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• 
INTRODUCTION 

! 

i 
This information packet includes c;{cerp(s from selected Federal government or Federally~$pollSOr~ 
publications that contain infonnaliQn em heroin. These data include trafficking patterns. usage patterns. ~d 
sentencing data. Information from the follo\\,ing publications is presented in this information packet: 

1
Drogso/:lbuse. J~96Edili(JJt • 
National institute on Drug Abuse, ReSt!arch Report &ries. Heroin,' Abuse and Addiction, 1997. 
National HousehQld SUl'l/ey Ott Drug Abuse 1996: Population Estimates 
Preliminary Results from the 1996 National HOIJsehold Sur-pey on Drug Abuse 
Moltil{)1'ing the Future Stuctv, December 18, J997 pnss release 
National Survey Results on Drug Use from The Monitoring the ruturc Stu~. 1975·J99S, 

Folume lJ, College Students and roung Adults 
Pulse Check: Nafional Trends in Drug Abuse. Summer J99 7 
Epidemiologic Trends in Drug .·lbuse, ! ·oiume!: Executive Summary, June 1996 
Epidemioiogic Trends in Dr/ig Abjise. Ad.·ance Report. June 1997 
Drug Abuse Warning ,'v'etwork, A""ua{ Emergencv Departmenl Dolo, f996 
Drug Abuse If'arnmg Nerwork, Annual Jled/cal Exammer Data, J995 
DEA Heroin Confitrence. llef'oif/,' II ,Verer Wen! Away. February J997 
1996 Drug (/\'e F(l"ec(1sllng ,-innuai ReporT on Adult and JUJ!er;ile Amtsfees 
Federoi Drug Case Prot:essing. 1982·9/, With Preliminary DOlo for 1991 
Drugs endJoil inmafes, 1989 
SutV('Y OfS(Ofe prison Inmates. 199 j 
Comparing FederQ/ (1nd Slim prison Inmates. 199! 
Drug En/CI'CCmenf and T,.,t(J/ment in prisons. 1990 
United States Sentencing Commission: 1996 Annual Reparl 
/!legal Dnlg Price,Pur/fI'Report. r.;niled Srates· January 199!i-Deetmber 1996 
Federal-wide Drug Sel:ure Svslem 
The NNICC Repor/ 1996, The SvpplyoflWei; Drugs 10 Ih!! lJ~medSUrleS 
Irlfernofiorral XareO/ie" Control Stralegy Report . .\Jarch J99i 
The Avat/abifhy o/Soufhwesl ASian lIeroin IN lhe United SuJtI!S, Ala)' 1996 
Wnm ..lme~ica'!, CWrs Spend on Jlfegal Drvgl, 1988·J993, Spring 1995 
Slale ResQurce" amiServi(.es RefOled to Alcohol and Ofher Drug Proi>femJ'[or 

Fiscal lear 199-1 
StOU! ResDurces and S<:rvices Refmed (Q Alcohol and Other Drug Prob{ems/or 

FiScal rear 1995 

Complete citatIOns and ordcnng instructions for full copies of publications used in producing this 
information packet may be found on the laS! page. 

, 
This infonnation packer was prepared by Jill Schmidtlein at the Drug Policy Information Clearingho~se, 
TM Clearinghouse is runded by the \Vhitc House Office of I-<ational O:ug Control Policy to support ¢rug 
oontr.ol policS research. and is a component of the National Crimina] Justice Reference Service, for further 
infonnation concerning the contents of lhis informalion packet Or other drug p<:!licy issues. call j 
1·800-666·3332. write the Drug Policy lnfonnaticm Clearinghouse. PO Bo,' 6000. Rock,·ille. MD 20849~ 
6000. or visit the ONDCP web site at hHP:{/\HVw.whilehQusedrugoo!icv,gQ" 
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DEA 

Heroin 


, 
First synlhesiud ftom morphine in 1874, horoin was not exleDsivciy used in medi<ine until the beginriing ofthis 
century. Commere'" production ofthe new pain remedy was first started in 1898. While it =ived ~despread_tancc ftom the roedical proliess"" physicians remained unaware of its potcn!ial for addiction frir yean<. The 
lim compnm-i". eentrol ofheroin in the United S=was established with the Harrison Nareo",:IAet of 1914, 

i 
Pure borein is a white powder with • bitter taste, Most illicit beroin is a powder _ may vat}' in color from white 
to dari;; brown because of impurities left from the manufacturing process or the presence ofadditives.lPure heroin is, 
rarely sold OIl the '1'reet A "bag"-slaeg for a single dosage unit ofheroin-may contain 100 mg ofpowder, only a 
portioo of which is borein; the remainder could be sugars, starcit, powdered milk, or quinine. TraditiOnally, the 
purity of borein in a bag bas ranged ftom I to 10 per=!; more recently heroin purity bas ranged from I to 98 
percent, with. national_verase of 35 per=rt, 

Another form ofherom lmo"wn as "black tar" bas also become increasingly avallable in the \.\-'eStern Uiuted States. 
The color and consistency of black tar heroin result from the crude processing methods used to illicitly manufacture 
heroin in Mexico, Black tar heroin may be sticky like roofing tar or hard like ~. and its color may yary from dark 
brown to black. Black tar heroin is often sold on the street in its tar-like state at purities: ranging from 20 to 80 
percent. Black tar heroin is most frequendy dissolved. diluted and injected. ~ 

, 
. , 

The typical heroin user today consumes more heroin than a typicaluse did just a decade ago, which islnot surprising 
given the bigber purity currcntJy available at the street level. Until recentJy, heroin in the United S~ almost 
exclusively was injected either intravenously, subcutaneously, (skin-popping), or intrac.uscularly, Injecuon is the 
most practical and efficient way to administer low~purity heroin. The availability ofhigher purity heroin bas meant 
that users now can snort or smoke the narcotic. Evidence suggests that heroin snorting is widespread Or increasing 
in those areas of the _ where high purity heroin is available, generally in the northeastern United Stales. This 
method of administration may be more appealing to new usen because It el.i.minales both the fear of aCquiring 
syringe-bome dis..... such as HIV/AIDS and bepatitis, and the historical stigma altIebed to intrav.no.s heroin 
usc, I 
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,NIOA Research Report· Herolfi Abuse and Addie". , 

Nalionallnstirute on Drug Abuse 

RCf,eJirch Report Suies 


Heroin: Abuse and Addiction 

What is heroin? 

I 
Heroin is an illegal. highly addicti-..oe drog It is: both !he most ahused and !.he most rapidly acting of !.he opiates. Beroin is 
processed from morphine, a naturally occurring substance exmll:ted from the seed pod ofcertain varieties of poppj plants, It 
is typically sold as a white or brownish powder or as the blaek stick!, substance kIlo""" on the streets as "black tar heroin.~ 
Although purer heroin is beeommg more corrunon, most street heroin is ~cu!~ with other drogs or with subsumces Sueh as 
sugar, ~h, powdered mllk, or quinine, Street heroin CM also be cut with strych.-rine or other poisons. Because heroin 
abusers do nOI know !he actual strength of the drug or its U'Ue contents, they are at risk ofoverdose or death. Heroih mso 
poses special problems becllttSe of the transmission ofHIV and Other diseases that can occUr from sharing needles10r other 
injection equipment. j 

What is the scope of heroin 

use in the United Stales? 


i 

According 1.0 the 19% NatIonal Household Survey on Drug Abuse, which may acrually underestimate illicit opia1u: (heroin) 
use, an estimated 2,4 million peop!e use heroin at some time in melr lives, and nearly 216,000 of them reponed uiing it 
within the month preceding the survey, The survey report esumates thaI there were 141,000 new heroin users in 1995, and 
thai there has been an increasing trend in new heroin use smce 1992, A lar~e proponion ofthese recent new userS were 
smoking. snorting, or snilflng heroin. and most were under age 26. EstImates of use fur other 3:ge ~oups 111so inm:ased, 
particularly among }ouths lise n \0 17: the incidence of flfst-llITle heroin use among this age group increased fookold iron:: 
the J9S0sto 1995. 

The 1996 Drug Abuse Wanung Network (DAWN), which collects data on drug~ related hospital emergency deparunent 
(ED) episodes from 2l metropoliton areas. estimates that 14 percent of all drug-related ED episodes involved ht't'Om, EVQl 
more alarming is !he fact thot beiWeert 19&& and J994, heroin-related ED episodes increased by 64 percent (fro,,} 39,063 to 
64,013) , 

• 
NlDA's Community Epidemiology Work Group (CEWG). which prOVIdes information aOO1U the na~ and pau.e!ns ofdrog 
use m 20 cities, reponed in Its December J9% publication that heroin was the primary drug of abuse rela«:ii 10 rltug abuse 
treatment admissions in Newark, Siln Francisco. 1.0.> Angeles, and Boston, and 11 ranked a c;ose second 10 c«ain~, in New 

Yark and Seattle, f 

How is heroin used? 

Heroio is usually injected, sniffedlsoorted, or siooked, Typically. a heroin ab\l!>eT may mject up \0 four times: a day. 
Intravenous. injection provides the [!realest intensity and mw> ;apid onset of euphoria. (i (0 g seconds), while intr,atnuscular 
injection produces i'l relmively slow onset ofeuphoria (5 ,0"8 minu\es). When heroin is sniffed or stI'.oJ.."'ed, peak ~,ffects are 
llSUalty felt within 10 10 15 rr.inUt~. Although smOking ilM snitrmg heroin do nOi. produce a "rush" as quickly orlas intensely 
as iruravcnous injection. NfDA reSearchers bave confirmed dun all three forms of hetOln admirus(falion are addicthoe. 

i , 
Route of Administration Among 


Heroin Tre.atment Admissions in Selected Areas 


http://wwv.·.nida.nih.govlResearchRcpor.siHeroilVheroiol.html 
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NIDA Research Report· Heroin Abuse and Addie,. 

100 .. 
Sniffing 

Smoking 
New Wnhlngtan 
'I'otk Sauimoro 

Souru; Communi!',- Epidemioll18Y Work Group, NIDA, June 19% 

Injection continues to be !he predominant method of heroin use among addicted users seeking treatment; however. 
rese~hers have observed 11 shift in heroin use panems, from injcClion to sniffing and srriokin£L In fact, s.niffingJsnorting 
heroin~is now a widely reponed means of laking heroin among users adrnined for drug tre;ttment in Newark, Chicago, New 
y ark. ~d Detroit 

I 
With ~e shift in heroin abuse patterns Comes lIn even more diverse group ofuscrs. Oldcruscrs (over 30) continue La be one 
of the !argesr user groups in most national d.ata, However, several SOurces indlcaLe an increase in new, young I1SeT$ across the 
country whQ llfC being lured by inexpenSl\'e, high·punty heroin that can be sniffed or mloked instead ofinjecc.ed, Heroin has 
IIlso been appc:.lnng in more Bfl]uenl cOmrmmilies. 

I 

I 


h<lPOII"'T·nida.nih.gOVlRe.<earchRepor<sIHeroinJh<roin2.html 
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NIDA Research Rcpon • Heroin Abllse and Addic .. 

National Inslitute on Drug A.bun 

Restarch Report Series 


Heroin: Abuse and Addiction 

What are the immediate (short-term) 
efTtcts of beroin use?' 

,, 
Soon after injection (or inhalation), heroin crosses the blood·brain barrieL In the brain, heroin is convened to mOrphine and 
binds rapidly to oplOid receptors. Abusers typicaUy repon feeling a surge of pleasw-able sensation, a 'rush." The ~tensity of 
the rush is a function ofhow mueh drug is w.."Cfi and how rapidly the drug enters the brain and binds [0 the natural opioid 
receptors. Heroin is particularly addictive because it enters the brain so rapidly. With heroin, the rush is usually aecompan.led 
by a warn: flushing of the skin, dry mouth, and a hea\-)' feeiing in the extremities. which m~ be accompanied by nausea, 
vomiting, and S<!vert: itching. I 

I 

After the initial eife...'1S, abm;ers usually wi!! be drmu·y for several hours Mental function is clooded by heroin's effect on the 
central nervous S}'stem. Cardiac functions slow. Brca!f:.ing is ll:l;so severely slowed, sometimes 10 the point of deat!). Heroin 
overdo1C is a pnnicular risk On the street, where lhe cmOllnl and poity of the drug cannot be accurately known. I 

What are the long«term 

effects of heroin use? 


