreased.• . . 

I
In every area, except for New Orleans and 
t~e Washington-Baltimore CMSA, the 
~rcentage of African~Americans among 
c9crune treatment admissions remains 
hjgher than the percentage among cocalne 
ED mentions; conversely, in most areas, 
the percentage of whites among cocaine 
treatment admissions is lower than among 
cbne ED mentlons. One possible 
e~planation for this: difference is that. .
emergency depanments treat a greater 
d'iversity of populatlons than do treatment 
~rograms. However, this phenomenon

I 

warrants furtber investigation, especially 
since it is not as consistently noted among 
heroin users. 

USE PATTERNS 

Route of Administration 

Atlanta: "USMS Taport to sthno
gFap/1ers. Quit..::/! worktJrs. snd drug 
trtNJtnumt staff thst they havfI shifted 
from unoking Clack f(J /rtif'Icting 
COtfJin6. oftan in combination with 
h6roin. A combination of cocaine and 
heroin iJ 11/'0 fflPDl'tMily.smoJctJd. ,. 

Chicago: .... ,track h8$ providtKi i1 

bridge to link ifliectDfS end non
ir1/ectt)rs. The clo$8 ptDximity (Jf 

thUB drug USBn Is r.flflCfad by th. 
obSSfVBtions of intMVlmtion slllff at 
shooting 51if//eries. whtlftt II growing 
numbar of tI'lff' 35 years old IN 
younglJr hbtlB Iuttm sPP6Bring. Whiltl 
the stidal boundaries between 
in;tJcrors 8nd noninjecto(s rtJmllin 
prominent, thsJ'tJ is increasing 
intf1l'BCtion bBtWf)tJn tht;t two IfS Ihay 
Mgin to enJIaga in drup-wlring 
ectivities In 8 common plaCB.• 

TaKa,: "In Austin .... Among Afriun~ 
AmflriCMS end Hl5Pl1nics. HClIs 
injtJCtlild. $omethnas with hBrr:tin as a 
'sptHK/baJ1• • while whittn IU8 more 
Dirtily to sfU.lf't cocaine or CO inject it 
without the htlrom combin4tJon . .. 

San Fr;mcisco: ·Ona ob$l1N8l' floted 
the prsctictt of sCrap;flJI rflsmlJB$ from 
Crae/( pi/HI$,. to btl dissolved and 
iriftJCtlld. Observer! ba$ed in the 
Tendwioin t/i$ttict commented on 
tne... inJBction of cocaJns by Yen,· 
gfll1liftr users, .. 

Smoking (usually crack) remains, by far, 
lhe most reported primary route of 
administration among primary cocaine 

I 
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treatment admissions in every reporting 
CEWG area (exhibit 12). In Atlanta, 
however. the percentage of smokers has 
been dedining (as has the percentage who 
inject). while the percentage who use intra
nasally has increased. Similarly. intr.!na
sal use rnay be increasing among primary 
HCI admissions in Detroit, while smoking 
may be declining (from about three
quane" of FY 1993 HCI admissions-to 38 
percent in the first half of FY 1996). 

Injection continues to decline in Newark; 
intranasal use, while reponed by only 22 
percent of admissions, remains the most 
common mode among active recreational 
usen not in treatment. 

Since Chicago imposed drug paraphernalia 
laws, "rock" users smoke from cans, 
bottles, and other devices, such as a car 
antenna with a, piece of scouring pad used 
as a sereen. 

Mode of administration is often correlated 
with gender, racelethnicity, age, and other 
characteristics. For example, in Newark 
and New York City, smoking is more 
common among females than among males 
and among African-Americans than among 
whites or Hispanics. In Texas, crack 
smokers are the oldest of the coca.ine 
clients; injectors are less likely than 
inhalers to be a minority; the percentage of 
injectors who are females has increased 
sharply in I year (from 34 percent to 57 
percent in first quaner 1996); and the 
percentage of inhalers who are Hispanics 
has increased. while the percentage who 
are African-Americans has declined. By 
contrast. in the Washington-Baltimore 
CMSA. crack users and other cocaine 
users differed little demographieally. 

Exhibit 1 2. Route 01 administration 
among cocaine treatment admissions. by 

pete-eniage. in reporting CEWG areas 

Ani" I Smoking I Sniffing I ,.""'"... : 
· · Atlanta 60 · 5 · 2· · 

Boston 19 ,. · · • 
Chica~o 61 B 3 

65 16 12 

Oetrmt I 9. a <1 

Los Anaeles 86 9 3 
Miami I 61 31 

, <1 

Minneapolisl S6 12 2 
St, Pau! 

Newark 76 22 2 

New Yotk 12 25 •, 
City" 

Philadelphia 61 9 • 
51, Louis 90 '0 .. 
San Diego 81 7 • 
San 92 a 2 
Francisco 

Seattle 76 2 13 

Texas 7. 12 12 
Washington 60 12 1 
Baltimote 

· · · · · 

NOTE: Reporting periods are the same as 
those in exhibit 5, except lor St. Louis (period 
covered is 7/95-12/95). 

"Data incomDlete for the whoJe year; inClude 
State-funded and non-$tate4unOed treatment 
centers 

Multisubstance Use 

In many cities, such as Newark. cocaine is 
even more or a problem as a secondary 
drug of abuse than as a primary drug. 
Alcohol and marijuana continue to be the 
most frequently reported secondary and 
tertiary substances of abuse among 
primary cocaine admissions. 
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I 

I?rug combinations in Chicago include the 
"bazooka" (crack and lOb"""" combined in 
.Ijoint) and the "di.blito" or "primo" 
(crack combined with marijuana in a 
joint). These combinations are not sold on 
the streets. Rather j users prepare them 
a5:cording to individual preference, . 
Similarly. in BostOn, "oolies" are Fnari~ 
j~a cigarettes laced with crack, and, in 
New York City. "woolies" are marijuana 
j6ints or "blunt" cigars laced with crack; 
"l;peedballs' are PCP-crack combinations. 

Is Lou' .. Id . ..... .Jn t. is, some 0 ~t1me lnJecung 
&ug users (!DUs) continue.. to mix HCl 
al.d beroin together (speedball). but most•users smoke crack. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT DATA 

Arrestee Data 
I 

Gocaine remains involved in the majority 
of drug arrests in several cities, including 
Mi.mi (58 percent). Boston (54 percent). 
Detroit, and S1. Louis. However! recent 
d&:lines or stable trends are reported in 
many cities. For example, the Boston 
p1oPortion is level with the preceding year 
b~t down from a 1992 high. and the 
Miami proportion is lower than in the 

I . •.
p!evlous reporung penod. The number of 
cbne arrests in San Francisco declined 
14 percent between 1994 and 1995, and,
iti New Orleans, cocaine/opiate arrests 
declined between 1993 and 1994 and again 
irll995., 
B' .Ycontrast. In New York City. cocaine 
ru:rests peaked in 1989. de<Uned over the 
following 4 years. but rebounded in 1994 
.,ld appear to be increasing again in 1995•,ased on the first 6 months). Similarly. 

cocaine cases in Honolulu increa..sc:d 17 
percent betWeen 1994 and 1995. AlTOS: 
levels also remained high in Minneapolis. 
where they represented a mix of juveniles 
and street-level. midlevel. and major 
dealers. 

Although cocaine remains the most 
prevalent drug in the Drug Use Fore
casting (DUF) monitoring system, its 
use has declined among adult male arrest
ees (exhibit 13), 

Three of the most striking declines 
between 1994 and J995 occurred in 
CEWG cities: Miami. down 14 percen
tage points; San Antonio. down 7 'POints; 
and Cbicago. down 6 pomts. Among Ihe 
youngest adult male arTestees (15-20 
years). rates of cocaine use declined in 
several cities. with an especially large 
decline in Miami (19 points). R.tes 
declined more moderately among female 
aduh arrestees following minor increases 
in 1994. The largest de<lines were 
reported inSt. Louis (12 points) and in 
Manhattan and Wasbington, DC (9 points 
each); three sites, however, had substantial 
increases for females: Detroit (15 points). 
New Orleans (l2 points). and San Diego 
(10 points). Among tile youngest female 
arresrees (15-20 years). substantial 
decreases in cocaine use were reported in 
Manhattan 00 points) and Detroit (12 
points). Many of these de<lines in DUF 
cocaine rates were offset by increases in 
rates for marijuana. 

Crime and Violence 

A~ntB: ""Ethnographic dllta ,how an 
ku:nJfte Df drug Ulfl .among I7H1ftIbfH'$ 
of $fJWlfBI gangs., which resu/U man 
incrOllUI of rendom violence thet is. 
not rlllated to 'turf WINS. • R 

I 
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'Exhibit 13, percentage positive 'Of COcolne among male booked arrestN$, 
1994 verau& 1995 jranked by 1995) 

Mant\anan 

Atlanta 

Chicago 

Philadelphia 

St Lows 
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Los Angeles 

,~. 
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Oenver 
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WaShington. DC 

Dallas 

Oe~rojt 

San Diego 
1994 

Phoe/,ix 

.1995San Antonio 

50 60 70 

Percent Positive 

SOURCE: Nationallnslitute oj Justice, Orug Use Forecasting 1995 Annual Report on 
Adull and Juveni!e Ar!'e$1ees (draM) 

Although cocaine-related hospital CaIjackings by users and distributors alike. 
emergencies and treatment admissions have Drug-relaled homicides in Atlanta have a 
declined.in Minneapolis, the violence, higher incidence in areas where crack is 
gang activity, and deaths associated with sold, and a Significant number of drug 
crack sale and abuse reached peak levels in cases there continue to involve handguns 
1995; similar trends, however. did not and gang activity. 
occur in St. Paul. Several large cases In 
1995 involved the "Detroit Boys," who Gangs in San Antonio have begun to cut 
would bring juveniles and crack into down on the violence in order to decrease 
Minneapolis from Detroit, quickly sell it police attention. However. with the 
out of central-City crack house locations, truces, concerns have been raised about a 
and promptly leave the area. In Denver, resulting increase in drug use, Whites are 
too, crack continues to be associated with now being seen at the middle to upper 
gang violence. drive-by shootings, and 
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distribution levels. and crack use is being 
encountered in- the middle~ to uppcr~ 
incOme white communities. 

AJaiiability, Price, and Purity 

AtJant6: -...•thnographic Inforrntttion 
findlc8t11$} tlwtt the tPAlItr of cocaine# 
$~/'/ crBck COC6irttJ. hils 
btJcottHIless ,IIii4bhJ...Ethno!lf8phic 
ntpOTts revtHIIlm incr8llSfI III tIuJ 
1hIIIiI1JbI7ity of HCI . .. 

. Phi18dfJ1phi8: -... during the April 
1996 ftx:us group discwsiOf)".th",. 
{WBS} B (;(Jntinuad perrr:eption, .. that 
th6 quality of crlJri 8VBiJllbJtI h8$ 
declined DVM the lur SflVOfel yJI8I'$ • .. 

Boston: "Interviews with 
dlltoxillcatitJn provftitJn confirm that 
crack is fM mOl'fl prB'llBlant thlllJ 
HCJ•..• 

\Vnile crack continues to be available in 
Ne\. York City, HCl availability has 
inckased; that form remains popular in the 
nightclub scene and among crack users 
wh:o prefer to process their own cocaine. 
In ·Newark, HCI is still more available 
than crack; there~ too. many users freebase 
it themselves because the'y consider the 
street crack as inferior. Similarly, in 
De'nver. where Hel remains readily 
av:lilabie and less crack is being sold, 
users buy HCI and 'rock it up' -them
selVes. Both forms are readily available in 
Atlanta, where HCI was scarce for several 
years but is now more easily available. 
BY' contrast. in Chicago. crack availabiJity
h~ increased but HCI availability has 
deClined. 

ClCk remains dominant over HCI in 
street-level drug sales jn many cities, 
including Detroit (although it is ran:ly 
avhllable in quantities above ounces),

I . 

Boslon (although both forms are still 
widely available), and Phoeni., Both 
forms are widely availabJe in S1. Louis, 
but most of the cocaine arrives as HCI and 
is processed locaily into crack. Avail
abililY of both fonns is stable in New 
Orleans and widespread in Miami. Both 
forms are even more widely available in 
other Florida counties than in Miami. 

Crack and Hel prices and purity, as 
presented in exhibits 14 and 15, 
re~tively. have increased in several 
areas. Prices fOT both fonns have 
increased in Atlanta both al the distribution 
and streel levels, and crack purity levels 
have also been increasing. In Te~as, 
prices have risen sligh~y for both HCI (al 
the kilogram, ounce, and gram levels) and 
crack (at the ounce level), while purity has 
remained stable and high. ·In New York 
City, Hel purity is said to be increasing, 
The Hel kilogram price has increased in 
Los Angeles. It has also increased slightly 
in Phoenix, as has the "eightball" price. 

Prices have remained relatively stable, 
however, in Boslon (although some purilY 
increases are reported), Denver (gram 
prices), Chicago (ounce prices), Detroit 
(both forms, with purity also remaining 
stable), Miami (despite some periodic 
fluctua!ioo. over the past 4 years), New 
Orleans (prices and purity for units other 
than ounces), Phoenix (except for 
increases and decreases noted above and 
below), San Diego (price and purity of 
both forms, although an HCI kilogram was 
slightly more expensive at the lower end of 
the price range, and purity was higher at 
the bulk level), and Minneapolis. Minnea· 
polis street prices. however, are consis
tently higher than those in many other 
major metropolitan areas. While this 
may reflect more limited availability than' 

I 
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Exhibit 14. Crack prices bf'ld purity in 
reporting CEWG areas 

p.,.. Purity [%1 Pric.ofUnh: 

- $50-S75/gAtlanta ,, $10-$SO/eQek. 
$1,000-$1.300/0Z ,,, $ 21 ,500- $25.0001k.g, 

80-95 $10-$20f125 mg[eoston 

- $3-$20/rock:, Ctucago 

- tS-$50/rock; Oittfoit 

- S5-$'51doseHonolulu 
$50-$130/0 

$20-$1001rook 
$100-$2,60010z 

50-70 - $450/02:Los Anije!es 
., $20JrockiMioneapCl"iisi ,,St. Paul 

Newark I - $3/5~mo lIiar: 
.20,000-.25.000l1<g INew Orleaos '0 


New York C:ty 
 .. $3-$5ivial : 

·declil1l!~ $5I"CO~ iPhlladelohla 

50-90 $37~$80JOS1. Louis 
, US/rock, 

$1,000-$ 1 ,7QO/o? 

~, $20/.2g: San D'ego 

50-80 $10- $40/rock: Seattle 

Texas 44-85 $' - $SOlrock 
$700- $1,100/02 , 

$10,BOO-$22.0001k9 : 

elsewhere, it also continues lo'entice drug 
profiteers from other areas of the country 
seeking new markets. Price declines are 
reponed in several areas, such as Denver 
(dramatic declines since last year in ounce 
and kilogram prices), New Orleans (HCI 
ounce prices), Phoenix (ounce prices. 
slightly), San Francisco (HCI price., 
although purity appears to be higherl, and 
Seattle (street crack prices as well as 
small-quantity HCI samples, which 
generally COst more when preweighed than 
when weighed at street buy). 

In Chicago, large-!juantity purchases have 
generally been more volatile in avail~ 
abiiity, price. and Quality than smaller unh 
purchases. Stiff competition in that city 
has resulted in marketing schemes such as 
"2~forA1" sales and free·sample giveaways. 
SimilarlYl in Seattle, some crack deaJers 
deliver an extra rock. known as a "dub" or 
"double-up" as a marketing ploy to attract 
customers. Vials for packaging crack are 
increasingly being replaced by cellophane 
wrappers in New York City and by small 
plastic bags (known as ·CDs") in 
Philadelphia. 

Seizures 

Cocaine seizures continue to outnumber 
those for other drugs in several ciues, such 
as Boston and St. Louis. In Chicago, 
cocalne seizures increased dramatically 
between 1993 and 1994, and even more 
dramatically 10 surrounding rural cQunties, 

Trafficking and Distribution 

Arizona continues 10 be used as a cocaine 
transshipment point for California, New 
Jersey, New York, Texas, and Florida. 
Distribution areas in Texas, Florida, New 
York, California. and Washington. DC, 
remain cocaine supply sources for Atlanta. 
which subsequently serves as a major 
transshipment and distribution JX)int for 
both HCI and crack. New York City 
remains the primary source for Boston, but 
increasing amounts of crack are belng 
converted locally. Los Angeles and 
Houston are sources for New Orleans 
supplies, which are generally shipped via 
the interstate highway system. Detroit, 
which is increasing1y supplied via Texas, 
remains a source for cocaine destined for 
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elChibit 15. Cocaine nydrochloride pricC$ end purity in reporting CEWG al1l:8S 

..... 
:Clty 

>90 

40-75 $60-$90! eO-85 

IUew 0"l1li1'\$ 

IWlllthiMgton, DC 

"'ow to m~." ! 
"hiOh~ , 
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" 

-high, v_rift 
widotv" 

850·$100 I
.'50 , 
"Oa 

"00 

70 <175 

I 90 ,$100_$125 

$<40-$50 

65-94 

..so 

130'-150 

$20_$100 i 35-as 

I 

$1.000~ 

13,000 

, 
'800-$1,100 ' 

1S00-n.ooo i 

,
"'00 ,, 

I 
1700-$1,000 

, 

$1,000
"2,000 

$100-$750 

$900-",600 

, 
- , 

__ 1 

$25.000_129,000 I 

I 

.. j $20,000-140,000: 

:"' i $ 12,000-$ ni.OOO 

- ~,122,000-$52,OOO j 

119,000-$23,000 i 
$1).500-$18,000 i 

I 
- i $lS,OOO~$20.000 i 

, 

'18,000-$25.000 

125,000 

$14,000-$19,000 

$13,000 

- ' , 

• 12..500-125.000 

lmaller cities and rural areas throughout. the MIdwest. 
I 
S;olombians remain the primary suppliers 
for Detroit, and several organizations

I 

distribute the cocaine within the city. In 
T""as. wholesale quantities are distributed 
by Colombian or Mexican trafficking 
organizations. while Hispanic and African
American crews. often affiliated with 

I 
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gangs (such as the Bloods, Crips, Mexican 
Mafia, or Latin Kings), deal at the Street 
level. WhiteS are now being seen at the 
middle to upper distribution levels. 
Hispanic organizations continue to 
orehestrate the vast majority of the Seattle 
area's HC! trafficking, while multiple 
ethnic youth gangs are heavily involved in 
distributing crack. Much of the drug 
trafficking in Hawaii is by Mexican 
nationals. 

Youth are increasingly recruited in AOanta 
to assist mid!evel dealers in selling and 
carrying small amounts of crack; women 
are hired to cook up rock from HC!. An 
increasing number of crack dealers in that 
city also sell heroin or marijuana, which 

. 
' 

are touted for reducing the discomfort of 
coming down from a crack high. Atlanta's 

wdealer market is becoming more compli
cated and more organized. with strUcture 
sometimes provided by gang leaders and 
members. 

In New York City, increased law 
enforcement effons have resulted in three 
selling strategies aimoo at avoiding police 
deteCtion: regular cab delivery service 
(which used to be provided only to high
level dealers but now also accommodates 
lower level dealers); stric< rules and time 
schedules for copping; and indoor selling 
(in groceries, candy stores, and 
apartments). 

' 

'i I HEROIN' ': 

DtJ;nVtw: "The 'gnmSIfNT' ere rt/pQl'tfN/i'l usinJlhlltoin for nGsU/JI/c TffBsons Imd liS II 
IfIbeIJion IIgllinst crllck ~in8 snd the gangster rap SCBnfl, ~ , 

r.JlIIS; -From thsM dlltll IH1d from conwrsatiom with tr8lltmlH1l providers, it lJPPtUU's that 
the whit. heroin epidemic thltt IJ SHf) on thfl ent eMIt hits not yet hit rexs$• .. 

MORTALITY DATA 

ChiUgo: "StJ'tHit StlIJTCfI$ repot1 thllt 
#I JNH1jcultlr bnmd of htlttHn ulkld 
'wick.r was especiltlly pot""t lind 
wes linked ttl 1111 the 0WJf'd0_ 
fJJ)iJodllS lind deaths, .. 

Recent Outbreaks 

"Polo," a drug mixture sold as heroin. was 
involved in a series of outbreaks of serious 
adverse reactions, including fatalities, in 
New Y ark, New Jersey, Philadelphia, and 
Baltimore, during early 1996, The 
mixture contains scopolamine (a bella~ 
donna deriva1jve normally used to 

treat motion sickness) combined with 
dextromethorphan, quinine. or, in sOme of 
the cities, with heroin or even cocaine. 

Similarly. in Chicago. heroin contaminants 
(possibly stryChnine) were involved in an 
outbreak of deaths from suspected drug 
overdose between February and April 
1996: at least five of the seven injectors 
involved frequented the same South Side 
gallery , 

Recent Increases 

Availabie heroin" mort~.iity figures show 
recent or continuing increases in nine 
areas. In Denver, opiate death mentions 
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National Trends in Drug Abuse 

ITrends in Drug Use: Spring-Fall 1996 

In this PuisI!' Checi;. $O~ report Thill the market for cocaine is generally stable, and in some areas it is 
declining. In particulu, the demand for both cocaine and crack has; dedined. cocaine availability is down, 
wtUle the availability of crack is stable. Cocaine usen corninue 10 be a dive'flle group, primarily people in 
their 30s and 40s who _have been using for several years. HO'W~1:t", thete have been repon.s ofrising cocaine 
use in specific (:O!'Mlunlties, such as the BiTmlns,ham suburbs; the Hispanic communiI)' near the, Texas 
border, and YOl.l.'1S people in the New YorkINew Jersey area, Treatment providers in mOSl areas repon Wt 
cocaine and crack Me stin the: most commonl)" cited drugs ofabuse among their clients. 

Sources rcpoM, broad shifts in the population of cocaine powder and crack users in particular areas. For 
example, young inner eil)' users Itt $laning ~o disdain a8ck as a ~ghe\lO drug"; Miam: SOUIces describe crack 
use as 'unfasruonable~ among youlh. Parlicularly with African Americans in L'mer city areas. and often 'thosc 
who ooruinue to US1e crack try to hide it from !heir peers. In contrast. c:rack has recently made inroads into the 
Hi~c community Along the T~ border, formerly, il had oolrbem popular In the African American 
,~unity in \hal area In addition, !he New YorkINew Jersey area has seen an increase in young CIack users 

However. the market for both cocaine powder and crack ooc.aine is generally s1ablc; and cocaine is Slil! a 
commonly used drug in most Prices range from $SO-SI5{J/fl"Bm for cocaine powder and from S3*$401r0ck 
or vial ofcrack Purity is described as "good" 10 "fair'" al the SU"eet level, though 'then: is conSiderable 

Cocaine users are a d,,:erse group of all ages and e~icities and both 5C:.'.es. In most areas, crack is marketed 
to people in their 30s and 40s who have been using !.he drug for scveral !'elltS Cocrune powder, though less 
common than crack. is marketed to a dlVene @roup ··primlllily adults. of aU ellmicil1es and socioeconomic 
groups. 11 is mentioned as a "club dru~' in New York, Miami, and San Die~o, but is not as prom1ncnt in the 
club environment as methamphetamine. MDMA. marijua.:}8., a:td some hallUCinogens. 

Sources in Chicaso repon that some U5O"!l arc dissolving crack cocamc in lemon juice or vinegar and 
injer:ting it intravenously_ This praclier: may bave started as.an innovation -. 11 nev.. method to administer 

or as an adjustment to lhe decreased availability of cocaine ~d.er. since it is ehCllper to dissolve 
and injcct crack than to purchase enough cocaine powder to create the same effect. While this practice 
reportedly produces a more in~.se rush than s:m~ lhe same !\mOIlO! of wack. the diluwns ean produce 
serious abscesses and pain if the user misses the vein and injects imo musele tissue 

Cocaine powder, when available. is often used by heroin addicts to "speedbaW --combine cocaine with 
heroin .... to enha.'1ct or extend the el'f.ec! ofheroin. Thi, entails injecting: Of snorting beroin, then smoking 
craek immediately_ Several ctbno(!Tflpbers note (hal as cocaine powder becllJt1e harder (0 purchase dwing the 
summer, some heroin users bcpn 10 speedball "",ith erack. This ov~!ap in heroinkocainefcrack users may be 
rmated to the increase in double-breasted dealing: described in the .section on heroin. Sirmlarly, heroin may be 

PULSE 

Part n, COCAINE 

t;tbnogrophers and EpidsmiglQg;c S
• Law Enforcement Sources 

illmm.ent Providers 

CHECK 

w9l~ 

SourcesEthnogra,phers and Epidemiologic 

for the fU"St rime in over .a year. 

variation in most areas:. 

ct.l¢8ine 

used by cfllck addicts to dampen the overty agitflled effect produced by e.xtendafcnd.: use, In both cases, the 
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second drug is ~ to supplement rather than substitute the primary drug. 

New York and Bridgeport elhno~apher.s describe large pj~es ofcrack ealled "slabs" 'oelOg sold at the street 
level "in !heir areu. The slab is a piece of crack aboU1 lilt size and shape of II stick 0:chewing gum. 
sometim<:s srored to lbnn pieces. The slab is l'\old in the same comainers (e.g., vials. bags) as individual 
rocks or pieces but, due to its S12'.e, cosl.5 more. This unil is smaller 111 an wha~ was described lasl year in l11e 
PI/ue Check as the "cookie," a larger piece or sheet of C'I"aCk somelimes booght for l11e purposes of resale, 

In New York and San Diego, sources report 1110t many crack users ;ook for powder to make their own craek 
because proceued crack is seen as "a bad buy~ (I.e., poor quality or made up primarily ofaduJteranlS). This is 
largely due to the perception thaI dealerS are cheating ctack users by using Iler}' linie powder in the cooking, 
process. 

Law Enforcement Sources 

PolIce sources in most areas report thct{ coctri.,e use remains stable. Boston poli« report fewer crnck~, 
bUl maimain !hat crack is still a senow: problem in thai IRa, :nree police sources (Seatile, Miami. and Nev.' 
York) report doubte~bre"Ming dealing in their areas. Prices of cocll.ine are low (S30-i701gnun). and purity 
varie$ considerably. 

Birmingham police are the only source that reports rising COCAine use in this Pulse Check. Cru.ck has become 
more pOpular in the inner city: eveo in the suburbs, wrllen have tong been II powder markel, police note an 
oocreasc in th<: sale and U$C ofcr~k Consequently. prices are high: a pieee ofcro.c:k can rut'! from $40 10 $50. 
Police report that thjs increase i.n price may rcflecl the increase in the 'yuppie~ erQck market of casunl, 
rnid~!e·elli$.$ users. DenIers have followed their nev-' clientele into suburban mas, resulting in fewer open air 
cocaine markeLS in the inner cit)', . 