One ofthe most cielrimenlallonp.term effects of heroin is addiction (tself. Addiction is a chronic, relapsing dise~, 
chareclenl.ed by compulsl\·e drug seeking and use, and by neurochemical and mruecular chan[1,es in the bruin. Heroin also 
produces profound degrees of (olerance and ph~"$iccl dependence. which llre also powerful motivuting factors for 'compulsive 
use and abuse. As with abusers of nny addictive drug, heroin abusers graduaUy spend more and more time and e~ergy 
obtair-ing and \:Sing !.he druB. Or.ee they are addicie(t the heroin tWUset"S' primary purpose in life becomes seeking and using 
druBS. The druBS litera!l)' change their brains. I 

http://WY<"\v.Olda.nih.govfRese<lrchReponsfHeroiniheroin3.html 
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h10A Researcb Report ~ Heroin Abuse and Addie.., 

PhYSiL, dependence develops with hig.~ doses of th~ drui!. With physical dependence, the body adaptS to the presence of 
the drtg and withdrawal symptoms occur if use is redu.ced abruptly. Withdr-awal mny QeCUt' wilhin a fev.' hours after the last 
time the drug is taken. Symptoms ofwithdrawal include rest1essr.ess, muscle and bone pain, Insorr.nja, diarrhea, vomiting:, 
cold flMhes with goose bumps ("cold turkey"). and leg movementS, Major withdrawal symptoms peak be[\1.'een 24 and 48 
hOl.tTS aner the last dose of heroin and subside after about a wcd;:. However. some people have shown pCrSistenl withdruwal 
signs for many months. Heroin withdrawal is never fatal to olhtrwlse healthy adults. but it can cal.lSC: death ro the ferus of a 
pregnant addict 

AI s~t point d'uring continUous heroin usc:, a person can become addicled to the druB. Sometimes addicted indivlduai:s: will 
endurJ many of the withdrawal S}mptoms (0 reduce !.heir tolerance for the drug so that they can lI.@.ainexperiencelherush. 

PhYSi!l dependence and the emergence of wilhdrawal symptoms Were once b¢)ieved to be !.he key fe.arures of heroin 
addiction. We now know <his may no; be the caseentittly, since craving and relapse can occur weeks and months after 
withdritwal symptoms arc long gone. We also know that patients with chronic pain who need (Ipiates to function (sometimes 
over ~d periods) have few ifany problems leaving opiates after their pllin is resolved. by other means. This may be 
becauSe the patient in pain is simply seeking relief of pain and not the rush sought by !he ad~ct. 

Short.. and Long-Tenn Effects orBeroin Use 

Shon-Term Effect. 

"Rush" Addiction 
Depressed respinl.lion Inf.:c;lious diseases, for example, mV/AIDS and hepatitis B and C 
Clouded men~al funcliorung • Collapsed veins 

• Nausea and \'Omiting 	 Bacteria! infections 
• Supprc:Ssion ofpain • 	 Abscesses 
• 	 SpOntaneous abortion Infection ofhean lining and valw:s 


A.rthritis and other rheumatologic problmu: 


\Vhat' are the medical complications 
or thioniC heroin use? 

MediJal C<msequences of chronic heroin abuse Include scarred and/or collapsed velM. bacterial infections of the blood
•

'~ssels:and heart valves, absces~s (boils) and other son-tissue infections, and liver or kidney disease.. Lung complications 
(including various typcs of pncumonia and (uhe:rculosis) may result from the poor health condilion of the abuser as well as 
from h~oin's depressing effccts on respiration. Many of !he .additives in strcet heroin may include substances thai do nOI 
readily ~isso!ve and result in c\08l;!ing the blood \'essel.s thar lcad 10 the: lungs. liver, kidneys, or brain. This can callS(: 
irueetiot or even death of srr.ail patches of eel Is in vilAl organs. Immune reactions EO these or other contaminants CM cause: 
arthritis· or OCher rhe:umatoloBic problems. 

Of court, sharing of injection equipmenl or fluids can lead 10 some: of !he most severt" oon~quences of heroin abuse
infecttohs with hepatitis B end C. mv, IlJld II host of other blood·bomeviruses, which drug abusers can then pass on to their . 	 . 
sexual p'artners and children. 

I 

I 


hur:".l.nida.nih.gOVIRe>e,rchRerort,/HeroinlhCCOin3.htmlI 	 . 
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NIDA Research Report ~ Heroin Abuse and Addic,," 

~ational Innitutt" on Drug AbuR 
Rese.n:h Rtport St"r~s 

Heroin: Abuse and Addiction 

What are tbe treatments Treatments for Heroin 
for heroin addiction? Addjtt'oll i 

A variety of effective treatments are available for heroin addiction. 
Treatment tends to be mo~ cfi'cctive when heroin abuse is identified early 
The treatments that follow vary depending on the individual, but methadone, 
asynthetic opiate that blocks the effects of heroin and eliminates withdrawal 
sympl.oms. h<l$ a proven record of success for people addicted !.O heroin, 
Other pharmaceutical approaches, ltke LAAM 
(levo-alpha-J!Cetyl-methado!). and many behavioral therapies also ant used 
for treating heroin addietiort 

Detoxification 

The primary objective of deloxiflcahon is ,0 relleve withdrawal ~mp;oms 
while patIents ndjU$t to a drug-free state. Not i:l itseJf a treatmenl for 
addiction, detoxification is a useful step only when it leads into longwtem'! 
treat:metlllhat is either drug-free (residential 0: outpatie."l!) or uses 
medications as pan of the lreaUllenl The beSt documented drug-free 
lreaUllenrs are Ihe lherapeutlc communicy residemia! programs lasting a1 
least 3 to 6 months. 

Methll!d()Ju~ progrii:lfJt . ! 
Methadone treatment has been used effeclively II11d safely 10 \teat OpiOld addl~tion for more than 30. years. The Jrognuns usc 
melhadone as a substitute for heroin, Properly prescribed methadone is no! intoxicating or sedating, azw its effeCts do not 
interfere wilh ordinary activities such as driving fI ear. The medil;3tion is taken orally and it suppresscs narcotic ~ilhdrawal 
for 24 1036 hours. Palients are able tn perceive pain and have emotional reactions. Most imponsnl, methadone relieves the 
craving asso6ated with heroin addiction; craving is tI major reason for relapse. Among methadone palienlS. it h~ been found 
that nonna! S!Te!t doses of heroIii are inetl"eclj..-e at producing euphoria, Ihus makine; lhe use ofherom more easily 
e:-;tinguishahle. I , I 
Methadone's effects last for about 24 hours - four to six t..mes lIS long: as those of heroin· so peopk in lreatmen~ need 10 !al;e 
it only once a day. Also, melhadone is mcdica1!~' sale even when used co:ltinuous!y for JO yean; or more. Combined with 
behaviorallherapies or couns.:!ing and olher supportive services, meth;)done enables PJjtienrs to stop using heroin (and olher 
opiates) and rt'!Um to morc stable and productive lives' t 

, 
LAAM and other mooiciitilH)S 

LAAM ;ji-;:e methadone, is a synthetic opiate Iha: ~ be. used to treat heroin addiction. LAM! can block the effects.ofheroin 
for up lO 72 how-s wilh ntinimal side cffeas when taken orally, In 1993 the. Food and Drug Adminiwation approved the use 
ofLAAM fo: treating patients nddicled to heroin, Its long dura~on of oction permits dosing just Wee times per, week. thereby 
ehminating the need for daily dosing: and take-home doses for weekends. LAAM will be increasingly available/in clinics that 
already dispense methadone. : 

Na!o~oOe and naltrexone are medlc.ations that also block \he'cfi'eGts ofmorphine, heroin. and other opiates. A$'atnagonists. 
they are especinlty usefUl as antidotes, Naltrexone has long·h~$linS effects. ranging from J to 3 days, depending on the dose, ' 
Naltrexo.1c blocks the pleasurable effocts ofheroin and 1S useful in treating some hIghly motivated individuals. Naltn:xone ,, 

hup:/I\",,,.\',nida.nlh,govlResearchReports/HeroinJheroinS.hunJ 

http:Naltrexo.1c


NlDl R,,,,,,h Repo" - Haoi. Abu" ",d Addie 

-luis !Isa been found to be succ(!:uful in preventing relapse by fotmet opiate addicts released from prison on probation 

AlthLgh 004 yet approved for the ~Dtment ofapioid addiction, buprenorphine is IU'IOlhet medication being swdied by NIDA 
as II i.rea1.1ne1l! for heroin addiction. Buprenorphioe is a particularlv auraelive U'eatment because it does not produce the s.ame 
levee of physical dependence as othet optote medications. such as 'methadone. Di$COrltlnuing buprenorphine is easier !.han 
stopping methadone tN:alrnenl because there arc fe-wer withdrawal symptoms. Severa! o!.her medications with potenUa! for 
t.re8lillg heroin overdose or addiction are currently under Investigation by NInA. 

BClh!vroral therapiu . I 

AlthLgh behaviOl'oJ and pharmacologic treatments can be c:\tremely useful when employed alone, science bas taught us that 
inlesratillg both types of treaunents: will ultimately be the most effecti~ approach. There an: many effective behavioral 
treauricnts o\'aitable for heroin addiction. These can include residential and outpatient approaches. An important task is 10 

match the best treatment approach 10 meet the: particular needs of the patient Moreover, seVerl!J J1e'A' bebaviornl therapies, 
such as contingency management therapy and oogniuve·be:havion:li interventions. show particular promise as trealments for 
heroi~ addiction, Contingency management therapy uses a voucher-based system, where patients earn ~points· based on 
negative drug tests, which they can exchange for items that encourage healthy living. Cognitive-behavioral mterVemions are 
desi~ed to help modify the patient's thinking, expectancies. and behaviors and to increase.s:kills in coping with varlOl.l$life 
stres~tS, Both behavioral and pharmacological treatments help to res'\ote a degree of normalcy to brain function and 
behaVior. 

I 
WhJt are the opioid analogs • •and their dangers?

I 
DruJ analogs are chemical compounds that art similar lo other drugs in their efleas but differ sligh1ly in their cbc:mical 
structUre. Some analogs ate produced by pharmaceutical compames for legitimale medical reasons. Other analogs. 
sometimes referred to as ~desiPler~ drugs, ean be produced in iIlegallaboralories and are often more dAn~ and potent 
than ~ originai drug. Two of the most commonly knOV.T\ oploid analogs are fenlanyl and meperidine (marketed undet the 
brand name Demerol. for example). ' 

FeOlad}'l was introduced Ln 1968 by a Belgian pharmaceutical c6rnpan~' as a synthetic narcotic to be ~d as an analgesic in 
suf~ical procedures because of its minimal effeelS on the hean. Femanyl is particularly cmngerous because it is 50 times more 
pOlent u,an herQin and can rapIdly slOp respiration. This is no( a problem during surgical procedures because machines are 
used td heJp patients breathe. On the street, however, users have been found dead with the needle used lO inject the drug still . .' 
10 Ihe!larms, 

I 
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Heroin - Tow Pop1ll41iolf 

T.blr 18. Hrrola UN by Aae. Sex.. Race. and Regioa rOT ToUlI Populltion in 1996 

E.... 1JNd Vied Part ¥ear 

0 ....... 
 .........
........~ ~%CJ• 
 EJitl••tt 9!% ~.I. 

RATE unMAns (PeRent) j 
AGE I12-17 .... m.' 0.8) .3 ((V • 0.0) 

18-2~ 13 m·· 2.0) ... (0.6 • 1.6) 
26-)4 1.3 11.0 1.7J ..., (0.1 • 0.4) 

"$ I.l ID.S J.7) • • I 
I 

SEX 
Mal, I.' 1/.3 2.2) 0.3 (fU ~ 0.5)

f""". <l.6 /V.• 0.9) ••• (fH • 0.]) 

RACE.'ETlINICJTY 
While 1.2 ID.' l.o} .... /V.I • 0.3)...,
BlK' ill.• 21) (f).1 • 0,4)••• ...,HispaniC' ... 1M U) (0.1 - 0.5) 1 

REGION 
Nonhca.11 I.! IDO 2.5) ·0.1 (lU ~ 0.5) 
North c.n.aJ 1.1 ID·· ].OJ 0.1 (lJ.1 • 0.3)...,., 1.3)U /V.• 0.3 (D.l • 0.5) 

w,. 1.3 /V.S /.9) 0.1 ro.1 - 0.3) 


TOTAL /V.• 1.5) 0.1 (G.J • 0.3) 

POPut.AnoN ESTIMATES (bl The....edl) 

AGE. , 
12·11 .\13 (59 • 181) .. m· lJ,f)/
t8-2S 36S (UJ • 55]) :w (155 - #')"'I. 
26-34 ... a5! ~ 6JJ) .. (47 • /59) 

(1,034 • 2.207) • •,'$ ,..." I 
SEX 

1.731 (1.193 • 2.313) (21)] • 174}M~' 
female 1\3 (4'}j - /J)]9) "" ... (86. 147) ., 

RACE 
While ,m (l,407 ~ 1,557) ,.. (214. 560) 

I 

81"" 333 (2]4 - .194) .. (32 • J/Jil) 
Hispanic IIll (116 • 185) " (23 • 9$) 

REGION 
. N_ ... (J93 • 1,071) '01 ($0 • 2(18) 


NonhCamal m 0/9 • J.03B) (31 • 16?)
...,., ... (4]4 • 9(4) 195 IJ!I1! • W) 

w"" m (J83 ~ 867) .. (28 • W) 

TOTAL l~ 11,896 - J.'J47l ... !~11 ~ 665,1, 
• Low PI..rokm;. fill e:sUnwe Alponeti ,,
5a\IIU:: SubsWlct: Abux IlnI! =HtWth Ser;iees MminIUJStion. ()fl"\Cecf ApplJcd Studle$ 

19'96 NllI()nai:Houschoki ~ on Dn!a Abuse I 
I 

,I 
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Table 2.10 Trends in Percentage otResp.ondento Reporting Drug Use In the Past Year, by Age Group: 1994 andJ995_ 
--Alle"Group (YearsIISurViol' Year 

Tota! 
12-17 Years 18-25 Years 26-34 Years 35+ Years 12 and older 

Drug 1994 1995 1994 1995 1994 1995 1994 1995 1994 1995 
IUnwelghted NI 14,6981 14,5951 13,7061 (3,9631 (5,2231 (5,2131 14,182! (3,9761 117,8091 117,7471 
Any Illicit Drug Use(l) 15.5 18.0 + 24.8 25.5 14.8 14.6 5.7 5.0 10.8 10.7 

Marijuana/hashish ItA 14,2 H 21.6 21.8 11.5 11.8 4.1 3.4 8.5 8.4 

Cocaine 1.1 U 3.6 4.3 3.5 3.1 0.9 0.8 1.7 1.7 

Crack 0.4 0.6 1.0 1.1 1.3 0.9,. 0.3 0.2 0.6 0.5 

Inhalants 4.0 4.6 3.0 3.2 0.9 0.5 0.1 0.2 1.1 1.1 

Hallucinogens 2.7 4.6 H 5.1 5.3 1.1 1.3 0.3 0.4 1.3 1.6 

PCP 0.4 0.8 0.3 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2f. 

01Heroin 0.2 0.6 0.1 0,3 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 
NonmedIcal use of any 
psychotherapeulic(2) 3.7 3.9 5.0 6,5 .. •.5 3.9 1.8 1.7 2.9 29 

w 
Stimulants 1.2 1.5 1.3 2.0 1.0 1.2 0.4 0.3 0.7 0.8'" 
sedalive. 0.5 0.5 O.S 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.3 

TranQuillz.ers 0.9 . 0.6 1.9 2,8 "- 1.9 1.4 0.8 0.6 U 1.0 
An~lgesics 2.8 3.0 3.5 '.2 3.1 2.6 1.3 1.0 2.0 1.9 

Any illicit drug 
other than marijuanal1) 8.2 9.7 11.2 12.5 7.6 6.8 2.7 2.6 5.3 5.4 

Alcohol 35.2 35.1 78.5 76.5 78.8 77.0 68.2 65.0 00.9 65.4.
Cigar_s 24.5 26.6 '1. t 42.5 36.0 36.4 29.6 28.7 31.7 32.0 
Smokeless Tobacco 6.5 6.0 10.1 8.8 6.8 6.2 2.7 2.9 4.8 4.6 

• tow P'leci5iOn; 00 ulimal. t.~ 


Ho~; Estimal0' here 10r 1979 It'lfOlJgh 1&93 may differ frem eslimat •• 101 these 5Urf1IIY yeilf1l that were publlsMd In o!hl!1 NHSOA repel'lt, The e~limilllt~.. shoW1'l here 101 1979 

1hl0UQh 1993 havu been adjusted 10 irnprO\'t Ihllff' OQrnPI',;IIbHity with uUmalet based on Il'Ie n&W version af the NHSDA instrument that was fielded In 1994 and ,ut/«1Uf!1nt NHSOAs. 

See "wenda.: E tOl' further discuulon of adjustmertl procedures. 

(1] Ant' Illicit drull ll'ldicalu un a, ....t ortCe at marljuana or hashish, coea:ine (including cr.ckl, lnhal'nts, h.lIuclnogens (inch,rdin9 PCP and LSD), heloin, or any preSCflpliOn-type 

psycnothefi!lp8ul!r; used nonmadJc.tUy. M'IIIrie1t drug other than marijuana Indio.-tes use a! teasl once of Iny of Ihestl' listed drugs, regardless Of marijuana ule; marijuana users, 

who have als;;) utod any 01 the other U,lcd drug. are Included, 

(21 Nonmedical ule of ,;IIny pructiption·typo stimu1artl. sedative, tranquilizer, Of analgesle: doe, not 1t\r;lude over·lhe-counter drugs_ 

+ Difference be~n estlm.te and 1994 e,Umale Is slaUslicatl'lsignifteanl at (tie 051e-W!!1. 

++ DiffeumC'M between esUmate and ,994 ••Umale II .tatlstlcally significant althe .01 Itve!. 

Souroe: Offloe or Applied Studi.... SAMHSA, NaUonal Household Survey Ort Dlug' Abute, 1979· t99S. 
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Table 2.11 Trend .. in Percentage of Respondents Reporting Drug Use In the Past Month. by Age Group: 1994 and 1995 

AgeJ~roup ft'earal/Survey Year 


Total 

12·17 Yeara 18·25 Yeata 26·34 Yeara 35+ Yeara 12 and older 


Drug 1994 1995 1994 1995 1994 1995 1994 1995 1994 1995 

IUnwelllhted HI 14.698! !4.5951 \3.7061 \3.9631 15,2231 15•2131 14•1821 p,9161 111.8091 111•7411 

Any illicit Drug Use[1) 8.2 10,9 H 13.3 14.2 8.5 8.3 3.2 2.8 8.0 6.1 

Marijuanalhashish 6.0 8,2 •• 12.1 12.0 6.9 6.7 2.3 16 4 6 4.7 

Cocaine 0.3 0,8 .. 1.2 1.3 1.3 1.2 0.4 0.4 0.7 0.7 

Crack 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.3 .. 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 


Inhalants 1.6 2.1 08 0.7 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.4 

Halluclnogens 1.1 1. 7 1.6 2.3 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.5 0,7 ~
<0< 

pcp 0.1 0.1 • • • .. • • • .. 

Heroin 0.1 0.2 • 0.1 0.1 0.1 • 0.1 0.1 0.1 

NonmediC3t use of any 

p$ycootherapeut!cl21 1.7 1.6 1.8 2.5 .. 16 1.6 0.9 0.6 1.2 1.2 

Stimulanls 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.0 0.4 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.3 004 

Sedatives 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 

Tranquilb:ors 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.4 

Analgesics 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.1 1.0 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.7 0.6 


Any i!licil drug 
other (han marijuanat1J 3.7 4,9. 44 5.7 .. 3.4 2.9 1.3 1.5 2.3 2.6 


Alcohol 21.6 21.1 63.1 61.3 65.3 63.0 54.1 52.6 53.9 52.2 

"BinI)<!" .lcoholusof3J 6.3 7.9 33.5 29.9 24.0 24.0 11.6 11.6 16.5 15.6 


Heavy alcohol uset31 2.5 2.6 13,2 12,0 8.0 7.9 4.6 3.9 8.2 5.5 


Clgareltell 16.9 20.2 34.6 353 32.4 34.7 27.9 27.2 25.6 28.8 
... ." ",4~V '::.0 ,£,0' Q," ,",," "',.,'" '2.2 2.6 
• t~ PJeCl'IOfl; no .illmati ropoaid 


(trelGf "179 Ihmugtl f9i3 may dilfet flam Mlimale, tol 1he:u ,ufllO, yea,.. that wet. plJOllthed Itt othel NttSOA fepottt, The eslmalet shC'ffo heft' kn 1919 

!>eel'! adjl.lsled 10 tmprove,hllk comparability with "twin h..ed on the n_ VeBioll of the NHSOA Illllrumenl thai was fiRfCitd III 1994 and subeouenl NHSDA,. 

Mtbtt discttsslon 01 adjUffmenl plocedure" 


fWle: eltlmilms tot '"'bfnge" and "'eevy alcOOoJ use III Il'IfslabJD diffel hom Ihe ccmnpondlng e'tlmates in Cheptbf T because of oiHelenlllC!lllmeni of missing yaluet In lhe plnt,,"l 

'able. respondent. who h.o • miulno fetpense to the Item "In lhe pasllG day'. en how many day. did you have frwe or mete drmll$ ollihe ,ame otcMfcn1" w.re ucludad hom 


• __	Ihe ~rta/J~,Conveflely.1fI Cllapter 1, thele....tao had a mls:.lng "'spcnse on this da,. of ute item w.ro enentiaUy IN!ated al nOIl·binge 01 non·heovy usets, 
It1My I!'IIcit drug IMCifc.afH'Uie erllini'onoe'Qf mallu.ha or h"hfth; oocaine (indud/n9 Clad\), Inhalanl1. hallvci.nogCflS (includirlg ~p 1~~".t5,?)yer?!~, OJ any prHtriptfcMype 
ps)'d'tolherapeutle UIle<:! rtCM11Idieally. Any lIIitlI drug oIher Ihan merijuana Indie.1tes use at _.»1 cnce of I", oIll'1e" filted dlugll, N!gardlen of marijUiltUl use;- mirijuillla UselS "- -~,' ._-- ~-~ , 
","0 have alsc used In, tlf lI'Ie OIher listed drugs 8re included. 
(21 NOI'Imedit:al US* 01 ;tny ptesetlptkm-type .Imulanl, 5fI"..l'I1e, Iranquillte,. 01' Inafgetlc; d~. no! include t)ver-Ihs·counlef d1ulI\, 
IlI"Bings'" ~ol Ute ill delined'l drinking ftWI Of more dllnks on the sa",* oCG/tslon on alieni one dar itllhc pasl 3fJ days. By ·O(:;C;iiI!Jion~ is meant at the "Me lime 01 within 8 

couple hOurs or each ether. Heavy .tehol usc it defuted II dlinking flye 01 MOle dfinkll On the same oeeaslon on each of five or mOtc daylln Ihe pnt JO days; an he a...), alCQhul U5f!11 

are .b.o "blngeH 8kcl'lot uters, 

• Difference NMeeIf utmale and HI94 estimlle is .1;tli1;lIe.tlty t~nmc.anl all/w .05 level, 

tt Oilfefence between el~fI and 1994 nlim4le iSltaUIUcally tignirlca:nl at Ihe .01 leye', 

SoUtoe: Office 01 Applied SllIdiu, SAMH$A, NationJ! Houlel'l~ SUl'Ye" on Olug Abun, 1919·1'il95 
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Table 5.7 Percentage Reporting Heroin Use In Their Lifetime, by Age Group 
and Demo!!ra!!hic Characteristics: 1995 

Aile Group (Years) 
I h'Demograp IC 

Characteristic 12-17 18-25 26-34 35+ Total 
Total 0.7 0.7 1.5 1.2 1.2 
I 
Gender 

IMBle 0.7 0.7 1.9 2.2 1.8 
Female 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.4 0.6 

Race/Ethnicity[l] 
White 0.8 1.0 1.6 1.1 1.1 

Black • 0.3 0.8 3.3 1.9 
Hispanic
•
~opulation Density 

0.4 0.2 1.3 0.7 0.7 

Large metro 
I 
Small metro , 
Nonmetro 

1.0 

0.6 

0.3 

0.6 

1.2 
0.4 

1.3 

1.5 
1.7 

1.2 

1.3 
1.3 

1.1 
1.2 

1.1 
t 

Region, 
Northeast, 0.3 1.0 1.3 1.6 1.4 

North Central , 1.4 0.8 0.7 1.1 1.0 

South
•
West 

0.4 
0.5 

0.9 
0.4 

1.4 

2.4 

1.5 
0.7 

1.3 

1.0 
!