Treatment Providers 

Treatment I)Jovider5 in all areas excepllM We$t and Southwest continue 10 report that cocaine is !.he most 
common illegal drug problem of clients setking S1,lbstance abuS\! trcatment \\>1tile !.here have I;;een slight 
decreases in the percentage oftrealmen! admissions with cocaine as the primary drug problem, in grneral, 
awnissions for cocaine trelllmrnt cltan@:td little in n:i:ent months. The majority of cocaine treatment clienLS 
smoke crack lind usc a VJlrlet}' of other subslances, In ull rcglons. alcohol is mentioned as a probJem drug by a 
majority of cliems {79.93 pcrcen[}, lIS is marijuana (53.80 ~cnl). Heroin, amphetamines, and tnmguilizers 
are also oomrnonlj cited as sccandary drugs of ablJsc. 

The majority of cocaine treauner.t clients are white, except in the Midwest. where there is u fairly even 
propOrtion of whiles and AfricaJhl\Jnericans. AbeUl IWMhirds ofthe clients in all areas ar.: male, and jwt 
over h1'llfha'le had prior treaunenl 

As in the last PlJlse Check, several treatment providers commented on the 'ag:in~" of the crack user 
popUlation; that is. the barrlcore craek user is more likely to b<; tm older user, \\ono also consumes; marijuana, 
alcohol and other drugs, than a teen or young adult Jusl 3 to I t percent of COdline ciienls in all ~lIS are 
~low 20 years old. While sources report that there appear to be more youo.@' cocaine users seeking: treatment 
in the Northwest, unlike the younger heroin clients. these young cocaine users are more likely lo be new to 
l.reolment, 
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Table 4 
Etbnographers and Epidemiologists Report on Coeaine1Craek 

I 	
Cit,,

,San Antoniol San Diego~ CA : New York, N\' , 

EI Paso, TX 
Bridgeport, eN 

i 	 ,, , 

u,. I ,,,,ble stable stable stable 
-

African Americans ; 
of users , Americans. some 
wide range primarily African 

(crack) 18.35 yr', 	 I , old, all groups , 
mQre Hispanic 
Hispantcs; 

(Hel) 	 , 

users II 
:Method of Use smoking smoking smoking 	 i smoking 

,snorting 	 : injecting snoning 	 , 
i I 

pepi Drugs In manJuana heroin 
Combination 

heroin 
heroin heroin

I ' I 
Hel wid 	 : More' dealers of African Americans : Young crews selHng 
with beepers. crack: both heroin and & Hispanics; i heroin also 
sold on street ! cocaine. beeper sales 

$5, $]Q bag;Purchase $20, 530/b"8 (HCI) 580·$100Igram 510, $20, $SOlbag; 

Amount/PuriO'. 
good purity 

I 
$10, $2Q, 530tunit $10·1110 gr, 5,/Vial; 
(crack) - (crack); purity fair 

, ' 20% • 50% purity 	 : 

Other/Comments There has been a There are cwo A 101 of users: know 
noticeable trend • major distributors: ; how to make their 
among crack users one uses young ! own crack. so they 
to add heroin dealers (0 : buy powder. Vials 
(snorted) to their distribute, the other! have given way to 
use:. Crack is also prefers older. tiny ziplock bags, 

; now sold as experienced so me product is 
, "slabs" dealers. more visible. 
or strips of crack in 
a plastic bag. 
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Table 4 (cont'd.) 

Ethnographers llnd Epidemiologists Report on CocaineKrack 


City 

Chicago, lLDenver, CO 'Miami! FL TrentonlNewarl.:.. NJ 
, 
,

stable stabie stablestable: Use , , , 	 , 

,Who's ('sing! wide range of ages~ : Hispanics; wide range ofusers : 20~30 yrs" old. at: , 

Change in Users African Americans i decline in young i ethmcities: 
,, adult use , (crack) i some more young 	 , , 

: users 
,, 

, Method of Use smoking injecting 
smoking 
injecting 

smoking 
, 

marijuanaDrugs in heroin herolll alcohol 

Combination 
 aicohol marijuana 

,, , 

Who's Selling , Gangs :More sellers of Sellers match the Non·users pnmarily 
: heroin & cocaine ,corrununities tlley selling only 
i together : work cocaine, 

i 
$$ ~ $10lvialPurchase $10, $201bag $SO-$150Igram SlO for 1!1O gram, 


AmountlP'urity 
 SSO-S75Igram S3·S20irock; $60.70img 
purity "good" variable purity 


Other/Comments 
 ~1ethampheUUIrine , 	 : Hard to find HCi , ,,is at highest le'vel ,i on the street, , 
of availability In , : but crack 
years. Most users I, ' is available. An , 

,, ,, ,are whne, young, , i "ozone" is a , ,and equally likely marijuana cigarette 
, ,to be male or with PCP and 
i female,, crack in it thaI seils 

for SIS. I 
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Table 4 (cont'd.) 

Ethnograpbers and Epidemiologists Report on Cocaine/Crack 


Use 
I INew Vo.k. NY 

: stable at high 
: level 

City

IAustin, TX t 

, 

stable 

i ,
, Newark, DE 

: stable 

, 

Who!s Usingl 

Changfl" tisers 

wide range of users, 
including women & 
teens', 

i more teens 
, 

Afncan American & ; more young users 
H ' , I & I ' tspamc, ma e: . 
female', 
more Hispanics 

, 
,, 

I 
smoking I 
injecting 

' , 

Method of Use I 
i,, inhaling I I, 

Drugs in ' ! heroinI . i ,C<)mbi~ation . imarijuana 
,I i 

Purit)' IS '~fajr"Purcbase 
,• 

,(mT'" i,, ,, 

Other/Comments "Slabs" of crack Cocaine cominues 
availahle. increase in as #1 drug among 
number of brand treatment .names Or bag admissions. thougn 
marldngs.. the proportion has 

, dropped slighlly, 
i I Crack users are , ,

; older 
than Hel injectors 
or snorters, 
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Sou.ro;e: Pulse Ch«k: Natiena! rrEnds ill Dnlg AbIW. Summer 1997, 

WhO"rlling IYoung sellers who 
: match community, 

i, 

S10-S201vlal 
$40-$50Igram; 
purity IS "good" 

5600-51.2ooloz, 
S2o-SIoolgram 
$Io-540IrocK 
variable purity 

i SeUers often from larger 
' cities & come into area with 
' supply, 



Table 5 

Law Enforcemen1 Report on Cocaine/Crack 


City 

Birmingham, AL Seattle, WA New York,NY 
P.O. P.O. P.O. 

Use up s1able 

Who's Using! inner city crack users; African American and variety of users 
Change in Users . suburban HCI users; Hispanic users 

some casual middle-
class crack users 

Method smoking inhaling smoking 
smoking injec1ing 

Drugs in manJuana heroin 
Combination alcohol 

Who's'Selling Fewer open markets; Crack dealers also More sales of both 
somc move 10 selling heroin. heroin and crack by 
suburban areas. same dealer. 

Purchase $40 - $50/rock $30 - $50/gram $3 - $1 a/vial 
AmountlPuril)' $1 a - $20!rock; $50 - $70/gram; 

15% - 92% purity (HCI) variable purity 
30% - 75% purity (crack) 

Olher/Commenls Increase in crack 
prices. "Yuppie" 
crack users in suburbs 
also reponed. 

Some Mexican dealers 
sell heroin cocaine, 
marijuana and 
methamphetamine. 
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Table 5 (cont'd.) 

Law Enforcement Report 00 Cocaine/Crack 


I 
,City I 

Miami, FL IEugene, OR Boston, MA I 
P.D.P.D. P.D. 
stablestable i stableU,,' ,, 

, ,~o change in users , somewhat fewer crackWho" Using! 
i, usersCh~ge in Users 

I 

Metbod nrUse 

I 
snorting smoking 
smoking injecting 

, , 
, 
, i I 

marijuana ,rDrugs in I, . 
, Comblnation i 

I I 
 I 

Who's Selling Crack dealers also Mexican Nationals. : Dominican and 

I 
, I ,iselling herOin, Colombians. 

, 

Purchase S10 for 1110 gram S15, $20 for 114 gram; $800/0'. 
I tIP . 

I 
Amonn unty : $SO/gram; ; variabie purity 

! high purity 

Orlier/Comments Methamphetamine is up Crack is somewhat less 
, and often substitutes for popular than before. 
i the more expensive, less 
:' available cocaine. 
I 
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T.bl.6 

Treatment Providers Repol1 on Cocaine/Crack Use Patterns 


Region , ,,,D: Mid·Atiantit: III: Mid~WeslI: Northeast IV: West! , 
& Sou[b Southu'est ,,N= 15 ~"17 N= IS :'\ '= 14 

% clients with drug listed 
as primary drug uf abuse 45 	 32 34 	 21 

I 	 ' 
I Change over last year 
: ' 8% 29% 7%, Increase 29% , 

71% 73%77% 71 %no change 
decrease 15% 0% 19% 0% 

, ,,: % clients injecting 15 9 , 23 27 

% clients , 
inhaling/smoking 85 91 11 73 ,, , 

, 

Other Drugs Abused' 
(% .clients Who mention} 

47%heroin 0% 20% 14% 
53%marijuana 59% 80% 57% 


alcohol 
 93% 82% 79%80% 
tranquilizers 7% 	 7% ,7% 12% 
amphetamines 0% 12% 33% 21% ,, ,other 0% , 6% 1% , 14% 

Region J; 	 ConnectiCut. Maine. Massachusetts. New York, New jersey. Rhode Island, New 

Hampshire. Vermont. Pennsylvania 
 I,,,,

Region II: Alabama. Florida. Georgia, Kentucky. MiSSiSSippl, Texas, North and South carolina • 
. . . 	 . 

Tennessee, Arkansas, Louisiana. Oklahoma, Maryland, Delaware, Virginia. West 
Virginia. Washington. D.C. 

Region III: 	 Illinois, Indiana, Michigan. Minnesota. Ohio. Wisconsin, Iowa. Kansas, Missouri, 
Nebraska. North and South. Dakota 

Region IV: 	 Colorado. Montana. Utah. Wyoming. Nevada. Arizona, California, Idaho, New Mexico. 
Washington, Oregon 
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Tabl. 6 (conl'd.) 

Treatment Providers Report on Coeame/Crack Use Patterns 


,, 
Region 

I: Northeast II: 	Mid~Atlantic III: Mid·West IV; West! 
& South Southwest 

N:;; IS N'= IS l' = 14N c 17 

1

Average by Age 


, , 3%11% , 10% 7%, 	 under 20 ,• , 46% 

31..;.1 


33% 44% 36%21·30 	 
56% 57% 51 %46%I • , 	 , ,, , , , 	 ,: Average by 

: Racel~thQiclty 
,Afritan~Arnerican 39% 42% 47% 17% 


White 
 48% 53% 46% 65% 

Hispanic & Other 
 13% 5% 7% 18% , 

: 
, 

Average by Sex 
, 	 , ,Male 	 , 64% ,, 62% 69% 68%• 32%I Female i 36% i 38% 31 % · 	 , , ,,• 	 ,, ,, ,!Prior Treatment , 

65% 51% 56% 53%YesI 
, No , 35% 49% 44% , 47%, 	 , , 

RegioJ I: 	 Connecticut. Maine. Massachusens, New York. New Jersey, Rhode Island, New 

Hampshire. Vermont, Pennsylvania 


RegiJ II: 	 Alabam.a. Florida: Georgia. Kentucky. Mlssissippi, Texas. North a.nd South Carolina. 

Tennessee, Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Maryland, Delaware, Virginia. WesI 

Virginia. Washington, D.C. 


,,,,Region Ill: 	 Illinois, Indiana, Michigan. Minnesota. Ohio. Wisconsin, Iowa, Kansas. Missouri, 
Nebraska. North and South Dakota 

RegJ IV, Colorado. Montana. Utah. Wyoming. Nevada, Arizona. California. Idaho. New Mexico. 
I Washington. Oregon 
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fF.:IGfUD ~ DEPNmEIr. ESTUIATES 


Tanh 2.17 "'l'!r~1!nt Gliitril'krtio"l of drug M"ItiGftl by MlU'tf crl ~ilHlltlon .cC'Ortling: to tI~I.I" "rQUll' 1~ 


""'"''''Inllalid I 10'1",,,' 
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cnlordl.lUDl.\\ld~ ..••••••. , _ •• 
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MitrlP'l;ylln, " ............. . 
M4tf"lDtyllrur (:(ll:t,).41'!.l1hcns 
0(1);1101(\ •••• :,., ••••••••• ,', •• 
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JlHTll"SYCt(lTfCS ., •• ., ••.•••••••• 
cntorpl"!:Ii!I:IIU"f ".', ......... . 
ThHw:;.s"Hne ..•. ,......... •• 
I1al(lpfrlool .. , •••• , ....... < .. 