Adult Education[2]
•Less than high school, 
High school graduate , 
Some college 
•
College graduate 

I 
Current Employment!3] , 
F,ull-time 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 

1.2 
1.1 
0.3 

• 

0.7 

2.6 
1.0 
2.2 
0.8 

1.1 

0.7 

1.2 
1.7 

1.3 

1.5 

1.1 
1.2 
1.5 
1.1 

1.3 

~art-time N/A 0.8 2.1 1.2 1.2 
Unemployed, 
Othe~4J 

N/A 
N/A 

2.1 

0.3 
3.1 
1.9 

• 
0.6 

4.0 

0.7 
• Low preciSion: no estimate reported. , 
NlA: Not applicable. 

Ncrte: Due to improved procedures impillmented in 1994, IhelM! eslimales are not comparable to those presented in NHSDA 

Main Findings prior 10 1994.
, 
[11 jThe category ·other" for RacelEthnicity is not induded. 
[2] Data on adult education are not applicable for youth age 12·17. Total refers to adults age 18 and older 

(unweighted N"'3, 152). 

13J'Oata on CUmin! employment are not applicable for youth age 12·17. Total refe,.10 adults age 1 B ancl 


old~r (uflW8ighled N=13, 152). 


f4{Retired, disabled, homemaker, student, or ·other." 


sotrce: ·Office of Applied Stu'Ciles, SAMHSA., National Household Survey on Drug Abuse, 1995. 
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I 

I 
j 

In 1997 the proponions ofstUdents reporting lID)' use ofecstasy in the pri!'f 12 

!IlOIlIhs were 2.3 percent, 3.9 pOlfCl!!ll, IIId 4.0 pen:cDt among eighth-, 10th-, andil2th

graders. I 

Stimulants. The use ofamphetamine stimul."" oose gradually in all thrOe grades 

during the early 1990$. This year, use leveled in the 1......... grades, thougb use ~y have 

continued its gradual rise in grade 12. Perceived risk and disaPprcvaI are uked <;ndy of 

12th-graders for this class ofdrugs, and both have stabilized fonowing an earlier period of 
, 

decline, (
I 

The proportions ofstudents in 1997 reponing lID)' use of stimulants in the prior 12 
,l 

months are 8 pert:eo~ 12 pm:en~ and 10 pen:cDt fur grades 8,10, and 12. 

Cocaiue Powder. The use of""caine powder inched up steadily iii all !Ike grade 
I 

levels in the first half of the 1990•. While non. of the 1996-97 d:umgesl'101clles statistical, 
significance, use appears to ""ntinue to be rising at about the same rate in IOth- and 12th

grades, but to have leveled off in eighth·grade. Among the eighth-graders ~ved risk 

leveled this year and disapproval of use actually increased. both after an earlier ~od of 

erosion in these attitudes. I , 
The proportions of1997 students reporting lID)' use ofcocaine powder in the prior 

. I 
12 months are 2.2 percent, 4.1 per~ and 5,0 percent in grades 8, 10, and 12, 

I 
respectively. 

Crack Cocaine. The use of crack rose very modestly at all three grad. levels in the 

w.t balfofthe 1990•. In 1997 use leveled in grades 8 and 10 and rose only O,)'pert:ent (not , 
statistically significant) in 12th.grade, I 

I 
I

In 1997 the annual prevalence rIItes for crack were \.7 percent, 2.2 percent. and 2.4 

percent among eighth-, 10th·, and 12th-graders, 

Beroin. The rates ofheroin use in the stUdent population are quite low, as would 

be expected, but they nevertheless have risen significandy in all three grade levels during the 

1990s, According to the investigators .. it seems highly likely that taking beroiIi by non

(more) I 
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traditional !IIe8II5-IWDCiy, by mottins or smoking. BIber than by injecting it-bas played • 

role in the rise in heroin use. More students !lOW indicate using heroin in these ways than 

say that t.bcy have iIljecled it. 

The ~ inctwe in heroin ..... may be "",.;""ing in 1997 in the upper gra<Iu: 

wbiI. too small to be swistically signifioaDl, the dlanges ate similar in size to the increases 

in earlier years. However, use in eisbth-grad. bas leveled off and may even have d«:lined. 

'A positive _. on heroin,' add.lo~on, "is that men: SfUdClltS over the past two 

years have beeo reporting its use as dangerous. Ibis c:omrasu to an erosion in those beliefs 

through the lim halfofthe nineties. A dlang. in these attitudes .......ny is • precursor of a 

change in actual use-young poople are less likely to use a drug they see as dangerous.' 

Alcohol. AIc:ohol ..... remains very high """"'II American young poople, but bas Dot 

changed much in the past fow years. (On some ofthe measures ofalcohol use among 12th· 

graders, there appem to be some inCTe3$e in 1997, but this is largely due to the filet that 

twO large schools with unusually low drinking rates cyeled out "fthe sample1ast year. 

Therefore, the investigators are treating it as a statistical artifact.) 

'In.sofar as th.... bas beeo any change in ale<>hol ..... in the nineties,' comments 

Johnsion, 'it bas been in the form ofa very gradual upward drift in the very low proponions 

who say !bar they have beeo drunk frequently (20 or more limes in the prior 30 d.a.ys)

these rates are 0.2 percent., 0.6 pl:l'CClll, and 2.0 percent in 1997 in grades 8, 10, and 12, 

respectively-or in the much larger proportions who indicated recent binge drinIdng." 

(Binge drinking is defined as having five or more drinks in • row on 111 least ODe occasion in 

the prior two weeks.) In 1997 same IS percent, 2S percent, and 31 percent ofeighth-, 

IOth-, and 12th·groden, respectively, indicated such binge drinking and these rates are 

slightly higher than t.bcy were in the early 19905 (Table Ic). 

Consistent with the.e changes, the proportions of studClltS seeing daily drinking and 

binge dr:inldng as dangerous declined same in the 1990" as did the proportions 

disapproving of such behaviors (Tables 7 and 9). However, in 1997 these attitudes began 

to firm up among the eighth·graders . 
........ 
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TABLE !a (coni.) 


Trends in Lifetime Prcvnhmcc of Usc of Various D,"ugs for Eighth. 'l'enth. and Twelfth Graders 


LWl!imJI 
'OO-~97 '91-'91 

1m lllli1. 1;~U H'::!! I!l!l, Jlt<.!!! If!?? ~ m.tuw 
11Io,IIUti"'T-l'rtlil

(hl.e-t 'I' tan 1.<1.1) 
8tb f.rndo 11 :2 !. :1 It ,. ." " .t'l~n 
Imhl:rn!f.· 11 "Ill " :tI'! :1'1 ,II I .:Hi,~'t "" " Itlh nlati.· :*1 ~!:l :1 'I p, " IHI fro " In l' .:tA~••" 

pet'~ 
811l Htnd~ 
IOlh O,..d", 
l:llh t;,..dlt 1,g. 2.!l 'l.1I 2.1 ~.u :U~ .fI,1 .1.11" 

MIIMA f~:C~!I'~YI" 
IIlh <:r ..dG 3.4 3.2 0.2 
IQ~h Urad. ,." tU .0.' 
12th Oradl1 ,.. 6.9 .I},e 

C()(lIinfl 
81h t:nldll ., .0 '.0 '8 '.2 U .1), I +:.J... 
!lull <:tlld. ,8 '.0 8. 1.1 .0,6 .3.0... 

121h (Judo ,.••• ,." ,.. " fi,~' 8.D 1.1 •., .l,6. .6.9 

Cndl 
lith Undo 1.3 ... 1.1 2' 

.., I.' I.' .Q.2 .1,4.., 
!Ot~ Ot/uto .., .., 1.8 U 3.3 ...0,3 ",1.9... 
121. Grlld., ,. ,.• ,.• •• 3,a " ~O.8n:1.1:1 '.0 .1.9 +0.68 

OtIHlf Cnocaino' 
811. n,.d, , ,.. ,.. 3D '.8 31S ·('-:3 .I,&n.
10th Grad. ,.•.• ,. •••,.. 8.' 8.) 11).6 .:2.3..... 
12th Or.d. '.D '.3 '.1 JU! .UI, .. 1.2'0 "•• ••• ••• 

Hno",,'
atl.t:,," 1.1 ,. .., 2' 

,. ·1),3 to,9~u" ••• .., ,. '.0Wtlt Otd. U ,2 U 2.' ,.. ..0.lh1l* 
12th Ct,," 00 I.' 1.2 1.' U .1),3 .1.2.., " " Oth., 0fliatu' 
BIb ',.<1"
l0lh (}rad~ 

12th Gr.d. ,. 6.1 .., 7.' 9,1 t 1.551 ..Slu, 


___ ~ a': ___ ~____~. -~---~~--
~.-----.- •• •• 

Slimul.ntal' . -----. -- ~~---~ '--~---~ 

8th Crad. 10.6 IRS U.B 1%.3 13.1 I,U J'U ·L2 .ta. 
lothO,d. J3.2 JlU 14.9 15.1 11.4 11.1 110 -IU .38...
12th and. 15.4 13.9 HU lU 11i.3 Hi.3 16." .1,2 .. I.! 

(Tollle ronllnued £In Jlllll.1 pogr1 
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TABLE a 

Long~TQnn Trends in t.j.fe_tim_~ Prevalence of Usc of Various Drugs for TwcJfth Graders 

f-'",~ ... \, (11,(;1' U1H:H'l 

Clrt~~ elM!!. GltlllS Chl.~~ Cla~s t:IO.'!9 (;101<11 r.:I;I~H CI/l,~.~ Cla.'!~ Cln~.~ CI((~$ CIrUll'I CIO!l9 Clns:! Clnll8 Chl!l:!I Cll\f1l1 elOtl!) CI!lu Class Chum Cla!ll$ 
01 01 of or ~ ~ of or Df of of or ('I( uf of or of (If Qf of of of of '96-'97 

ll!1.!i .lQ1] 1977 191B W2 .l!!M !rull .!1f!a J !:U:13 J.9R4 lAA.'i 12M: , 19R'[ 1988 1989 !Wl1llll1.ll!nlJ!lll!J.l!lM.llMlJ!llI!lJIll1.!ilw!.u 
Approh. N ~ 9,/00 IMOO t1UH) 11800 /,ir:ifJO 15900 'MOO 17100 16300 l!i9fW IllOOO 15200 16.')00 16,700 16100 15200 J501'JO J5800 16,,}:00 15400 15400 14,"100 15400 

Any IlIlclI Dr(llf'~ 55,2 5R3 61 n S·U 65.1 1'l~.4 t15.6 644 62.0 61.6 60.6 51,0 (HI!'; "3,g 1'>0.9 47.9 4·U 4(",7 42.9 45.6 4fU 60.S ti4.3 "'3611 

t\1I)' [Writ Vt'''R Oth~r 


1'hal'l MurijU(J<t<f"_h 362 35.4 35R 3i15 37-4 3H.7 42,8 411 .0.. 40.3 j!l.7 37.7 35 S 3U' 3J.4 29A 26JJ 2!U 2tt1 21.6 2S.1 28.S 3(tO '" l.5 


Mm ijoolln.!Hcshhdl 47,3 fi2 H ~!U fill.2 6iH nO.3 5!t5 tiS,7 57,0 fi4.9 fj4,2 r.OJl nO,2 47,2 43.7 "0.1 aft? 32,6 Im.a 36,2 41.7 44.9 49,6 ..4.7Illl 

Inhnhmls' 103 II.l 12.0 12.7 1t9 12.3128 J3.6 IV, 15A 1.5,9 11,0 H'I.7 17.5 18,0 11.6 uU 11.4 17.7 17.4 IG,fl 16.! ·0.5 

lulllJiuullI, Adjtl~trd'-A IfU 17,3 11.2 17,7 18,2 is,O IfU 20, I IR6 175 18.a IA. 18.0 11,0 11,7 HI.S 11.8 17.5 16,9 -0.6
.., ,.•Am)'VB(ltyl Nill'itl''''1'' 11.1 11.1 1111 Ita S," R.I 1Jl a 0 3' '"1 1.6 Ui lA. L7 1.5 UI 2.0 "'0,2 

Hnllucinogen, 16.3 15,1 13,9 14.3 14.1 13.3 13.3 12,5 I t.9 10.7 10,3 9,7 103 8.9 9.4 9.4 9,6 9,2 10.9 1l.4 12.1 14.0 15.1.1.1 
If(Jl/J'<il1oR~"'$. A(lju~I",I' 17.1 I~U; Ifr.:} 101,3 13.1i 123 12.1 11.9 106 9' 9.9 9.7 10,0 9.4 11.3 11-7 13,1 14.5 11i.4 .0.9 


LSD 11.3 11.0 9,R ~.7 !l.!'i !l_3 0,11. !I,ll 8.9 6,0 Vi 12 fI.3 8.7 B.B 8,6 1\).3 10~ 11.7 12,G 13-.6 +1.0 

PCP" lVI 9.0 7.8 6.0 5Jl 5.0 ".9 4.8 ""' '"' 3.9 2.8 2.9 2A 2.9 2.1 4.0 3,9 .0,1 

MDMA {E'l'lIIASY}· '"" .". •• G.I 6,9 +0.8 

Cocaine 9.0 9.1 JO R t2.9 lSA l5.1 16.5 HU) 16.2 is-I 17.3 16.9 15.2 12.1 10.3 9A 7.8 6.1 6.l 5.9 6"0 1,} 8.7 +Uhl 

Crad," 54 4JJ U 3.5 U 2,6 2.6 3"0 3"0 :;.3 3,9 .0,Sa 

Other Cocaine' . 14.0 J2,( M 8"G 7 .• 53 I) 4 6.' 5.1 6,4 8.2 .1.Rs 


HCl1JtnJ ':t2 IJi J 13: JIi LI U U 1.2 I.. 1.3 1.2 U 1.2 1.1 L3 L3 0"' L2 t.l L2 t. l.8 2.1 .o.a 
Other Oplate!!' 9.0 9,6 103 9.9 10.1 9.8 10.1 9.1 10.2 9.0 9,2 8.6 1'1.1 6,,. 8,'2 9,1,. I.SS9". ".. 8"' 8.' 6"' 

22.3 22.6 23,0 ""' '"' 

Crystal Melh. (Ice)' 2.9 3.t 4.4 4..4 0.0 


Stimulants·" 22.9 24.2 26.4 32.2 27.9 26,9 27.9 U.2 2:U 21.5 1R8 19,1 17.5 15.4 13.9 llU 15.7 15.3 15.3 l6,5 "'1.2 
3"' 3A."' 

SedallvClI'- 18.:2 17,1 17.4 16,0 14,6 14.9 ,"0 115.2 1M 13.3 1 LA UU 8.7 '"9 fl" I 6A '"' 8.2 6,7 +0.6 

Batbiturnles~ t6,9 16.2 15.6 13,7 11.8 11.0 IL3 10,3 g,9 9.9 9,2, 8.4 1,.. '"' '"' U U . " 1.0 H 7.6 IU +0.6
6.' 6"' '"8 " 5"' '"' 
Mcthfl'1lluhmeo.• 8.1 7,8 8.6 7.9 8.3 9.5 LO,6 10.1 10.1 B.3 6.7 5.2 .,0 '"' '.3 I.' 1.0 0"9 L4 1.2 2,0 1.7 ·0.3 

Tl"flnquilitetg.~ 11,0 16.8 1B.O 11.0 16.3 IS"2 14,7 14.0 13.:1 12,4 11.9 10,9 lOJ} 9' '"' 7.2 1.2 M 6", 6.6 7.2 1.8 ",o.6 '"6 '"I 

Alcohol~ OOA 91.9 92.5 93.1 93.0 93.2 92,A 92,11: 92.6 92.2 91.3 92.2 92.0 90.7 flg.s as.O RV; R1.0
"U 

kO.O KiH 80.7 7!iLl! S1.7 +2.59' 

Been Drunk' 66,4 63.4 62.5 62.9 63.2 61.A 64.2 ",2.4 

Cii$i·;ittr;- ---'-'3:a-15~4--'5 7' 75.3'-74,0--71:0~~n,0 10.1- ~10.f\~ -69.1- 6ttA' ~67J)- 67.2- '00.4-65.7 -64A ·133.1, .6v! 61,9 .62.0,__ 64.2_63.fl, tl5A~"'1.9~ _ 

Smokelt'lIlI Tob&ttn"· 31A 32.2 36.4 29.2 32A 31.0 30.7 30.9 29.fI 25.3 ·'U 

St~rt:lId,,' 3,0 2.9 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.4 2.3 1.~ 2.4 +o,r. 

NOTES: (.nt!1 nfsignifil'3nu or diffuence h!.!H-vet!n the tWfI fIIu~t Hleerd eln9l1l'lI: s = ,05, SS = .01, ggg II .001. '--' inditnteg datil rmt I1vailahhi. 
SOURCE: The MOflitot'inll Ihe Future Scud)" tht! Unlvergit)' of Mithlfl:llI'I. 

http:64.2_63.fl
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LOflu-Tf.lI'm Trends in Annunl Prevalence of Use of Various Drugs for Twelfth Graden 

I'tfn:~nt whn 115f!d ill ll'!!!fl lweI",:, montiu; 

CIA."-"t Gb<:"t CIA"''' CI:>"I'< CI:1"1'1 Cln."" (:1 .. :<"1 r:lntl<l elm•• cl;:!I'I t:bqqCI;;q;lCj':;:~q-Clrtu CIIUIS ctliftCiau-Cla-u etan Clan Clan clan CllL"t~ 
of of (Of iJr ,,( Dr uf "f Hf of of of "I uf uf Qf Qf of of of or of tlf "96-'91 

191fi 1916 t~?' 1m 1[1'1] !,.mill 19HI HI".2 11»13 1984 1985 !!W! 11!!I llUM3. 1989 1DQ llli 1m 12U. J.ni 1m 1DIti 1U1 £b!.nu 

,\ppmr. N" 9400 1S-/fifJ /7/00 17IW(lIM;'", I!i!mn /16tm 177M l({:Um '!,!IIm /I,I)On 1S1nll t~'f"n J/i:mo rr.7nn 1,1200 15000 161100 16.'J00 15400 ~5400 14300 15400 

'\F1)' Jllku Drll/l" 45.0 41t! .'i Ll ":l,A Jl4.2 ]",:'1 I !i2.1 .t!H 4!iJl ~r.;1 ·44:'1 ,II 7 :J" r. :J!H :121'> 2!1.4 21,1 31.0 36.6 ~9.0 40.2 420.4 .2.2 
.1'11 IHirit JJ/'HJl HtA,,/, '" 

1:hnn MOfllI10f!(I'~ 2r,.~ 25·1 260 21 I <,tJ( 2 30 ·t 310 :10 1 2MO :274 2!,,!t '}II 21 I 20,0 t7.9 IR.2 I,U) 17.1 litO 19A 19.9 20.1 .0.9 

!\1tlrijllannflla.\iJi.\h 400 ·14 r. ., (, M) 7. r.o fI 4R R 4» I 44,;1 42 '"' :J 40U 40n 1k:/i !lll" :U I 2!t.G 210 23.9 21.9 29,0 30.1 34.7 35.Pi 3ft5 ....t1.. .,
Inil(lillnt!l' j 0 31 .. I j.4 4!i r•. 1 51 III 69 ,5 9 69 6.6 6.2 7.0 7,7 8.0 1Ji 8.1 ,OJI.. ,. " fir. .,•• 72 1.5 8,9 AI 6,9 1,5"ah(lI(lll/~ Adl"~(N.i·" • 1 1.1 f19 6.4 7.4' fU 8.4 lUi 7.3 .1.2s,r.I'\,."yVRulyl Nit,ilf'!'" r. r. !1 7 :1.1 :t t. 4 0 4 0 4,1 2 ~ 1.7 L1 14 0.9 0.5 0.9 U 1.1 U; U ·lU 

IlnUucillnllen!l. 11,2 94 AM fir. rl9 OJ fi'.0 N.I 1.3 6,5 6:) 6.0 6.4 5,6 !i,g- 5.8 5.9 7.4 7Jl 9,3 10.1 9.8 .0,3
II(Ill u~i1II'/l" rlR, .t,{ill !lff'dl 10 , to,l· 0.0 8.:1 1,3 1.6 1.6 6.7 5.• 6.2 6.0 G.I 6.2 7.8 7.8 9,7 to.1 10_0 -0.1 

"SO 1.2 (,4 sr. ,. :'! "' rili 6,!'j '.1 5.' 4.1 4.4 4,5 1l.2 4.8 4.9 'i.4 5.2 5.6 6,8 6.9 8.4 8.8 8.4 ·0.4" ,., ,.,PCP" 10 2.6 2,3 2.R '2.4 1.3 1.2 2.4 1.2 1.4 U 1,4 1,6 t.Pi 2,6 23 ·0.8 

MDMA {Ee9hI9,j' " 4,0 ,0.8 


Cocaine 5," fiO 7 'l !to 12.0 12.3 12.4 t1.5 11.4 1U; 13,1 12.1 10.3 7. 6.5 5,3 :t6 :u 3,3 3.6 4.0 4.9 5Ji .0.6 
Cr(lck" .u 3,8 3.1 :U UI Ui 1.5 1.5 1.9 2.1 2.1 2.4 .0.3 
Other Cueaine" 1.' S.2 HI :U 2.6 2,' 3,0 3.4 4,2 6.0 .0.8 

Htruiu' 1.0 O.A 0.8 OB 6.5 tJ.!i 0.' 0.• OJi o~ O.S OJ; 0.5 0_' 0,6 OJ, 0.4 0.6 0.6 06 U 1.0 1.2 .0,2 
Olher OpiahHI~ S.1 5.1 6,4 6.0 6.2 551 5,3 IU ~.2 fUl 5-,2 5.3 ... 4.1 U. 3J't 3.3 3,6 3.6 4.1 5.4 8.2 .O.8s" Stimulants~·' 16.2 15.8 16.3 11,1 I!U 20.8 26,0 20.3 )1.9 11.1 15.8 1:1.4 12.2 lO.9 10.8 9.1 8.2 1.1 8.4 9.4 9.3 9Ji ·14J.2 .0,1 

Crystal Meth. Held 1.3 1.4 1,3 J,1 HI 2.1 :t9 :t3 ·0,5 
S~detl"e.!ll. 11.1 10.1 10 B {t9 9.9 (0.3 10.5 9.1 1.9 6.8 5.6 5.2 4,1 3_1 3.1 3.8 3.6 2.9. 3.4 4.2 4,9 1';.3 5.4 .0.1 

BaTb'iturates~ 10:7 9.6 93 8.1 1.11 6,8 8.n 5.5 5.2 4.9 4.6 U 3.6 :U 3.3 :u :1.4 2.8 3.4 4.1 4.1 4.9 5.1 .0.2 
Methaqualone·" 5.1 4.7 fi 2 4.9 5.9 7.2 l.I'i .8 fI.4 3,R 2,H 2.1 t.fj 1.3 1.3 0,7 0.5 0.8 0,2 0.' 0.7 1.1 to -0.1 ,.•Trenqlllllurs toJ: 10.3 10.R 9.9 ~.8 8.1 8,0 70 8.9 6.1 6.1 5./) HI 3.' 3,5 3.6 2.8 3.5- '.1 ·U 4.& 4.7 .O.t 

Alcohol" H4,A 11'5_7 81.0 ,,'t 1 88 J 81.9 R1.0 BtI.S 61.3 68.0 85.8 .... 65.1 81'>,3 R2.7 IH'J.6 11.1 1ftR ?itO 
12,1 13.0 1:l.1 72.1l 74.R .23" 

Been i). link' 52.7 SO,:J 49.1; 1lL1 li2.r. r.L9 1l:J_2 .1.3 

CiIlQ"ettll~ 

Smokeit'~~ TobQeea" 

St~rnids' 1.9 U 1.4 1.1 l.2 1.3 1.5 u U 0.0 

NOTES: ~v~I .. ( .'lInUkam:r ,)( dlfft't{<f.(t, brtwlHm th* Iwa mQ~t I'~cef!t ;:!itun; s '" .0.'1, !~ .. ,01, !la....OOL '--' Indicate''' dAla flfll oyftilahle. s~ Tnhlt 3 !l.t I'devllnl rr111IHfltr~". 
SOURcE; Th. Monltl.ullll the fuh"~ Study, the Unlvt>l'lIlty of Michigan, 
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TABLE 1\ 

Lnng~Tcrm Trends: in Thil'tv~Dny Il"t'i:vnlence of Use or Various Drugs for Twelfth Graders 

P.'n'Clu whl! u~cd in "U, Ihirty day! 