1r11.l.l,IQ(eranl'lll .••..•..•••• ,. 
Otlifr/lJnSO!!G:flIl4 ...... " .... 
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to have past conyicrion" tor viQl&m crimo. of the violent and property c1fenders hacf 
NOarl}' 30% 01 Jatl jnmmes Charged with a juvenile r.~ (taDlliI 5). About 65% Of 
vioIom offan&e in 1989 had pr9lliClU$ly btMIM thO drug onendats nad boen convicted as 
on probation or Inc:areoratad tor tl ~nt adults, atmost tho sarno poreanUlge as 
offansa. thosa charged with violent ofIQnsas but 

Iowor than thAI a1% for r;:u:blie-order 
Inmates c:harged wlh drug Qfial'lS8S were oflendors and '!tIa 71% for property 
more likaly than those charged 'N'Im otfendaNit . 
DrOPerty or pJbllc-<»oer of1anHs to haYe 
""Yer b~e bMn sontaneed tor a crima I:irug offendef1j: had somowhat shoner 
(28%, a::»TIPared to 19"1.. and 15%). crtmlnal racordl1natl other c1fcmdeCl, 
Inmates Ct'II:ltglild wttn dfUg offat\$8S and About 12'% of thO dnJtl otfal'ldert, 14% 01 
loose Charged <MIh violent off~as w..1'8 tna violent attendera, 20% of the proparty 
eQually Ukeiy (28%) to hBVO nevor bMn oHandlr5, and 23% Of tl'l8 puble-ol'der
,om_need In m. paat. afle~ra had LIt l.ast tYx plior tomonca, 

10 probatJon or Incarcerlllbn. OvereJk 17% 
In 19B~ aboLl! a qua,. Of tM Lnmate, 01 a!I IaIllnfl"l8tU In 1~aQ had six or moro 
chargod with dn.Ig offanses and a third untencaa to probation Of inaargrstlon 

bt'fQua their M8S1 for their currant o1fanaa. 

Tobit So Prior ..lIlth0i4 of IaIllnlNtl8l8, by 1M moat lMtoua cunwrt ott.n_. ,. _. MMt..riou, 1:1.1"'", 1:1"",,,, 
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PrIor drv; uae by"Ulnmfrtlt& 

About 18% of ali Jallinmatiis in 1989 
reported thai they had usod 81 teas! one 
IIIC1gll drug during thalr INe, and 58% 
repol"Wlod they had U$ad dl'\lgs ragularly. that 
IS, onOf 0" more e wNk tor 81 leaS': 1 month 
(table 6}. Among convie1ed inm<l1es. 44% 
had used drugsln the month before their 
currem gf$ontQ: 30"/0 daily 01 al1nO$.1 dally 
and 27% u~r m. InflUonct: wnen they 
OQtI'I1nittIId thalr ourtOm offense. 

Jail Inm81n were twlOf as likely 8$ DOrsan" 
1f'l1ho genera.! population to haYe .ver uu,d 
on.tgs and 7 tlme$ mOl'8 tiltaly then those In 
1htt ;enoreJ population to I"u...... baen currant 
UlJa,... of dn.Jgs. (For Jail Inmat.s ~ IISS 

reftl':'S to tho momh before In. arrest; for 11'10 
tlanGfSl pOpulation. =thO momh bOlor. the 
'I'U$tv!aw,) 8aHd an Hlimmes from the 
1990 National Housohoi:f SUN'ey on 0Ni 
AixJsa, amdue1ed tIy the Nationailnst:Jtute 
on DI'Ui A.bu.& (NIDAl, 37% Of all peraona 
age '2 Of okIer hac!' used soma ItUcit drvg at 
soma tlf'M. and I'I'\Of4: lhan 6% w.re current 
usors,' 

AbOut half the InmB'la$ In IocaJ Jafl.9 In 19a9 
had U$Od c:ocalne or C1tld!.,ln 1983, 38% 
NPOnlllld haying uNd tben ClNg&, Cocalno 
and crad( were tne only dl\.l'g'$tor WhIch 
proportionately mOl1ltnm8l;es ropcnld us. 
In '989than In 1983, By tlYery m&aaura 
applied - .....rusing tho drug-so ever using 
mtm regulariy, USing thom In lho mOM1h 
preetdlng the onen$(!, a~ uSIng them at 
the limo of m. offense - w,o 01 eoealna 
and Clack Increased • 

~'~.UIUW 011 Onto AbA •. ~OmtIktHJ~ 
$/,;",.,. 01 £hip AbiuIt: ~.on E..",... ,•• 
1m, IabIl ~~ 

AllytJNg n7'r. 16.'" sa.''''' W."" ."... .a.l"4 2:0.'11(. 320""- "... "... 
1oI••I;I·ONIj s,s.•"" 42"4 31.4'11. 30."' 21.7'r. 18.6' 11.:t'1. H.~ ,.... U.,,, 
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""".n' " ".

La .. .., 
T),a!'!t!tIll,i*,,< ".0 ,.. ••.. .. ,•. .,'" U• 1J '" .. U 

'A(;mtlrlUGn 01 ~1IIItd~. 

Source: U.S, Dcparuncnt of lllll:ke. 8WUll of JUltice SUtisUc1, Drills <Wi Jail !IIIrIQlU, ]Sl89, AUju.IC 1991. 
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Orug use .1n~'M"" ,I""~'" inmate' ehlnped 	 month blfora their One"$$ mor. than 33.4% 10 23.4%. Tha 1,1" of alher type$ 0'1 

doubled, from 15.2% in ,9B:) to 39.3% in drvg$ either oaclmec or remaineo aDOUt tne. 

:~1W:.:.in:~:~~'~9:89 (table 13), ThI:femalG inma1es 1989. The percentage who had repon$({ sama during 1he poru:ld, 
. whO using c:oeaine or C;:l'8ck. in the UIi& at marijuana or haMi5~ declined from 

The percentago of amvicted toma!o 1ftmat., ,epeTti"'!) thallhey wore unclar ,... tho InfiuGnce 01 drugs at 1M tIme ot the 
t;I.Inem offonsQ increuod lrtlm 31.2% in 
11i83to 37.S% in 1989. Moromlrl3m 
every 10 c:onviCtlld Itlmal8 mmatas In 
19BIi har; been under the Inll;.lonce 01 iii 

maior Grog ~ the tlme of th8lro!lense. In 
, 1989 an estimated 24,&% had been under 
i the inflUG:nt:e 01 c::ocaine or crack _ mora 

..," 
27.1''4 

38.3 ,.. ..,"... 	 , than triple 1he percent.'n 1983 (7.4%). "'''' 	 """'1.'.., ,,. ,., 
,~ 	 ThG reported U5e of drugs other than 

u .1 cocaine or e:rack at the time of the ottens.,• ., .,.1 
~, 

however, declJnid from , 983 to 1989,u 	 •• .,'.1 .7 

%i...r. ..... ..,... 16." Many women in Jail have a tong hiSlOry o!:Ia' 33.• 
U ., .., .., pnOl drug ""e ar.:I past treatment tor orug '" ,.. a, abuse. Noarly 1 in 5 eonviC'*! 'omal. 

inmate. in 1989 said they commlnod their 
currem cf1enaa in cn::tor 10 gel money to buy 
dNOS_ Aquaner of the COnvl08d femU 
inmates had a prior "",.nee toprcbatlon. 

" ,., ••.. 2 

How 

u 

Women ""'1'$ leu ~Ktty than me,,1 toOata inmates &pend their lime ._. 

I 

! 
jail a&n1ences we,.. 

firm ti me In 11'1" 1969 
h8V8 wotk 8SfJgnl'Mll'lt$: 43,S%. of thl 
womBn eompjUoo to SS.SOk of the men 

""M~(t",,.l:...... .... 
aUNey. IE fehtespenaam was a:Ikod. e said they had work auignmants iMide P..-ntll'l ""--witI--$8ri8$ Qt 1M 

amoum of ~m8 $pam Inside.nd QV\$.Ide 
their physical exarciSl or 
working at ~auIQNIId .JOb. 

or outside tM jail ta;;JIly. Abou1 an llllqUai 
pel'CGn'lago ottomaie (37.7%) and male 
InmeGe5 (41.1%) reponed thay had boen 
assigned wotK Mlhln Iho factltry; ooww 

T,.,. 
1n_1:IooljlL! 
0I/UIIGIf 1:Iool ;._ 

<1.. 
31.1., ..... 

4.1.1 

'" 
'''''. famai& inmatR were aignificamly A~_~forltotll'l 

leU Ikoly than male Inl'l'l8101 to woril, !»'Gty-!~. 4.,2 lvi, s.t ""' 
outaide 100 jajl (8.1 % VGmII 23.2%). PtftWltDi II'I__I'~ 

. 
~., _tc:lamg ~ 
~!O"ou~Clll' l.2hrt. 1.50,", 

Among JaU Inmales with wonr. a$$lgn
ments,lemalea reponed working an 
ttYGrago of 4,2 hQut$ pG1 day; tmllts 
ntpcm.eel an avel&!)O 01 5.9 hOl.ll$ per 
day, The most common wolti. 8$$Ign
mem crted by female inmates was 

..ct'A.l:>ytypl ofWOlk".........., 
Mu""",," 
GoOC!I'~"O

""'-HaIilllGl IIIl:mwyor PIM/ 
~Iwmtf' 

""""'" Cit'wJT,,~{ltwmy. 

!19.,.....,,... 
•••• 

".... 
21.5,.." .,.. 

On aVGfilQJ f,U'nale inmates said tMy 
1Ipend eimo't 17 hQUr$ a day 1n their (;:QliS 
or other ~ng unit,&; and aboUI an hour 

jannonal W'\)I1i, (39.2'%}, folbWed by foOd 
preparation ('8.0%), and men by other 
"Mea joC5 inCf\.ding work In the ibra!)'. 

Irt.ICI(ffjoI'T\ t.\I;I,., 
oltu",""n:..)

"".. 
,., 
10,5 

1.1 
'11 

a day 0\ftS1~ al ftlolr eetls OOing physlcal 
"",reise, Male inmates said they spent 

a{Q(j(,room, or office (12.gaj.), The nmt 
common wo", assignmam cReel by male 

. ~ !mY t4d 11.111'1)'" m.n a'&I tcoIUM 
1'1__ m.y •• i1.oW'(!r'lI. ~DOIh 

fewer ~_~:' their cells (an 8V8taQ8 of 
about 15 m 'IS pe' day;"" JiiQhIIy mont 
tima (1~ houm p'r day). 

InmlUs wat maln1ena.nQGi (2&,5%). 
lolbwod by toed prupatation (25,5%) 
and janlIoIIaJ wark (23.3%;. 

*"'lIOII WIrC CobOl a... ~ U' II'I)It nan ONI 
'IfIIIIm:...."..lIt . 

"e.t.o: \MI."!!''''_ -'_~11 

Sounx: U.S. o.l-r"",., of JUltIec, Bureau crJlI.ttico~, ~ft iJt JtiiJ 1989, M~ Hm, 
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About 4% of State prison inmates were not U.S. citizens 


About 31.300 jnmlJl81 wera aikma 

• AOOut 1 in 23 inmates were not U.S. citizens. . 
These aneM WEtr, from a1 leaSt 49 countries in North 
America, SOuth America, Europe. Africa, and Asia. 

Other 
13% 

/ 
Mexico 

47% 

Caribbean 
26"1.. 

Central and South America 
14% 

PercenJ 01 alien tnmaH~S 

• Mexicans acc:ounted for abOut half 
of the aliens-

Country Percent of aLen in· 
olor!9ln rn.tlolS in Stale prisons 

MuXlco 47% 
CUb. I. 
Oommlcan R1Jpublie 9 
Colombja 4 
Jamaica 4 
51 Salvador 4 
Gl,l4temala 2 
"I'rtnklad and i Obago 2 
Unhed Kinpdom 1 
VII'tnam 1 
01","" 16 

Voun;, HISpanlo men predoml_ 

• Nea.ny all aliens were male, more than tour·flfths 
were of Hispanic origin, arxl abJut haff were 
oge 25 to 34. 

• About a third 0.1 aliens were married, nearly two
tIll~ had not oompleted high school. and noany IoUI
1lttns had a job at t.I'lG' time of ttleir current offens&. 

• Ai:Doxima:tely' In 10 aliens were non~HlSpanic txack 
Inmates. AboUl1 in 25 were non-H:spanic wnite 
mate., Bnd abOut 1 In 25, Asian-PaoiftC Istanders. 

About th,....fiftl'l. of ellen Inmat•• 
had .wr \I.ed drug. 

• About two~fjfins ot aiien inmates used drugs 
dUflf)J the month jXlOf to arrest for th&lr curr,,"! 
offense. and atx)ut a fifth were ur.aer the influence 
of druQs at thO tJme of lhO oHen... 

Percent of alien Inmates using drugs
ltH"'mOnthbe~ Alm.tlm& 
ioHtthooffenae ofthtotlonu 

Anyoru; 38% 22% 
CQ;:amoJcra 25 12 
Marijuana ,. e 
HorohVothor opial05. 10 6 
AmphotamlnosJ 

m'lhamphotamlnos 2 .1 
KtallLCqtlli1'l1 2 1 
Barblturat•• 1 .1 

F". II 
• About 14.000 alaens were incarcerated for drug 
offenses, indudi'll7,900 lor traHieki'll and 6,100 
tor possession, 

• 8N of an GStimated 1,400 aliens from COiOmbia ana 
67'% Of an estimated 2.700 aliens from the DamlntCan 
Republic were incarcerated for a orug offeose, 

MOll! allan tnmataa w.... _g lIma 
lor dill"" (45%) or vlolen .. (34%l 

• APQraximate!y 10.800 aliens were inr;areerat&d tor 
violent crimes. incll.lding homicide. robbery, assautt. 
and sexual assault. 

Violent offenses: 
Homicide 1 

SelC.ual assaull f'.iI.- _, 
RoDbery.-' 
Assault r-. ! 