Cln!l~ (Jlll:<l!« ChlHlI Cln~!'I CIIl~~ (,:11l~~ Cln~~ t:ll'1~~ Cla!l~ CI!l~!I Clau t:lil8J1 Claii,Cj8M!iCI8M~- Cia!!!! Class CIAU Clan Clan-elM! Cis!!!! Clan 
elf of uf or uf III ,,( I)f of of of of or of of of of of af d of of of '96-'91 

llli 1lli Jj)11 U1.fl 1.!l.1.2. ~ 1lli ___ '~~_~ ~----~~-
A,.,'nn. N '" Plf'1rt Ifl4nn 111m! I1ROD 1r.500 lti900 1'150fJ 1'11"() f63(J(j J.t;90lJ 16000 152.00 16300 16301} 161CO 15200 15000 15800 16300 ,5400 15400 '4300 154£10 

"\.tr llbnl On'If'· :i0.1 3.1,2 :nr. :i8.9 3B,!l 31,2 :H'),!l 3'lli aO.5 2!l.2 2\1.1 21.1 24.1 21.3 !9,7 11.2 16.4 "'.. 	 Ift3 21.9 'l;'Ul 24.6 28.2 .1.6 

.'''i' Ilbcit DrYR Hilla 
7nIH) Marl)"''''''''' Hi • 13,9 Hi,2 Hi.1 It. R 184 211 11,0 I!.A 15.t 14.9 13.2 IU 10.0 !U itO 7.{ It3 7.9 8.B 10.0 9.5 10.1 .J.2 

Mft! ijl!!lf1l1iHn:;tili!<h 21 I 32.2 35.4 31.1 3r..5 331 31.(, 2ft~ :no 2!),2 25.1 2:JA 21.0 18,0 16.7 14.0 13.8 IL9 	 l65 UI'.Q 21.2 21.9 23.1 • t.e 
IlIhuhlllt~' o ~) 1.3 I< 1.1 1.4 LS U! L1 1.9 22 2.S 2. 2.3 2.7 2,4 2.3 	 26 2,1 3J! 2.6 2.3 (to.. 
Ifl/l'll/ll"'~, Adlil~ltJ'~ 27 2,5 2!i 2,!'> 2.n a.o 32 3.5 30 2.1 2.9 2.6 2.5 28 2.9 3.S 2.9 2.11 0,0 

AmyVBtllyl Nilritl'JI,i " 2< I Il U 1.1 U L-1 I.n I.' 1.3 O. 0.• 0.6 0,4 0.3 OJ): U tt4 0.1 0,1 1).0 

IIIl"udnORen~ ot 7 ,.. 39 .0 37 ;1 7 .1.4 VI 2 t. 2.5 2.5 2& 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.7 3.1 4.4 3.6 :-"'9 +0.4 
Hllllu(InOR~~.~, A,IIi1.~I,d· " !i~ 44 4.5 41 3fi 3.2 31l 3.' 2,8 2.3 2.9 2.3 2.4 2.::1 a.3 3,2 4JJ 3.8 U +0,3 

LSD 2.:\ Ul 1I '21 2< 2:1 21'\ 2.4 I.!I 1,5 Ui 1.7 "8 1 • 1.• 1.9 1.9 2.0 2.4 2.6 4.0 2.5 3-l .0.("1 
l'c(>" 2.' 1.4 I 4 1.0 I 3 1.0 1.6 1.3 0.• 0.' 1.4 0.4 0.5 0.6 1.0 0.1 I),R 1.3 0:' ·0,6 
MDMA tECSt3~y)' 2.0 1.6 -0.4 

Cm::einf! 1.9 2,0 2,9 3.9 5,7 (.2 5,R 5.0 4.9 5.8 fl.7 6.2 4.3 3.4 2.B 1.9 U 1.3 1.3 l.!i I.. 2.0 2.3 .0,3 
Crack" 1.3 1.6 U 0.1 0.7 O.f: 0,7 0.8 1.0 1.0 0.9 -0,1 
OthMCMAln.' fd 3.2 1.9 1.7 1.2 1.0 1.2 1.3 1.6 2.0 .0.4 

Ilcruinl 	 0.4 0.2 ..3 0.' 0.2 0.'2 0.2 0.'2 0.' 0.3 0,3 0.2 0,2 0.2 0,3 0,2 0.2 0.3 0.2 0,3 " ••• 0.6 o.fi 0.0 

Olhur Opintugl 2.1 2.0 2.• 2.1 2.4 2.4 2.t US I.. 1.8 2.3 2.0 US L6 1.6 1.5 U 1:2 1.3 1.5 1.8 2.0 2.3 +0.3 

Stimulants'" a,$ 1.7 •.1 9.9 1'2.1 15,8 107 •.9 8.3 6.8 5.!i 5.2 4.11 4.2 3.7 3.2 2,8 3.7 4.0 '.0 4.l •.8 .0.1a 
CrystRI ME'th. Heed , 0.6- 0.8 0.6 Its 0.7 1.1 U 0,8 -0.3 

&!dBIIYu~· 5.4 U; 5,! '.2 4.4 4.8 4.6 3.4 '.0 2.3 '2;.4 2.2 l.1 U 1.6 IA 1.fi L2 1.3 18 2.' 2.3 2.1- -0,2 
Bnl·bitUretu' 4,1 a.1f 3.2 3.2 2.9 2.6 2.0 2.1 l.1 2.0 I.e 1.4 J.2 l.4 1.3 1A U 1.3 l.7 '.2 2,1 2,1 0.0 
Mtlhaqualone"· 2.1 1,6 " U 1.9 2.3 3.::1 3.1 2'.4 1.8 1.1 1.0 0$ 0,6 0.6 0.6 0.2 O':! 0,4 0,1 0.• 0.' 0,6 0.3 ~0.3 

rn,nqullltt'lI'R' 4.1 4,0 '.6 3.' 3,7 3.1 2,1 2,4 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.0 UI 1.3- 1.2 lA 1.0 1.2 U 1.8 2.0 I.e -0.2 

Alcohol" 00 2 t;~t3 71.2 121 11,A 12.0 70.1 6!U 69.4 61.2 66.9 66.3 66,4 63.9 60.0 51.1 &4.0 St.3 	 51.0 
fEU, 50. t 51.3 SO.R 1)2.1 • til 

~ fl<!cn OnlJlk'  .- -. -- --- ---,- - "",,-""- :1I.6 21l,9 21U 80.8 a:u au 34.2 .2.!) 
..-"~-- - - ~ 

Ci.atettu 367 38.A 38,4 36.1 34,4 301) 29" 30.0 30.3 29.3 30.1 29.6 29,4 28,7 28.6 29..1 28.3 21.R 2!t9 ,1 Li . ~13.J) -- 34.0 --36 I) ~ .2 n. 
qfUl)kel~$lJ TobncroH 1I.S J1.3 10.3 AA HAl 	 10.7 ILl 12.2 9.8 9.7 -O.J 

Rleroidll1 	 0.8 1.0 0 R 0.6 0.1 0.9 0,7 0.1 1.0 .0.3 

NOTES: LE->~I uf i!liglliflf'lIn<:~ "f diff~reIK\! !:JNwO::"fI th~ I~W' m"'I1 ftN'nl rl.'Iu!!: 11 .. ,05,1111 =- .Ot. ,n., Oat ,_. indicate'! d;l.Ia flnt 3V$.!lAhlfI', Sre "."'e 3 fur relevant (ffllh",t .. s 


SOURCE: 'thfl' ~h!l'lilotl"1t Ihl' FullJlQ Study, 11.(' Uniy~t"'illllfMir1Iilltl'1'I 




TABLE !I 

- tAmg-"'Cl'Ill 'l'n>ncl;""ill Thi,·tY·I.hty I','cvnleu(;(! of U.;tih,: Usc of Various iJ;;gS ror Twelftb Graders • 

P~'~N'I wlm tl~('d dtlih ill IMllhirlJ' dny, 
t'la<;~ t:11l~~ el:\!1~ elMS CI:l~~ Clt\~i!- elM'! CI;I;!l!l -'Til..,.; Cia!!:!! (:l1l<;q(;i~~~ej"ii~CliisiiC1A!t!i--CI!JiI![ ChUlA ctllJI!! Clns, Class elm'l! CIs'!!:!! CII1.'J9 

"f "I ~ ~ of of or or of I)f of of of Df of (Jr of uf of of of of of 1tfl-'97 
J!l7!j 1!l71 1!l1A 1lli IMO HUH 19A2J21.fi 	 I_'~~'._~~~~--~~~~-

AI'I.m~ N" 9,1110 l.~lfm J7Wfl17ROn I,~,~OQ ,!i!IOO /1firlfll77fmlGjOu/:'i901) UWIJ/J /!j211() 1(;:JtJ(} /6,100 lfi700 15200 ,.,000 Ul8t'O '63t)O 154M I5fOO r4.10n t5fOO 

Marijunndlll (i!tili~h '.0 0.1 91 lO.7 lO,3 11.1 7.0 6.3 5.5 .~,o· 4.11 '.0 ,., .., 2.' 2.2 2,0 I.' 2.4 '.8 ... .,' 5.8 +0.9! 

lnhl'llnnl,' • • 0.1 • 0.1 0.' 0.1 o 1 0.1 0,2 0.' 0.1 ... 0,2 0,3 0,' 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 -0.1 

ll'lltniol'lts. 11djm;ttd'~ O. I 0.2 0.2 0' 0.' 0,2 04 0'- ... 0.3 0,3 O. os GO 0.2 0.' 0,'2 ·O"a. 


Amyl/Butyl Nilrl!t-i'l • 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.3 0.1 0,' 0.1 02 01 0,1 0.' 0.2 0.. 0,1 ..o.as 

II.alh.ld<...gt'n~ 0.1 0,' o I 01 o I o , 01 •. 1 0.1 0.' o , 0.1 0.1 0.1 0, 0.1. 0.1 0.1 0,1 0.1 0.1 0.' to,t. 
IIa-itutll'U1Rtll_'t, AdJfI~rt'fl' 0' 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.' 0,3 0.2 • G.3 0.• 0.1 0.1 0.1 0,' U -0.1 


I.sO • • • • • 01 01 0.1 01 • 0.1 • • 01 o.t o.t 01 0.1 01 • 0.2 .0.11 

t'Cp·f Of 01 01 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.' 0' 0.1 0.2 0.1 O.\' 0.1 0.1 O. 0.3 0.3 0.1
0' 	 ·0'
MUMA tE:c ...t;'~yl· 	 0,0 0.1 .0.1 

(;!Icnlne 01 0, 01 0' 02 0, 0, 0.2 0' 0.' o. O' 0' .2 0.3 0.1 0.1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,' 0.2 0.2 ·0_1 
Cf~ckh 0.1 01 02 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0,2 OJ 0,0 
o,her Cncaloe' 0.2 ,0,2 0.1 0.1 0.1 • 0.1 0.1 0, I 0.1 OJ ·0,1 ,IIf'roin' 0.1 • 0.1 • • • • 0.1 .• • • • 0.1 0,1 OJ ·0.1 


Olh!!'r Opinlc!ti 0.1 0.' 01 0.1 • 0.1 0.1 01 0.1 0.1 0.1 '.1 • .1 0,1 0.2 0.1 0,1 • • 0.1 0.1 O,~ 0,2 0.0 


~tlmultl~h~· 0.5 0' 05 or, 0.' 0.7 .. 2 0.7 0." 0.5 0.' 0.' 0.3 0.3 0,3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.' 0.' 0.3 0,0 

CY111tal Meth. tlt~)' 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 • 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 


S1ffiatlvn'· 0' O. O. 0.' 0.1 0.2 M M 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.' 0,' 0,[ 0,1 0' 0,1 0.1 • 0.1 0.1 U 0.0 
BlIl1rih.lrnte!l· 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 • 0.1 0.1 0.' 0.1 • 0.1 o , 0.1 • 0.1 0.1 0,1 • 0.1 • 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 
Mt'lhluJulIlnn,,- • • • • • • 0.1 01 0.1 • • • • • 0,1 • • 0,1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0,1 +o.t" 

TnmquUizers' O.l 0.'2 0.3 0.1 0.1 eu eLl 0.1 0.1 0.1 • • o I • at Ql Ql • • 0,1 • 0.2 0.1 ·O.b 

Alrohol 

OaUy" &.7 5.& 6.t 5.7 &.9 G.O fi.O 5.7 Fdi ""R f).a 4.A 4.1) ....2 4.2 3.7 3.a 3.... 25: 


3,4 2.!'f 3.5 3.7 3.9 .02 

Betn drunk dl'llly' 0.9 O.R 0.9 1.2 L~ UI '2.0 +0.'1 

5. drink!! in ,i!I 1'0\' 

lit lut 2 w....k~ 3fUt 37.1 39,4 "'0,3 41.2 41.2 4l.4 40J; 40R 3R.7 :\G.7 :l1i.R 37.6 34,7 33.0 32.2 29,ft 27.9 27.1; 2B.2 29.8 30.2 au +u 

Cigl'lfent'!!1 

Dally 21'\.9 2M.S 288 27.5 '25.4 21.3 20.3 21.1 '2L'2 HI.7 19.5 Ut7 18.7 18,1 lR.9 19.1 IR6 17,2 I!),O 19.4 21.1i 22.2. 24,1i +2.4!'1 

Half·pack (if more 


per day 	 10.!! 11.2 12.. 13.0 t4,~ +"'"17.9 19.2 llH iR8 16.5- 14.3 13.5 J"',2 13.8 12,3 12,5 11.4 11.4 10.6 lU! 11.3 JO.7 10.0 

A~okde!!s Tuhncrn"'" 	 4.7 IU 4.3 .1.3 4,:1 ,U JJI :tG 3.3 .t.'l .1.0 

Stel-tJid!J1 	 0.1 0.2 0,[ 0_1 O. J 0,( 0.2 0.3 0,:1 0,0 

NotES: 	 Le..,('t flf ~i«OmCI1:I1('e nf diffO:1N'ltP helwl'f"f'! lhl.' Iwn mn!\t ,,'('CIlI d ...,M· !II = ,05.!s '" .01, '!Ill = .OOL '-' indicate! data not availahle. '.' indicnlcs tn.' tbAn ,OS p(!tcallt. 
Any apparen! incr;n!lli!lll(!ncy helw(lt'n the chllnKe " .. Iill)!'" nod IIIP pH~Talellc~ l"!!timl'ln fot Ibe h'll mll~t feCent dn5sl:sill dUI: ttl Hlundin« t'HUT. 
Sce Table 3- rOt rrluant h,r;lllolp., 
Dnil)' U'!I" Is "cfined a~ u~c on h" ..nty 01' mnu uccasioolll in Ihe put ,billy dllY!! u:cept rvr S. dtlrd:s, d«l'IreUcs. and sm..kela~!'1 tohn<:cn, fnt whkh I\ctual dl'lily ulle I" mN'~Hlrl"d 

.~OURr.f.: 	Thl" Mflnilj~!l111: thl.' Future Siudy, Ihe Unh'l'Isity of Mlchi«on. 

http:II.alh.ld


'l'AULE 7 
Trcnrls in 1l1!r...m(1)lncss ur Drugs RS Perceived 

hy Eighlh, Tenlh, nnd Twelfth Graders, 1991-97 

/I,m' 'lIllC.': dn pHJ r/ll"It Pl'tCclltall~ spying ~BreBt risk-· 
/wnplc rid harm/nil 
l1'tnuth·t.~ (ph, .• iro/fy IIr ,n Rth Grndl" 10th Gradll 12th Grade 
"th(,f ways/ , 'I/he, . .!I(l~.!17 '96-'97 '98-'97 

HI!II 1992 1!l93 1994 199~ 1990 1997 ~ 1991 1992 1993 1994 Jll§. lli.6. llli Wnu llll 1992 ~.!iIlt .ll!..n 1996 19n Wn.u 

Try mnrijllBnn nnce nr IWic~ 40.4 39.1 3fi.2 31 Il 28.9 21.9 25.3 -2.6~~~ 30.0 31.9 29.7 24.4 21.5 20.0 18.8 -1.2 27.1 24.5 21.9 19.5 16.3 15.6 14.9 -0.7 
Sm"k~ nlPrijupn" oc~nsjnnally 57.9 56.3 53.R 48.6 4!'i.9 44.:1 43.1 ·1.2 4!Ul 48.9 46.1 38.9 35.4 32.8 31.9 ·0.9 40.6 39.6 35.6 30.1 25.6 25.9 24.1 -1.2 
Srnok(' IllOrij"ftlln ("I'Rlllal"ly f13.8 87.0 79.6 74.3 73.0 70.9 12.7 .I.R A2.1 RI.I 1f1.!'i 71.3 67.9 65.9 65.9 0.0 78.6 76.6 72.5 65.0 60.8 59.9 68.1 -I.B 
Try ;nhalnnt!t uncI" u,· 1\\"IC'" 35.!I 31.0 31i.5 :l7.fI 36.4 40.R 40 I ·01 31.R !lR 1 40.9 42.1 41.6 47.2 47.5 .0.3 
Try il1hnlnl1t~ !('Rulo,ly" 1l5.1l 04.4 fi4.fi 6!i.5 li4.A fiA 2 fiA.7 .05 fi9 A r.7.fI fifl.fi 7 Hi 71.R 1!l.8 74.5 -1.3 ,,,Toke LSD nnce nr I,,"ic(" 47' 3G.7 31i 5 37.0 .0.5 48.7 46.5 44.7 45.1 H.5 -0.6 46.6 42.3 3g.5 38.8 3liA 36.2 34.7 -1.6 
fllke I.sn r('RI,ln,ly' OA 3 fi!i.A 04.4 63.6 fi4.1 .O.S 78.9 75.9 7!'i.fi 75.3 13.8 -1.5 84.3 81.8 79.011 79.1 78.1 77.8 16.6 ·1.2 

rry crnck ollce m· Iwi('(" 62 A 012 !'i7 2 50.R 51.0 49.9 -1.1 70.ot 119.6 6fi.1i 64.7 60.9 60.9 59.2 -1.7 60.6 62.011 57.6 58.4 64.6 56.0 54.0 -2.0'44
T1I.k(' crock occilsinnill1y" "22 1'Hi 1fi A 744 721 11.8 71.2 -0.4 R7.4 AIi.4 84.4 R:I.I R1.2 80.3 7R.7 -1.11 78.6 76.3 73.9 73.8 72.8 7U 10.3 -1.1 

I'ry cocain(' flow<l(,1· 'lrlC!' or 

Iwice' r.r. r. !i4 I r.o 1 4R ~ 44!l 4!'i 2 4r.0·0 2 fi9.1 59.2 57.1i 56.4 !'i3.5 !'i3.6 :;2.2 .1.4 53.11 "7.1 53.2 6".011 52.0 fi3.2 fil.4 ·1.8 


fllk(' CDcniM ~owd('r 

ncca!llunoily 110 74:1. 71.A 69.1 66.4 fifi.1 1i!'i.A .0.1 A2.2 RO.I 79.1 77.8 7:;.6 71i.0 73.9 -1.1 69.8 70.8 68.6 70.6 6f1.1 OR.R 67.7 -I.t 


fry heroin once nr tw;('(' 

without using 0 n('('dl(" 60.1 fil.3 I1J.O.1.7 70.7 72.1 13.1 .1.0 55.8 58.8 60.5 .1.9 


1'1lko heroin oC(,.1sionnlly 

without using II needle' 11i.R 16.11 19.2 .2.6 115.1 85.8 86.5 .0.7 71.2 71.0 74.3 403.3!! 


r,·y one or two drink9 nr 00 

nlcohollc bevernge (beer, 

wine, Iiqunr) 11.0 12.1 12.4 11.6 11.6 11.8 10.4 .1.4~ 9.0 10.1 10.9 9.4 9.3 8.9 9.0 .0.1 9.1 8.6 8.2 7.1i 6.g 7.3 6.7 ·0.6 


Tnke one or two d,.ink, n('arly 
every dny 31.R 32.4 32.6 29.9 30.5 28.6 29.1 .O.!'i 36.1 :16.8 3!'i.9 32.~ JI.7 31.2 31.8 .0.6 32.7 30.6 28.2 27.0 24.8 25.1 24.8 -0.3 

Ilave fiye or more drink'l once 
or twico ench wethnd 5tU fiR.O 57.7 54.1 54.1 61.8 55.6.3.1I!l1I9 54.7 55.9 !'i4.9 52.9 52.0 60.9 !l1.8 .0.9 48.6 49.0 48.3 46.5 45.2 49.5 43.0 ·6.5!!~1 

Smoke one or more pack~ or 
clgarelle!! per dpy 51.11 FiO.8 62.7 60.8 49.8 50.4 62.6 .2.2 60.3 59.3 60.7 59.0 57.0 67.9 fi9.9 .2.0 119.4 89.2 89.6 67.8 65.6 68.2 68.7.0.5 

lI~e lImoke1e~~ lohaccfl 
regularly 35.1 35.1 36.9 35.5 33.5 34.0 35.2 .1.2 40.3 39.6 44.2 42.2 38.2 41.0 42.2 .1.2 37.4 3!l.!l 38.9 36.8 33.2 37.4 38.6.1.2 

rake lIterold,' 64.2 69.5 70.2 61.6 67.1 72.7 73.4 7Ui 6!l.8 70.1 89.1 88.1 68.4 67.6 67.2 ·0.4 

Appro". N., 17437186621836617394 17501 17926 18765 14719 1480R 1529R I!jBRO 17006 J5670 J.';640 2549 26R4 2759 2!j9J 260324492579 
. -- -- -, -- 

NOTES: Level nrsignHicftnc(' or difference hehve('n the two mO!lt recent clones: !! =.05,!ls =.01. !!!la =.001. '-'Indicate!! data not BVoilnhle. 
~OURCE: The MonltorinR the FUlure Study, the Univl"uiLy nf Michigan. 

·'\1I5w('r 3hIlTllRti'·('~ w('tl"; (I) Nfl ri~k, (2) Sli!!ht .isk, (3) Mod('t"ate risk, (4) Great risk, (S)Cpn't ~ay, <lrug UnfBmiliftr. 