Orug offenses 
POSSf!'SSiOt'l 

i rafflcldng 


Publl;·order offenses: 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40"'. 50% ! 
Percent 01 allen inmatu 
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coLpared to 1986, inmates reported increased use of cocaine 

or crack and decreased use of marijuana


I
Half of all inmates In 1991 hed used 
cocaine In lOme form 

Thirty~two percent had used cocaine or crack 
on a r~uIar basis. compared lO 22% in 1986. 

P.retnt 01 lnmalts who retlon.d_ 

\ Any drug 79% ."" G2% 63% 
Marijuana 74 76 52 55 
COca1ntllCracl< 50 44 32 22 
Herolnloplmes 25 26 1$ u!I I .... 

About a qWll!sr 01 the inmaleSln 199' said lI1ey had 
UMd Cocaine or crack in the month beiore the offense. 
compared to a flfth Of inmates in 198f3. About 14% 
committscj their offense under the influence of cocalna 
or craCk in 1991, up 'rom 10%, 

The In;ernag. of Inma'" USi"ll marijuana In 111. 
mOnth'before the offense decreased from 4S% in 1986 
to 32'-10 in 1991. Eleven percent 01 inmates were under 
the InflUence of marijuana at the time of the offense 
In 1991, campared to 18% in 1986, 

I 
About 8O'Y, of inmates in bOth 1986 and 1991 rep:med 
..er uSing a drIlg. and 62% r8llOt!ed regular use of. 
drug time in their lives. 

InITIO":. In 1991 ...... I••• Ilke!y than thO•• 
to bsve uaed drugS In the month before 

, time of the offense 

p.re.rn of inm.t1O$ uSing drugs 
In n,. month b9 At 1he tJrTHI 

Marltuana 
Cocaintilcraclt 
....l"Oln/Opiates· 
Sarblturilt.s· 
Stlmutam.-
HallucinOQons",
'FOr c::crrtJlOMl'ltl ~ 

56% ,,% 3.%."" '.
32 46 11,.2S 2Q '0 
10 11 6 7 
4 1 4 

'0
• 3 4•4 7 2 3 

CInIg caltp••. _NgII so. 
'. M 

... 


60% 
PtiR:eIl of mwes. 

C) ""'..... _ "::'"-........ --

AbOut the same proportion of inmates in 1986 and 
1991 reported using f'lerl)tn or other opiates, In ths 
month before the Offense tor wnich they were sen
tenced. about 1 rn 1Q had used heroin or other 
opiates, and about ,1 in 16 had committed the 
offense under the influence of trlese drugs. 

Marijuena wu stili the most commonly
u,," drug 

Inmates in 1991 wefe more likely to have IJSed marl~ 
juana than any other drug, More tnan natl reported 
using marijuana on a regular basis, and a third had 
used marijuana in the month before the offe"", 
One in five inmates reponed using marijuana daily 
in the month betore thair offense. 

About 14% of mrnate8 committed theIr offense 
under the Influenoe of COC8ln& or cra,* 

Sixteen percent of inmates. were daily users of cocaine 
or crack in the month before their offense
• 12-.4 were using cocaine and 7% were uSing crack • 

InmatH were twice as likely to repo" uslng: cocaine 
as to repon using crack
• For the month before the offense. 20% reponed
cocaine use and 10% reponed crack use. 
• At the time of the otfen:s&, 1()%. were under the 
infiuence of cocaine and' 5% were WIder the 
influence 01 crack, 
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i Table 12. Cu,,",!" ottan" of lentoneed Federal and swt. prison inmates, 
I by criminal 1'1l1Itory. 1ft1 
! 

, Total 

I VoQIeN Oll,"u-, 

I MO",1II'1Oe 

I S'UIII " ...II!! 
"""",
"""v:'!
011'41 'IlOIe1!!I 

I Pro""'''Y oftel\QJ , 
DU'9i11.t)

" Fr•....!!:! '" I 011\1' prop;t1'fy 

Ot\l90lleMIII 
/;)UliUUI!:Y> 

Tfllt:.c"rt'I(! 
Othe, OtllO 

Pv=ht~.roH.n"l 

N\lIIIbe< clll'I'MIU 

l00.~ 

.. \.9 

•• 
"'" 

'.C 
' .. S 

1.Sf. ..•, 
81!.7% 
'7.e

"0',7 

11.O'Y. 

23.005 

100,0'lI0 

6411% 

18.1 "'" 
,,,
.., 

L1 

'$" 
"'$ 

". 
,.L7 

• 
21.8.,... 

3.""" 

1)3,181 

NouI: ClmtIro~I'I"$""'~eo. O,l.&il I'Mi' 1\M 
1()t;I IG l«ai4 tIlIetUSa 01 tU!.N'ldotlQ. 

Crimimtl history and curren: offense 

MOSI Federal Inmates without prior 
ollenses: or with a history 01 only 
nonviolent offenses were smng. a 
sentence for a d'ug ollense (table 12). 
FIVe in ten Ilrsllime mmates and'over 
4 In 10 nonviolent reodNIStS were drug 
Iral'flckers. About 7 In 10 Federa, in-
males with no prior oHenses ano2 in 10 

100.Oor. 100.0% 100.0% l00.1'l'!Io 
,.;.~ 35."" $U".. "",.... ",

&2 .7 

,. '.• ".62 
". 
3.6 

,
", 
'A..'.7 

,.. 
" 

134'110 22. ior.",'... a,A". 
>2 U 11,1'.. 2.7 

U 63 ..,..•., ,.
,$ " " L' 

..,... 
2t,5", .)1,1'" 1$.1'%57"" 

1$.1 •., .. 
d'." ,,H S.• 

U 
'"a" .. ,. • 

7,..7,'" "... ".... 
21,371 352,2116 ',,,", 207.590 

$Sale inmates were in prison fot drugs. 
Compared to inmates with no prior 
Offense and to racldiviS'(s with no prior 
violent offense, Federal and State 
inmates wno were eonYlcted in the past 
01 8 violent oHense were less Ukely 10 be 
in prison for a current drug ol'fense, 

In both Federal and State prisons, 
inmates with prior violent oflens8!l were 

•
! 

likaly to be in prison fO',another vlolem 
offense A:;'ol.lt 43% oi ,mese Feaera1 
inmates and SSt/a ot State viOlent 
recidivists were in prison for another 
violent ollense. or vlolimt recidivists. a 
third of Feaeral inmates ana a 111m of 
Stale inmates were In p'rison for rO!)bery, 
About 10% of raaera! Pllsoners and 
65% of Slate inmates witl'l no previous 
sentences were in prison for a viOlent 
offense. .l 
Drug use. 1 
Althougt' Federal mmat,es were my.:n 
more likely ttl an tt"lose rn Stale prisons 10 
be serving a sentence t'or drt..\i offenses, 
tney were lesS likely tnan Siale Inmates 
to have used drugs (ta.bie 13), Asked if 
~hey nad ever used drugs, had ever 
used drugs at leas: once a week for a 
month jregularly). or hao used drugs in 
tne montn beiore their last arrest. 
Federal inmates repol'ted less us.e than 
did State prison inmates, Federal 
Inmates were almosl ttatt as likely as 
State inmates to have been using drugs 
8t the time of the current oUense (17% 
and 31%), 1 
Marijuana was tne drug most common 
for both Federa! and Slate inmates. 
lollowed by cocaine-based drugs and 
heroin and other opiates. A fifth of aU 
Feoeral inmates and almost a Ihird of 
State inmates had used cocaine at least 
once a week: tor 8 monlh or mora. JUSl 
under 100/0 or Federal inmates and 15% 
of Slale inmates had u:'ed neroin or 
othGr opiates regularly.! 

I 

"'" ",,"
'o111"luana
i COC2l1MaJtl'a(:k 

~fOo'VoO.atU 
elltlwnr.las 
SI""""¥It& 
HalIUO:rM9'rtI 

6(U","

52'
31J
'''.1 
13.1 
1&.& 

'" 

1." 
3.0,. 


," ''',$,.,
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U 
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a Sour«:: U,S. Dcpt.rtmCllt of JUlI.ico. Bul'C6u of Justiu Sl/Lliltic., CompariAg FuJlrt~l and Stau 1'rUon lNMJes, 1991. ~ 1994 • 
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Amount of • drugs Involved In the current offense, 

by \rSC6'HiSpanie origin 01 sentenced Federal inmates, ,.., 

R.eelHi$~c Ql'ogin Herom Crado: Coea,,. M.,uual13 

or Inm'tes and IyElO N=_ ~r.m. Number ~rams Number ~rilms '"!llmee, Grams 

of cuffen! drug oN.,.. 01 inmates M~ 01 inmaUlI "- ....~ of inmatllS ""Io..n of ,"matlS Mea.an ....~
".~ ".~ 

I.Alli~::· 3.127 ,.. 2.5,6 ..., .. ... 16.528 1.580 T1.690 IS.C!!! 100.000 3,Q2S.3lJ 

Trl;thckl!'lg 2.436 300 '.770 2.358 .. 'TO 12,515 1 • .500 82.990 4.':20 136.080 3.353.500 

PO.les.,on 1,420 .'>35 00 ,eo 3.702 .2.000 63.910 45.360 2.100.580
"~'" '" I 

wnlft non·HI.panlc Inrrl8l .. 
'TOlal" '07 600 6.900 om '.000 97,&010 2.'" 100.000 .,008.7SO'.'"'" '" 
Tr.tlick'ng ",. 5., '.DOl om 3.632 1.000 97,550 2.321 200.000 .,687.000 

F'oI11JSSion 2.000 1.480 '" '" 566 1,970 112.060 .... ~1.990 

I " "'.'" 
Bbidl non·HI.,.nlc IhlMl.. 

~TotaI· USB 1,980 .... 3 30 .., .,439 ,eo· 13,8150 491.390 

'" 
'''' 
" '" "'.

Tfillickino .., '.000 1.986 ." ,.'" 17,760 "' '" 761,04030 26' 
P01lilllilliOt'l '" 00 700 gg, 000 1,720 ,"0 83.460, ." , "" '" 

Hispanic Inma.. 

T0I8r" 1,314 '.COl 250 2.900 7= 3.000 106.980 2.675 129.730 2.4522:Jl
• ,., "" ,.,'" Trs~lck"'il 8BO 3.,", 5.111 '.000 118.340 ..m 145.150 2.161.140 

Pail_Sian '67 "" ..'" '" 2,071. '.000 81.490 ... ".000 3.131.860 
I '" 

. . . Tne .1IITIP!ecI numblr at nonatl:l ... 100 .mall -1nc:lItin inme .. 01.., raee. sna elhnu: backgroullOS . 

tI;l I"unllilhe numb«, the maden, ud the mean. Dlnc1udea irmlle$ COrHctad 01 drug 011.,... 0Iher lnan 


lrdiCiung and pa»...ion.
I 
Fedetral inmates in prison lor drugs had In estimating the weight of drugs • White offenders were sentenced lor 
committed crimes that usually involved involved in the current offense, the larger amounts 01 heroin on average 
largelamounts 01 illegal drugs and large offender may have been charged with than black or Hispanic inmates. Halt 
amounts 01 money. The amount of all the drugs in the entire operation. 01 tna whites in heroin cases were 
drugs involved in a case can serve as An offender who served a sentence involved with at teast BOD grams of 
one measure 01 the seriousness 01 the· for laundering money from illegal drug heroin, while naif of the blacks were 
crimes. For example, at least half 01 sales, for example, could nave been convicted for 230 grams and hall of 
the cocaine traffickers in Federal pris charged with the total amoum sold. the Hispanics for' 70 grams. 
ons in 1991 had been convicted in a Three inteNiewed prisoners convicted 
case which had concerned 3 or more in the same case could also have cited • In offenses involving crack, hall 01 
pounds of cocaine (500 grams. 17.5 the total amount of drugs. the Hispanic inmates were convicted 
ounces or a little more than a pound). in cases involving at least 250 grams; 
The S:verage traffiCking case involved • Among offenders convicted of heroin hall 01 the black inmates were in cases 
over 180 pounds. offenses, hall were involved with at having at least 30 grams; and hall of the 

least 240 grams of heroin. The average white inmates, at least 20 grams. I 
According to Drug Enforcement AdmiT) case concerned 2,510 grams. In Fed

istration estimates for 1991, the ultimate eral crack cases, hall 01 the offenders • In cocaine cases, Hispanic and white 

value'of 180 pounds 01 cocaine ranged were involved with at least 40 grams . drug oHenders were involved with larger 

from $2.9 million to $14.5 million. of crack (an everage of 940 grams). amounts 01 cocaine than black inmates. 

(Other estimates: , gram of neroin, Hall of the cocaine offenders were Half 01 the Hispanics in cocaine cases 

$40·~50, and 1 pound of marijuana. sentenced lor at least 1,580 grams had at least 3,000 grams 01 cocaine, 

$400-S3.000.) of the drug (an average of n,690 haH 01 the whites at least 1 ,000 grams, 


I grams). and hall of the blacks at least 500 
grams. 

Source: U.S. Depanmcnr. of Justice, Bl.lral.l·of Justice Swilticl, Comparing FuJlral tuJd SWI Pri.JOri J/I1fIIJJIJ, 1991, Squmber 1994. 13 
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Female inmates whO usea orugs dillered 
from those who 010 not In the types 0' 
crimes they commit1ed ltable 13L 
Regardless 01 the measure of dru, use. 
users were leas likely than nonusers to be 
serving ill sentence lor ill violent olfense. 

01'16 in tour 01 the women who ttad used 
drugs in tI1e monlh be!ore tneir of lanSe 
ar:d 2 in 5 of the nonusers were Sl1Irvi.1g 
ill sentence tor a videnl offense. Among 
women who had committed the offense 
under lhe influence 01 drugs. 24% were 
sen!enced tor ill violent oHense, and 
among lhOse not unde!; the rnnuence, 
37% were sentenCed lor a violent oftet'lse. 
Women WhO had not used crugs were 
aoout TWice as likely as users to have Com
mitted nomicKle. but were tess bke~y to 
l10ve committed robt1ery. 

Among women wf10 said they committed 
their crimes 10 gel money to buy drugs, 
17% were serving a Senlence for a violan! 
olfense aM 43%, lor a property offense. 
Female inmates Who said that drug money 
was a motivt! lor their crimes were about 
twIce as likety as Olher inr.tates 10 b& 
incarcertUed for robbery, burglary, larceny, 
or fraud i54% ver$us 27%}. 

Abou: half ~he women in prtson it'! 1991 
repOned that they had never panicipaled 
in a drug treatment Or amg edw.AtIOn 
program (tab.'e 14), Those orisonets ' 
reponrng a mort! recenl usa 01 drugs 
were more PlteJy to have been partictPet'!ts, 
Among temale inma1es whO had ever used 
d~ugs, 540/0 hao been in a dlnIC, therapy. 
self'helD group. class, or some olher 
treatment program. Oi the women wno 
had used drugs in tM month belore their 
Offense. 71% hao panlcjpa~d in a drug 
treatment program: 42% had been in 
treatment before admission. Twelve 
percent of 1M women using drugs in the 
month belore toe!r arrest were also in 
treatment at 1ha1 time. 

Table 12. Drug: w" bY' temltit Suna prison uun.tes, 
bY' type cf drug. 1"1 and ,. 
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GUIDELINE OF DRUG DEFENDANTS BY DRUG TYPE' 
(October I. 1995. Ihrough Seplember 30.1996) 

lOU 
()rug 

TraffickinG 

2DI,Z 
Prolected 
Localiow. 

lOU 
ConUnuing 
Criminal 
Enler~rlse 

ZOU 
RtntfM..utage 

Drug 
EslabUshmtrll 

20l,l 
Simple 

Poss:es~ltm 

DRUG TYPE TOTAL " V. " % • % • % • •• 
TOTAl. 17.112 16.19Z 90 )Z9 1,9 60 0,) u 0.2 sso ),Z 

Powder Cocaine 4.m 4.HO 913 47 1,1 17 0.4 6 0.1 51 1.1 

Crar.k Cocaine 4.603 4,355 94.6 17K 3,' .. 0.' " 0.3 40 0.9 

Heroin 1.766 1,653 9),6 75 4.2 • 0,2 5 0,) 29 1.6 

Marijuana I.Z49 3.87'" 91.2 12 0.) 10 0.2 4 0,1 349 f( .1. 

Methamphetamlnet 1.62) 1,555 95.8 12 0,7 •• 0.2 7 0.4 .5 2.~ 

LSD 9) 89 95.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0,0 4 4,) 

Other 361 316 86.1 5 1.4 7 I.. 7 1.9 ]2 R.7 

))) ))J ))) )) )) 
'orllt!; 42.436 ",ut-t, 11,261 weI.: $t"ltnC<ld Ilfttkr USSGCh~pl<:f Two, f'.vt O{drup). O!lhcs~, 17,110 ....ore ~t<meed l'I>du §§201.J {Dw,it TnlfIkking), 201.2 (I'rotel1t'd tor:~liom). 2DI.' 
(C'omi!'l,dng Cr""i"*l &1<!'Iprlte), 2nIJl{R.m.1!M~ Drut fJl!ibliilhmtontj. Of lin. t (Simpk r(l~ellion} Ofthtn 11,170 C'~'I, foor .... ~ ~r«:ludtd due 10 mining infomultou 1111 dmglype. 

fin FY96,11w: (Alegory methM1p!1el..rnrte indt«lttl mdhtmphtUmine rlli~lJr", nle.lIunphtlJ1J![n~ ~I..t. ICE,1Imi Hdnmplu:hlllline prtCW50i"l. mOl" 10 fY96, the (l,utVlf'Y (IItllillll1phttllmirlt 1iic! Imt iuchHk 
ICE. 1'm' I'rt»'1'Ibet ortCE ~s (whkh Wr:Q digible fw ill~lU!ioo in tllis troll/fm ~M:h y.-It __ as forlow~: DO (1996). -4H (IW,"). t (1994). 9{1'99J). md 1{lW1) 
J)n.cripliom ofvviibln I!Md in Ibis Iwtt '" p"ill';dn! in Appendi!!. A 

SOURCE: U.s. s.m!"lJ;;lng C<:>!1Imluhm. 1996 fnutile. MONF¥'JI'i. 



Table 29 

RAeI': OF DRUG DEFENDANT BY DRUG TYPE' 
(October I, 1995, through September 30, 1996) 

WIlITE PLACK HISPANIC ~JTIIER 

URUG TYIIli: TOTAL I'tree", Nl.lmbet Putfeol "...... PaceD!; . "....... Pl:rttlll",,"'" 
TOTAL 17,162 4,403 IS.7 6,046 35.2 6,373 37.1 340 l.O 

Powder Cocaine 4.468 925 Ul7 1.341 30.0 2.139 47.9 63 1.4 

Cratk Cocalnr 4.603 222 4.8 3.951 85_8 399 8_7 31 0_7 

lIt!'ruJn 1.165 175 9_9 414 23-5 1.093 61.9 83 4_7 

Marijuana 4,149 1.681 39_6 255 M 2.266 53-3 47 1.1 

MI!thamphetomlne1 1.623 1.lJ(,J 6SS 18 1.1 440 27.1 102 6.3 

LSD 93 90 96.S I 1.1 2 U 0 0.0 

Oihl!t 361 :lA7 68.4 66 18_3 34 9.4 14 H 

I Of 4It «2,U6",,", 11,261 WtR smcnoro uodef USSG (::Mpter TWQ. PVt U (drut*l Of II!~~. 11,170 ~,Jt:nl«l~ 11m UlDLJ (Dru, Tnffictiq), llltl (f'totecled I.ocalicD.1I). 201,$ (C'minuill8 Criminal P.£'Iaprise). 
11)1.1 (R«I.'I.IM~ Urull EsubfubmeM), at :1J)2.t (Sin{ilt ~}. orl.bt.f¢ 11,1?i) uses, fWl" wfffndlldtddue til rniuillg inknlwioo<ln de!~', "ce, t..I!d fow du~ t"" mima8 inf...mWOII au dru, tYP", 

_II. EY96. <hi: CflqllOX)' ~ewnit( iodud~! ~.~~"'!~ ~'~d'J.Ii1M! "<'WAI, lCU, ~nd melhl~I,a"~II~ PI~C\lrJ<:'n. Prior lol'Y96. the QlI"II.,.-y medtln~elarnin' did nol illdudt ICP_ '1M 1I1H1lht( 
«1C1!(U¢J (1liUdI. yue,elisi!l!e fllf ind\uion ill lhitublr) r.r um fur ICt IJ. rolklwt: 1)0 (1996):48 (1995j.' 1 '(1994),9 (l99]);.trd I (1991). '()e,ui,...iou" of vllilbks used iDthi! lable II,It IXQvi&t4 in~ndil A. _____ 

SOtJRa!; U.s. Sentu.ciltl Con;mimDII., 1996 Dlulile, MONFY96. 

http:R�I.'I.IM
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Table 30 

GENDER OF DRUG DEFENDANT BY DRUG TYPE' 
(October 1, 1995, througb September 30, 1996) 

MALE FEMALE 

DRUGTVPE TOTAL Number Percent Number Pcrcenl 
I 
TOTAL ]1,166 }4,987 2,179 12.7 
I 

Powder Cocaint 4,471 3.889 87.0 582 13.0 
I . 
Crack CocaiDt 4,603 4.102 89.1 501 10.9 
I 
Heroin 1,766 l.471 83.3 ·295 16.7 
I 

88.4 495 1l.7Marijuana
I 

1.384 85.3 239 14.7Methamphetamine: 
I 
LSD 93 86 92.5 7 7.5 
I 
Other 301 83.4 60 16.6 
I 

'Of !he 42.4)6 WCS. 17.261' ~ M:l1teneed IU'dtt osse Chapter Twa. PjUl D (dtlia;). Of Iht::!c.. 11.110 wtn &entencCd 1/.I'Ido::f U2DU (Dn.Ig TmfiehnJl, 2DL1 
~Loea.tiOW)!mLS{Corni~uinsCrilmnal ~).2DUI (Re:n1/'Managl: DNg&IIbliUuMtlI), Dr lO2.1 {SimpleJlrow:uiM). Oflb:lae 17,110 1.';t.Se;. f\'lllr 
~ c:xeJuded dOt: to nu.""ng iniornwion on dtu, Iypt. 
lin F\'96.1hc mqatY mtUwnphe.t&mint ~~RemWure. mcdwnphtwnirn: acaW. fCE. and mcthanJphewninc pm:un;on. Prior wFV96, Ihc 
catcJOlY me'lha:.mpheWnine; did !'WI: intlude ICE. The nll1tk.r or ICE caK4 (,..pu;h ~ tliglble for ll'lClwion iQ mil Uble) forCKh )'Cat J;l'I'! as follows: no um}' 48 
(1995). I (994), 9 (l993).-.ndI (1992l ~OIilohlUUblt5 UJedin um mbJem:providtdin AppmQp.1I.. . 

SO\..'ltCE: u,s. semiCill' Commiukrn. 1996 Duafik. MON'FY96. 

Table 31 

CmZENSHIP OF DRUG DEFENDANT BY DRUG TYPE' 
(October 1, 1995, through September 30, 19%) 

I u.s. Citizen Non.U,s. Citiun 

DRUGTVPE TOTAL Number Percent Number P=<m' 
I 
TOTAL 17.120 l2,345 72.1 4.775 27.9. 
I 
Powder Cocaine' 4,444 2.866 64.5 1.578 )5.5
I 
Cntek Coca5M 4,595 4.182 91.0 413 9.0 
I 
Heroin 1.759 791 45.0 968 55.0 
I 

Marijuana 4,l44 2.828 61>6 1.416 33.4 
I 
Methamphetamine' l,62> 1.270 78.3 353 21.11 
I 
L.sD 93 91 97.8 2 2.2 
I 
OIhtr 361 317 87.6 45 1';.t4••

'()ttllt 42.4UC4SC$, 11.167 ~tenlftlcc4 Ul\Ikt USSG Chapw' Two. PartD (<<Up). Oflhc:e., 17,!10wm.~ IJI'II.k:fU:2DI.I ('[)fugTnffitklnV. 2.D1..2 
{Prn1¢Cr.ed Locttions)'~2D1.5 (CootinairtgCrimln.al ErrteJprisc:), lDU tRen~Dnl, &liblislunent:). or un.l (Simple: ~ion). Of I.b::se 17,110QWI, four 
we!I! el:l:ludcd _ to mWingmfomaticn Q1I drue; type. and 46ltw: tr;) minill, lnlOl'!'l!l4iOOn 01'1 ciUuNh.ip. 
I. FY9(i. t.Iw: ~~rle incl\lde:s ~ miltn&m, IMlW:npbe~tcw-.l, ICE. and nrllW'tIphel4nline~. Pnor 10 FY96, t.IIt 
ategory ~nc did JKrt iftGlvdc n The ~mber of ICE wet twhieb wcte ~bBibk for irn:1wion ill tbit c.ble) fer each year _ at follOV!'J: 130 0*), 48 
(1m). 1 (1994). 9nm),and 1 {1991). ~ptiomo{~ lolled iJ\lhis 1&bIe_ ptO'rided ill' AppaIi'JU A. 

I . 
SO\lRCEc U~, _,"" c-.;u.... "'..D""'" MONFY... 

48 

http:ciUuNh.ip
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Table 3Z 

CRIMINAL HISTORY CATEGORY OF DRUG DEFENDANT BY DRUG TYPE' 
(October 1, 1995, through September 30, 1996) 

CRIMINAL IIISTORY CI\ TEGORY 

II III IV V VI 

DRUG TYPE TOTAL n " n ~. n " n " • % • % 

TOTAL 15.7" 1I,&Il9 55.8 2.656 13.0 2.354 14.9 966 6.1 463 2.9 1,163 7.4 

Powder Cocaine 4.057 2,59J 6).9 488 12.0 526 no 179 ... 67 1.7 20. 5.0 

Crack Cocaine 4.337 I,tin 17.4 fi46 14.9 '52 J9.6 425 •• 127 5.2 565 LUI 

Heroin 1.555 I,OGO 68,2 118 7.6 14' 9.5 60 J.9 45 2.9 124 '.0 

Marijuana 3.918 2,520 64.3 .538 JJ.7 50' 13.0 155 4.f1 6' 1.8 '" .U 

Methamphetamlne l 1.511 770 51.0 2()(' B.f) 261 ru 119 7.9 46 J" 109 7.2 

LSD 88 50 ')(,.R 14 15.9 12 13.6 (, 6.R I.l 5 :q 

Other 333 194 58.3 4U 12.0 46 13.8 16 4.' R 2.4 29 '.7 

T(itJiIr.4,4J6~, 17,267~~~lJs.SGal:lPaTwo, PIII'l o (dl'llj',l). Ofth~e, 17,I?O wcn '~n!~~d under §§2DI.I ([)nIR Tr:ill".ekj"g).lDU (rrDltdcd LO~3Iioll'l). 2DU(Coj,liQtl)<1IlCrim;II:t1 fnk1J1ri1c). mu~ 
{RffiVMI'II1~1tf ()ruR Eslahli~Iun~HI'. (If :U)2,1 (Sill'plf 1'",lu1ion). Ofth~" 17,170 C=I., It80 I t'ad ~.;>mrleIEt &uide!~ npplictr.liun informllliufI. AMilial",l!y. two c..~...~~ c~dudcd due k> Ulitd"l!t illfmm::lion 011 tIr"l!trr~, 
'- .-------..,----~-. ~~~~-----.- - 

1111 f'Y96, r.r.nlkgory ~ineintl~ O'If!hamphetamint milll.ln:, metMmpht'!:unine aet.l11; K'£, ind~arJirh'ttimiJiil'f~~-PriM!oI "Y96,1ht' c.1!t&<'U}' rm!hampbel:unl/lt did!'mt loclude-ICf: 1ltt: mll!lboc1 ul teE.-_ 
t"~ (whkh wue eligible tor int'hakm in lhil tllllle) r." tach y~lt( ate all follo...~: lJO(l996j, 48 (199~}, I (19\14). 9{I99J}.!tI'Id I (1991). jkttri{'tions oh.triabkt I'!(:C in thi$lable Me rr"~it.kd in Appeodix. A. 

SOURCE: U}J:. Smtoencir!& COmmilt.fen, lmlbtafdt, MOSFm. 

http:rr"~it.kd
http:milll.ln


Table 33 

MODE OF CONVICTION OF DRUC DEFENDANT BY DRUC TYPE' 
(October 1. 1995. through September 3D. 1996) 

PLEA TRJAL 

DRUG TYPE TOTAL Number Perq::nt };umber Percent 

TOTAL 17,148 15,47l 90.2 1,675 9.8 

Powder Cocaine 4.464 3,988 89.3 476 10.7 

Crack Cocain~ 4.598 3.95J 86.0 645 14.0 

Heroin 1.763 1.641 93.1 122 0.9 

Marijuana 4.246 3;994 94.1 252 5.9 

Mtthampbetaminc l 1.623 1.474 9O.S 149 9.2 

LSD 93 92 98,9 I.l 

Othrr 361 331 917 30 8.3 
))))))))))))) 
'Oftile 41.435 _ ... 17,161 ~~d wMtr USSO Ch.Iplllf 1\0.(" htt 0 {drtics:). Qfthcu. 17.170 'l"'ml:un«:'!'lCtd 1.II\oUr SPDU (DNg i~~ 
:mI.:!: ~d iAgj:ions), 1D1." {Cc!:»imling CrimiMl E~).lDI,! (Jh;n~i.tMie DNg uubl»~). m lDl-1 (Simpk V_uion) O! ~ 17, 
l:ro~ 18 ~~CIUdtd dm: lOmimng w(l!'!'MIiO!'! Q!'l mud<;:..,r _viaiolt,lWI four dUll \Q mining inf!lmlld:ltm on dru.typt. 
'In F"f96, the ~~iM irn:1u1kJ ~inemi,,1ur'~. mrilwnphcwnirw: ldUJlIC£. and m~WI'!iM J!I'K'I.Ii'lOIS Prio:r w FY96. 
the ~nl!:thm!~ did ftI;.t il'gkld¢ ICE, ~~roflct Cut! {v.tt.:h ,.,,1uhj;ibldor mehDion in thiHible)for acl! yur are u follow.. 130 
(i996). 411 (l%!<). 1 {lS';04}. 9' (t~)}, emf t (1992). De$criptioru Qfvambln ustd ir. tha Qblurqn'QvidBI ir. ~h A 
I . 

Sot."RCE: US_ S¢!"ncinS C<lIJ!Jflb!L1oo. 1996 Dw.fil(l, MONFY96. 

Table 34 

WEAPON INVOLVEMENT OF DRUG DEFENDANT BY DRUG TYPE' 
(October 1. 1995. through September 3D. 1996) 

No Weapon Weapon 
Involved Involved! 

DRUGiYPE TOTAL Nwnber percent Nu.m.ber Per-. 

TOTAL 17.166 14.612 &5.5 2,491 IU 

Powder Cocaine 4.411 3,981 89.0 490 ILO 

Crack Cocaine 4.003 3,466 753 1.!l7 24,7 

Heroin U66 1,676 94.9 90 S.I 

Marijuana 4.U9 3.8% 9Li ll3 8.3 

MethamphetamiM' 1.&.3 1,227 75,6 3% 24,4 

LSD 93 88 94.6 l SA 

Other 361 338 93.6 23 64 
))))))))))))) . 
1()(tb:42AJ6~ 17J67~$.¢'t\tm()(ld IJIIderUSSO ChapmT.....o. Pan o (drugl). Ofthese. 17.170 wer, nn[(II'("dundcr nlDU (Dnlg T~ding), :20<.2 

(~wel.,j LoC4lioN). '01.5 (Conlmuin8 Criminal F;nlerp":r.e). 201.8 (RentlMa.n.se DNS EJil.lbii5hmml). or 102.1 (Simple POSIItuiOl'l). . 

AddiIlOflllUy, fow ClIIld wert tllCludcd dut toll!it:tinS iruornw.l.ion on drug type. Dnmplioru or llViabl~ ~d in this tab14"" pI"Ovidc:d in Awc:ndix A. 

llncl"~ u", adjllftm¢1lt fot ""l\l!fItm POUiI!iUI(m Wldt-r §'20l l(bi(l} Of I convia;on WIder 18 U.S.C. f9l4(~), 

'ill .fY96.IMClU:t.O!Y ~imin;;~ ll'IC\harnpbcl.vnme mi)..WIl:.lm'lhvnph~l.1mint illCI..w. lCE. and mf:1hamphduniM prtt\If'tM. Prier to FY96, III. 

~~ (hd,.O( include rCE. The numbCf of ICE eua (.....mdl "'~rl' eligible rOf u.elualtln in lhi~ \.MIk) for o;.arn year III'\' as foliOWl: 130(1996). 

48 {l995}, I {l994). 9 {199l~ IJid I (1,?,)2). ~Pltons orv.uiahln llUd in this table an: Jd'lVioW in AppC'ndix A. 


SOURCE: U.S. Strntm¢l'lSCvrnrni.uiof'I, I,?,)/i Oaaiilt, MONF"r'9/i. 
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Table 37 

MEAN AND MEDIAN DRUG AMOUNTS (IN GRAMS) OF DRUG TRAFFICKING DEFENDANTS 

BY BASE OffENSE LEVEL AND DRUG TYPE' ~ 

(October I, '1995, through September 30. 1996) 

Base Offense Ltvtl and QuanU!J: Range I 
DRUG TYPE I~ ~6 32 38 

I
PowueI' Cocaine l..6s than ZSG SooG . 1.999G 5,OOOG· 14,99OG At Leas. ISO,!lOOG 

INumber 51 594 436 i III 

Mea. a 1,152.8 8,542,8 3.742,102.1

IMedian 5.6 \.000.0 8.37,3,,5 , 442.000.0 

Crack Cocaine Less 1nan O.2.SG SG - 19G SOG - 149G ~t Least 1,500C 

Number 24 3M 510 447 

Mean 0.2 ILl 89.3 267,180.5 

Median 

Heroin 

Number 

0.2 

Less Than SG 

53 

11.0 

IODG - 399G 

2J2 

83.8 

tOOG .2.999G 

211 

2,452.4 , 
AI Leasl 30,OOOG
• 

II 

Moa. 20 236A 1,643,7 84.800.0 

Mfdian 16 226.5 1.450.5 74.500.0 

Less Tha.· too.OOOG - 399.999G t.!lOO,OOOG - 2.999.999C 
I

At Least 3O,00Q.OOOC 
Marijuana 

Number 

S.OOOG 

56 576 153 I 1 

Mean 3.73L8 202.863.8 1.742.424.0 
I 
I 407,263,060.0 

Median 4,000,0 183.475.0 \.681.948.8 500.422.680.0 

Mtthamphetamwl Less Tha. O.SG 10 - 30G 10OG·299G ~ 
• 
At Least 3;OOOG, 

Number 9 178'" 
Moa. 03 21.2 181.6 361,233.6 

Median 0' 19.0 187.5 7,792.0 

»»»»»») , 
'Ofw41AJ6-,.16,r9ti II<i'n ~ undtl' Drug Tutrl(kin, (§1D U) Ofrne". D.G4~ ha<! comp1~t~ suidc']itIC .tf'pjie&lian inf_tioo or.n::M U.04' U$I;S. 14,639 
im.'OMdpav.d:r~ m.okow.tinc.httOi.l\. marijl.lllN.Of mtJ.lu.m~hel&Jnine. Ofthfte J4.639 ~ 6,611 hid A~t offcnu kllt1 of 12, 16, 32, or3B. An ildditional 1,S02 
easawm!-n;~d fm.tn!hill abll' d>.l4'1.1)_ Of....,'" wlhe fQIIO'ii,.,. ""_; in~l-.anm. ofmort\ll.t(', 1 drug 1}'Pl' (76~). miuil'lCorn.ngl' l.truaf.mOll1lt(1.1:l(i). <n Iogic:sl 
alterU. {2~}. ~p!i_o(".IUbh:$U:t.«I in thill.lbk m:: pro'Jid.:d in AppcnclV: A. 

l~wJWel;:Mttl'>AIIIIf!htWrti~ Mi.-<:n;.n:, M~ine Actual. &lid K'E. AJt ~ m:: cor.~'m(d mit) M~nw A.;lIW. 
! 
D=:riptiam af~ariJhkJ: 

used in thit labk lilt pro\16td in Append!. A. ! 

52 


116 

http:marijl.lllN.Of


Figure I 

AVERAGE LENGTH OF IMPRISONMENT BY DRUG TYPE' 
(October I. 1995. through September 30. 1996) 

Sentence (in months) 

o 

···.·m•.· ........................................ 1 

Cnt!;k
Coc.a",,:
1N-4.m) 

Huoin Marijuana 
IN  1."Z) IN· 3.122) 

I 

Other 
(1;.261) 

41.436 cues. 11.l61W(:n:: =~d unGe:T t:sso t.1:sapurTwo. I'3n D(droel), OfWM.. 11.1'1Q Hl\UlIOtd 1.II'Idcr PII1 Dpi&:!incs oWs 
~ §§2D!.L 101•• , 2DL~, 2DU, (>I' lDll UC'd~ inlhil figure. Additionall,... Ll09I;.i1,Klwit,b um ~pn.oo 
mkred '\O"Cft" eltcll.!d.eli Qfthe rwWning 16,06! caus, w>te wen: exdudcd dlIc: l.O mining drIIg 1ypt Md 1111 dlJt to rm..lins umcno;ing 
ID!omwion. 

SOURCE: US. Strl'\t'nev,gCommi.ukm. 1996 DlIiIAfiI(. MONfY96. 
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Figure J 

NUMBER OF DRUG DEFENDANTS BY DRUG TYPE AND YEAR 
(October I, 1991, through September 30, 1900) 
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'Only c.... _~_~.....da umu [l)ffig T..n-",kill!lli). .If)! J (T'!<ltao:tttl r.."".lion." IDU(Coolinuin8 CriMi".1 EI'l!~••), lDl 8 (R""1.IM_8eDru~ rr..1.bli<h.mrn!~ or 2Dll (Somple r·""....".,i""l " .. dcp"'!<'rl in II", 

C'€"'., ...<ltj;ti<m~1 U ... _rc .""h<o:ioal du«o rm..ina ;,.thrr",.I;':'n "" ....... "'pe 


5oLr'f{l'b' 0 S, Stnl=lne Cnrnmi..ion. IIPIlH996 Dillfikl, MONtl'(Ql·MDI'If YIl6. 



Figure U 

PRISON SENTENCE IMPOSED BY DRUG TYPE AND YI~AR FOR DRUG DEFENI)ANTS I 

(October I, 1991, through Seple_m_be_r_3O, 1996)1________________ 
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'92 '93 '94 "5 '96 "2 '93 ',4 "5 '96 '92 '93 '94 '95 '96 '92 '93 '94 '95 "6 

Powder Cocaine Crack Cocaine lIeroin Marijuana 

'92 '93 '94 '95 '96 

Methamphetamine 

IOnly cue! ~enjJ:na:.d under n201.1 {Drug Tl1Iffitiing), lDU (I'rola:t&f lacMioni}, 2DI.S ,Continuing Criminal Emc!prise), 101 ,!j. (RcflllM.m. Drug E.m.blishltW:ntJ. Of m2.1 (Simple Pm:«::S~;Im) 
1m: depkted in lbiJ figure, AddiIWnall,. e&.lie$ with nrc month~ pri.~on Wl:re «<::Iudat CastS mi~~ir;1I drug type or ~~n!r;ndll8 inf(lf1Tultion w~rc mrt hwluded inlhis fi.!lu(l:. 

SOURCE: U.s, Senlendtl, Commh,lo .., 1'W2-1996 OllitafileS, MUNf'Y91·MONFY%. 
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CRACKPRICEPATA 

i 
J 

"Cnu:k" cocaine, al,orer.nedto as"roc:k," is paekaged invials, glassine••p, film canisters, ere, 
Rocksiz., .... impreci.e, butthey gcru:rally""'ll" from 111 0 to l!2 gram. The,erockseon••Uforas 
littleas $1to .isniuchassse, Craekgenerallyiscol11lened locallyfrom cocain. hydroehlorille , (Hel) 
and sold at tht>n:taillevel. When cmdd.awilableinkilognunquamlues, ptieesan:ccmparableto 
thoseforkilognunquantitiesofcocaineHCI, Thenario!lSlrangeofpricesforouncequa.ntiti~,ofcrack 
i, from $47$ to S2,SOO. A gram com between S80 and S125, ! 

Souru; Drug Enfortemen\ Administration, lllegal Drug Pn'ctIPurity RilPOr1. United SJaUlS: January 199J~Dectn;btr 
199< I , 
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making pnxen at the top leVel rather than the 
hi~rncaJ deei$ion~m~ng process employed by the 
Cali drug mafia. At the lo .....er levels. Medellin 
traffic:"king groups transacted business with fewer 
resa"i~tions on their choice of business associates. 
Vari~s ethnic groups Wen:' involved tn domestic 
traffrcking at all }evds. Groups of Cubans. 
Domi~:ical\S. Jamaicans. and Mexicans. as well as 
Afric~-American gangs. provided retail distribution 
in major U.S. cities. Nigerian cocaine distribution 
grou~ emerged in northctn California, Oklahoma. 
Nonh1Carollna. South Carolina. Texas. and severn! 
other States across the nation. Asian groups, including 
Chin:Se. Filipino, and Vietnamese gangs. distributed 
kilo.w:am amounts of cocaine in the West

I . 
Despite this overall diversity, the wholesale 

•distribution of cocaine within the United Stale! was 
domiAated by Hispanic organizations. particularly 
Colombian and Mexican groups, As nOled. the 
Colombian drug mafias frequently employed Mexican 
traru~onation groups to smuggle cocaine lhtough 
Mcxj~o into the Uniled 'Slates. Because Mexican 
trnnsponation ofianizauons frequently were paid 
percerttages of the cocaine shipment for their serviees. 
they have become wholesale distributors of cocaine 
w~thj~ the United Stales. Mulumn quantities of 
cocai;e frequently wen: divided into smaller 
quantities at sla~jng points in Mexico ncar the 
nonh~m border and transported into the United States 
by Ih~ organizalions. Once in the United Stales, 
thcse[shipments wen: reconsolidated in 'either 
di$lribution cities, such as Los Angeles or HouslOn, or 
warehouse facilities near the U.S.~MeJ:ican bortler. for 
furth~r tnnspon 10 distribution cities. 

IprimAry eo",lne Distribution Ro..... 

Tnere gr. l'Ium.'1:Iut to ...• 10 mid·!e~1 d.",ibufon oi crcc~, 
Crod Iroffi(:!.dng gnlupJ eta ltrU\'!'lur.d ~culy onc are 


c:lwroo::teri:ted by nigh lurno ... ", rotas cl 011 ofgonlzoiiollol 


1....ll due 10 e;me" ,mp"saf!mem or mi"rus! I:md 

c::ompe!ihon wilhin al'!d among glouP~. AlIne h,ghe:sl 


Irafl'icking Ie..ei', N crock morlel is controlled by four 
grol.lps~ lC$ Angd••-bcrled n(••1gong' and Iheir ofi'iiofe5. 

one Jomoicon, Dominican, and Moilian crimino! g:raupJ 

Eath group is in~d'f! ;nteI'Jlale oni ;nll'<"IIO~ 
troMpartorirm of (ocaine Ql'!d C"tl'tl: +tom $Ol.lr(" cities IQ 


Ihei, ,.,Qil cullen, 


A cornbinQlion af U:1I:ton-loll,irQted mark.b, low priceJ, 


violent comlHllirion, ond/or efieetwlt polite p(enure in 


moior vrbo'" ou!a-hOJ mrtlt(i, .ome trocK d •• mbul.on 

{fI'OUJn., il'! eOf'!junetion .....itnlocol gong$, 10 d<MIiop new 


mIJ,k.ra;1\ JmoUet toowns of'!d furol orees. This menocing 


eq:N:I~ tTWGTM 1'1..... problems< for lotol drvg 1_ 
emon:et'l'\enl officiol, ond ,iYic oU'lhari/>tt). Tb. mo... 

."obli.hed dlWibvtion graup, ore criuQ'ouil'lg the nallon to 

find n_ merket5, with the !omoicon ~pOnel" ""reeding 

~rd from 1'01.... York CiTy and tn. \.0$ An~jn Ill'Mt 

9(lf'lgl ~ eestward. In oddi!ior! 10 drl.lg d;"riburion, 
~ 9fOVp1C1f'1goge in murder, kidnoppil'lg, al'JOf'\, witneu 
intirmdmion, ~ponl"';ototlOf!S, robbC!ry, freud. I'l\'1d money 
louf'lderi.,g. 

From central dimibulion points. cocaine was 
transported to markets throughout the United States. 
Trafficurs used private: vehicles, trains. buses. 
airlines', and the PQStal service. Concealed 
companments within vehicles such as campen:, 
recreational vehicles, trucks, and vans commonly 
wen: encountered, A favored technique was to 
conceal cocaine in perishable cargo, In June 1994, 
1,3 metric tons of cocaine wen: discovered within the 
false wall of a tmctor·traHer transporting 30 pallets of 
watenneions from Edinburg. Texas, to Immokalee. 
Florida. In February 1995. 6&0 kJlograms of cor;aine 
were discovered at the U,S. Border Patrol checkpoint 
in Falfurrias. Texas. in a lJ'actor-traJ]er shipment of 
limes being transported from Wesiaco, Texas. to 
Brooklyn, New York., On March 6. 1995, over I 
metric ton of cocaine was seized ftom a trud:load of 
eucumbers at the Falfurrias checkpoint. 

'In ant taft, in Seplembft 1994, ~ilDll.Cl,. 700 kilQJnmJ ef 
cocaiDe 'fIert \TItIsponcd from LM An,relel to New YoR: by air ..."" 

Soun:c: U,$. ~ et Iu.atice. ONI e.n.(o~ Admin.i:Jtn1ion. Tlu NNlCC R~ 199<1.- 1111 SIIppI:f <!Illb /)'148' /() dw Ulliutl Stalu 
AuJU&! 1995. r • 
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FOR MORE INFORMATION 


Full copies of publi;;ations used to produt:e this information packet may he ohtained by contacting the 

agencies below: 

ONDCP Drug Policy Infonnation Clearinghouse 
PO Box 6000 
Rockville. MD 20849·6000 
HlOO-<iliO.3332 
http;I!1#WW,wbi1cllousl!drugQolity,go\' 

U.S. Department (If Jus,jc,;, BurCl;i\l of lustier: 
Statistics. Comparing Fe>dl'ra/ (J,jt! Sin/I" Pdf(lll 

IlImme,\', 199}. Scplc:mhc:r i994. Oruer" NCJ
145864, 
hnp: IIW\NW ,DC in., <'J flo! IJ r~."'::I)tr. h[ m 

U.S, Department (If Juslice, BUt;;.n.l of Justice 
Statistics; Drug;, lIud Jailflln/atcs, 1989. AugWiI 
1991. Ordu 11 NCJ-130S36. 

U,S. D<:partm<::n! of Juslico:. BUf!W.U of justice 
Statistics, SUIi'f)' ofSrnre PriSON Itwl(IIe,,'. 1991, 
May 1993. Order II NCJ.l3691l9. 
http;llpsirs,or!!/t!rT;llcorr.h:m 

U.S, Depllnmcnt D! Justic.;. Buneau uf Juslic¢ 

Statistics. Women ill joi!. 1989, Ml:ln:h 1992, 

Order If NCJ-134132. 


u.s, DeplInmerl! of Ju~ti':e. Bureau of JU~lic¢ 


SllI.tislics. Women Of Prison. March 1994. 

Order II NCJ·j4S31. 

hI! p:!Iwww.Dejm.nr~!.!.x Ifi les/womp. IX t 


Drug Enforcement Aciminislrdll11il: 

Intelligence Production Unit 

Intelligence Dh'islun 

Washin~tun, DC 

202·301-872' 

hup: 11"tJ.'WW ,\l.;Ooj ,go\' /J<!.d! 

U,S, Department of Ju~lic¢, Drug Enforce~n( 
Admmistrillion. 111'Jgai Drug Price/Purity Rtrporl, 
United Stm(!s: jmHUlrr 191)]-Decem,J.;er 1996, June 
1997. 

;
•

. I u.s. DCparl!Tt"..rl! of Justice, Drug Enforcemen: 
Administration, The NNICC Report 1994: The 
Supply oj /!licil Drllgs to the Uuifed States. August 
19n I, 

Nali(mallnstitule on Drug Ahuse 
Division of Epidemiology and 

Prt:llentinn Rt!'iearch 
$600 Fishl'rs Lunt', Rm~m 9·A·S3 
Ruckvillc. ~lD 20S51 
301-443-6543 
hUp!IIW'I.'~.nida.nih.gov 

U S. Depal'tmel1l of Health and Human SefVites. 
National [nstitut<! 00 Dru~ Abuse, Community 
Epidemiologic Work Group, Epidemiologic Trends 
ill Drug Abuse. Volullle J: &ecil/;vc Summary" june
,.& I 
hIm: ! iwwv.' .cd mgrQPu_ comiC EWG/Pubs, blml(Q696 

I 

U S. D¢parllTl¢ot of Heal:h anJ Hu~ S¢fVites. 
Nationa! lnstitut¢ on Drug Abuse, Community 
Epitlemiolojlie WOfk Groop, Epidemiofogic Trends 
in Drug Abu${t, Adw1Ilce Report, December 1996, 

. t 
Natinnal Clearin/.:hnuse for Alcohol and (

,Dru)! Infonnation , 
PO B()x 2345 
Rod';\'m~, !\ID 20341-2345 
1-800-129.0686 or 
3D1-468-2600 in the metropolitan 
WUl'hinJ,:loo, DC area 
hl![}:f/v.'W'J.·,health, on:: 

U.S, Department ofHe~l{h ~nd Human Services. 
SUO:-;lancc Ab~s" ant! MenLa! H<,:al!h Serv~ccs I 
Admim:>!ra!ion, Drug Abuse Wnming Network, 
Arlllual Medical &il!rtirler Dnra, 1995. May 1'997. 

I 

http:hUp!IIW'I.'~.nida.nih.gov
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U.•S. Department of Health and Human Services. 
Supstanct- Abuse and Menial Health Servk.:.. .. 
Adminish'3Iiorl. NathHlot t/ouschold 511fTe'.' an Drug 
A6use: Main Flfl,oillg.T 1995, . 
nUP! IlwwwsilmhAA,goviuas/nhroa/ 

I 
D .•S. Dqtartm<nI of H~lth and Human S.:rvi';:cs, 
Supstancc Abuse and Mental Htallb 5.!fYices 
"'!ministtation. NmicJflnl Househoid Survey on DruJ; 
AbJlSe: PopuJOliolt EXfimuu::r. J996, July 1997. 
http://WlJolW,samh!ili.gQy!oa.../nhsda! 

I 
U.S. Sentencing Commis~ion 
omt::t (If ~Islilthe nnd Public Affairs · ,One Columbus Circle. NE 
Wa... hin~lOn. DC 20002·8()02 
(202)· 2734500 

• 
'hup:/fWW'o\.' .4$5£. \lovl 

U~itOO SUleS Sentencing CQrnm.I$:sion. 1996 
$o'urcebook oj Federal SeJtteltritl~' SWfisrir.r, )997. 
hUp:· IIW'W".'.', u:(g:. goy j /;!ol1!'m/19QQ/NtmrbUnm' 

I, , I' 'I' L'Unlvef'Slly 0 ;l tCIII1!an 

I~titute for Social Rt'Stan:h •Survey Reseurch Center , 
A~n Arbor. Mf 481 1}9·1399 
(313) 763-5043 

' "" .,. fhup:!Iwww,lsr,umlCn,:;uti!src!m! 

UlvcrsitY of Mkhigan. Insl!luh; for Socia! 
R~(Ch. Thi! M(JIII{(Jriug 'he FUfI)u Stua\',, ' 

D~mhcr IS, 1997 pr<~ rehta~. ,. 

I., f" "S"U nlvt:rt.lty () Michigan, InsH\Ule 101 o<:nl 

RJ!>earch, Nwiollill $urn''I' R<'.Iu/I.I' (III Dru:: UI'(' 
Fr~m {he MOIII'writw Ihe" 'fulure Slud\', 1975-1995,· . ,Volume II CulleNe Srudt'llt,\' (lfI(! Youllg Adull,", !997. 

http://WlJolW,samh!ili.gQy!oa


email: ondcp@ncjrs.org 
World Wide Web: 

http://www.whitehousedrugpolicy.gov 
fax: 301·519·5212 . I 

j 
P.O. Box 6000 I 
Rockville. MD 20849·6000 ' !,, 

The Drug Policy Information Clearinghouise 

Ioperates a toll-free 800 number staffed by drugs and• 	
i 

crime information specialists 	 ' 

• 	 distributes Office of National Drug Control Policy 
and Department of Justice publications about 
drugs and crime 

• 	 answers requests for specific drug-related data 

• 	 performs customized bibliographic searches 

• 	 , 
advises requesters on data availability and of other: 
information resources that may meet their needs ! 

I• 	maintains a public reading room i 