Ath and 10th gl"O<I('; Dol" 1105('<1 in 1991 on tl¥o·third~ or N itnlj(,Bt('d dllf to change, In qlle~tlonnaire rorms. 

'1lh nnd 10th gude: Data ha~ed nn nnp ortwn rnrm~ In 1993~96; N is one·halrofN indicated. Dolo based In 1997 nn one·thlrd IJfN Indicat('<1 <lu(' tn chan~r .. in qll('~li""l1nirl" Ii"mll. 

·Ath Bnd 10th Rrode; 0"", hB!ll"d on !lVO rorm!! In 1991 and 1992. [Jala hn~ed nil nne or Iwo r"rm~ in 1993 Bnd 1994: N i~ "n('·holf ur N inrficat('d. 




TABLE 8 


Lung-Term Trtmds in Hilnllfulncss of HI<UgR AS Perceived hy Twelfth Graders 


11,,,,· ""...11 .1.. •011, tlwlh 1"'''1>11'' l'\.'fC~lllag~ ".ymg ~Rlrat rlslt~~ 
""I, I"" """it tf,,,.,, ..,.l! ..",__Cla,... ,CIj\"",CI:s~lI,CI~s'\A:l",,... ,t:I:1".H:b<l'l'(;1,1~ ..'t:1"",,'Clil!'l.~'el;·H;l'!·Cla!l'l ellis'! (;In;<::11 Clns!! Clns.'1 eIM!.S Clfllt<i Clan CIUl'Olt Cla'U CI.'!I1I ci..... 

-;;,j,)'~"I;f1~";.:7;;;;fl...r wnr"J. "I ..f. ut I't Ht ..I III "I Hf uf ur ,,( 'If IIf <If .. ( IIf \If uf of of of of '96-'97 
./ r/..,\" . 1!17~ .l.lttfi 1!171 J.2.U! 1l17!l .l.illiQ 1llli1 ~ 19113 19lH 19M, 1iB!i: JJ!fl1 l1!1!! 19K!) J:lllO J!!!H .till 1m Jill .wm ~ lti1 !iht.nn 

Try Alrll ijl1,'ull\ "rlU' HI twice l1U I H 9 ~ II I I'I~ I{)O l:!O lifo 1~:L7 14.7 H!-I Hi. I 18<119.023,623.121.1 '24.5 21.9 19.5 56.3 15.6 14.9 .0,7 
Slllllk~ U1l1liil'~II;l ilcfa~iHnlllly HII 150 I:L4 I'.U 135 '011 lnl 11-13200 "22.6 24Ji 25.() 304 31.7 3(1,5 3(1.9 40.t'! 39.6 35.1:1 30.1 25.6 25.9 24.7 .1.2 
Srnnk~ rlh'll iju.''lna IC~tlli'Hly 43,,1 :UI (l 3r.,4 34!l <120 [,f) 4 ~1,A r.o 4 M,8 AS.O 10.4 71.3 73.5 77.0 71.5 77,8 71Ui 11Ui 12.5 65.0 GO.R M.9 fiR.t ·1.8 

TI'Y LSU \I"Cl' 111' l\\'it\.' 4!l.4 015.7 43,2 <12.7 <ll.n oI:I!l Hl~ 0l0i.0 44.1 4ti4 <lJ~ <1200l0i.945.146,044.1 <16.6 42.3 39.536.63&,4 362 34.1 ·Ui. 

,Toke LSI) I r";lIlady HI.4 aO.A 79.1 IH.! fl2 .... !l3,0 1'13 r, AJ ti tl32 fl3.R R2.9 92 tI .tI:U 84,2 fl4.3 84.6 84.3 !H.S 19A 19.1 18.1 77J! 76.1! .1.2 


TI y I'r.~· 'lllte "' hvil"r 5!U3, 51Ul M.6 55.2 8 L1 54Jt 5(UlI flUi 49. t 8 LO 48.8 ·2.2 

Try MI}MA ",'Cto I1t twke 33.8 

Try CHenIlle ut!t'1': ur I\virt' 42,6 J!U Jfdi 33.'2 3Ui :.lI3 32.1 32H :l:U J1\.7 :l<l.O 33S 47.9 6J 2 64.9 59.4 59.4 56,8 57.B 57.2 53.7 5<1.2 &3.& ·0.6 

Tillie cO!:aint' O(ul<mully :'4.'2 fiftH fi9.2 7UJ 73.9 75.5 75.1 7:13 73.7 70.B 72.1 72,4 .0.3 

Ttlit~ CUt"l1iflt' tt'Rl.lltlfly 73_1 72J mu r.lUl (,!U; 09.2 71,2 73J} 743 7f1R 79_0 R2.2 88.5 A92 90.2 91.1 90.4 90,2 90.1 89.3 B1.9 68.3 87.1 ·1.2 


TIY t·fa...k lnl"" ur Iwkt' 57.0 6'U 52.9 64.:1 00_6 62.4 516 !'iIH 54.6 M.O 5 •. 0 -2.0 
Tnkt' cln...1l occtl$illflnlly 70.4 73,2 1fi.3 flO,,. 755: 7fi.3 73,9 13.B 12.8 7l.4 70.3 .1.1 
Tnke cre....1l 't!lIvhuly R<I.6 RUl tllHI 91.6 00.1 fl9.3 87,5 139.6 Bfts 88.0 fIG.2 ·L8 

Tty CI>ClIirlj> po\t',kr OIlCt' 'H twk,' 41".3 r,1.1 53,fj 53.9 5.1.0 57.1 5~.2 tiSA 52.0 532 51.4 -1.8 
TlIke C(lC"ifl~ fl",.. di!1 OCt!l~i'1II311y 50,fI (11.9 fm.11 11.1 rm.R 70,A GR,fI 70,0 69.1 OB.S 87,7 ·1 I 
TIl-Ite ~Icaille JI"""It'f I'rs;ul:l.ly 81.<1 fl2.9 Hj.!-} flO 2 HH,9 RH.<I R7.0 SitU fl,7.8 R6,R B8.0 -O,S 

Tt·y "eruin nnct' ,,,' Iwkr MI ~R9 5~R ~20 ~4 521 ~2!l fiLl tiOR 4f1S 47.3 4fo 8 ri3.6 601.0 53,H 5!'>.4 55.2 SO.9 50.7 52.8 6-0.9 52.5 56.1 .".2l1 
'fnh hCl"nin nccluJinnally 750 7~IB 719 11" 700 70fl 122 09t1 11K 701 698 66.2 Jot 6 13.S 75.5 766: 74,9 74.2 72.0 12.1 71.0 14.S 76.3 +••5 

, TDkg.lu~roin fl"cu1n1y R7.2 RS 0 Kfl.1 I'Hl 0 R7 r. af.2 .117" fit! 0 M I tl7.2 M.O 67_1 SA.7 H8.8 R9.5 90.2 89,6 89_2 68.3 M.O A7.' fl9,5 BS.9 ·0_& 

Try .. mphrtDminc~ l!flet' UI I\~kc 3fiA 33A 30.H 29.9 29,1 29.7 2£.4 21'>.:\ 24.1 21'>. 2fi.2 2!U 29.1 2!ut Ufl 32,' 363 328 313 31.4 2Eta 30.6 31.0 ..0.2 
TIlIt" Ilmphetamiucs rcgularly 6!to 57.3 6G.(, 67,1 (,IU} (,~u !i5.1 (,4.1 to4 R 07.1 61,2 67.3' 69A i'l!U'I 71,2 71.2 74.1 72A 69_9 61.0 6:S.9 66.B 66.0 ·0.8 

Try crYIltQl mt'fh. lice) AUt'C or 

twice nUl 61.9 67.6 68.3 64,4 66,3 64.<1 -0.9 


Tty balhifllratt'~ lint., Of twice 34f1 :tV; 31.2 31.3 30.7 30.9 '1f14 175 :nO 27.<1 2tU '15,4 30,9 29.7 J2/l 32A 35.1 322 29.2 29.9 2l';,3 '29,1 26.9 -2.2 
Tah b$thitur&lllfi rt'gulatly G!U 67.7 -68,6 G8,4 1Ul 12,2 69.9 67,0 "',7 mu'i tiS,3 61,2 6"9.4 69.6 10,S 70.2 70.5 70.2 flO.t 6U OU 6(1.4 M.B ·3.fI~ 

Tty on, or two drink! or !In 

.1[nlHllic 11~vl!togt' (hntt, 

wine,liquor) 6,3 HI 4.1 3.4 4,1 3,A 4.r. 3.5 •.2 4,6 5,0 4.r. n.2 11.0 6.0 H.3 9,t 8.0 8.2 7.6 5.9 7,3 6.1 ·0.6 


r"lte nne or two dTlflk~ nMtly 

e-V(!t"Y rlflY 21.1) Zl.2 le.1i 19,6 22.ti 20.3 21.6 21.S 21,6 Z3.0 2M 25.1 2n.2 27.3 ZIi,5 31,3 32.7 30.11 28.2 ~no 2U~ 25.1 24.8 ·0,3 


Take (om' or five drink!! nurly 
Ilvery day StU &1.0 62.9 G~U 66.2 55.7 64.5 fi5.5 66.8 68.4 OO.fI tiG.ti 1'.9.7 fiR.5 fi9}1 70,9 69,5 10,6 117.A fltL2 fl2,1i I1ft.6 63.0 ·2.6 

Have- fhl\! or more dl'lnit~ onn 
oTtwicet'othwukt'l'Id 31,8 37_0 3<1.1 34,5 34.9 31L9 36.3 35.0 38.6 <lL? 43.039.( 41.9 <12.6 "'.0 ".1 ,AfI 490 41i,;} 40.5 45.2 4!'1.5 43_0 ·fI.fiS9g 

Sfftoh one or more IlQt"ks tof 
cigarcttes pcr d~y 513 5S,4 58,4 59,0 63.0 631 113.3 60.5 61.2 63.A tift5 00.0 l"I1Ui SEtO 07.2 fiX.2 t'HiA G!U1 69.6 67.fI 6S.6 flit'll flit? ..0_5 

U,e smnkelellS lobat«! rt'gulafty 25.8 30.0 33,2 32.9 34.2 37.4 3~J, 311,9 3(,,6 3:3.2 .17.4 311,fi l];2 

Taitt' 'l~fQids 638 69.9 (j~,11 70.7 mu 116.1 11(1,4 fl7,fl m.2 ·0,4 

Appr,h, N .. 2804 _1-918 .7052 3nO 32,";0 3234 _::tfi04 3551 33M 3262 3250 ;lQ1P 3315 3276 2796 255:1 2$-I!.L1flR4 2159 259' 2/111.1 244}) 2!i19 

HtJ'ft;B; l.e\'cI of !iinHicance ordiffclcnr;l'! beh~e"n Ih~ l\Vo mo~t I{!tcml d855n~ ! '" .05, u" .01, .!I~' '" .0111. '-' indic:llle~ dal1\ nul ill·i.Hllhta. 
SOUReR: The l\.Ionitoringthe tulurll Swdy, the Ur1h'u,;t,' or Mithill,UI, 

',s,.,lwet altunatll'et weTe, (I) HI) lilk.lll Slight lid!, (3r Modl'!l!ltt I bit, 1<1) OI..III~k, and 151 Can', uy. d,-UR unfamiliar. 

http:I'rs;ul:l.ly
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TARLE 9 
'}','cuds in Dis;~u~proval of Drug Use 

hy Eighth, Tenth, and Twelfth Graders, 1991-97 

PC1CNli who ~dil!appnl'vf'~ or M~ll'fInltly dlsOlpprnn··· 

!1jl.'~1!: Uhh Grode 12th GraM' 
I).) ro'" dl"",'/>lu,-,' "f 11('''1,1,' "!I-:lI '9ft-'91 '98-"97 
II·h" _.. 19!H J9f)'Z 1Qll:, Jill 1m. illitE] ill? ..:;,hPrutr. li!ll J!llij )Q9;J um4, .1.fl.P5 !li!U~ !9J!1. >:hJ!.rul:!l1D11.2Jt? l1W.J.lf!M lm J..Ui liW.~ 

Try 1\\tll'ijlltHitl 'mel' III' lwici! R46 H2.1 19.2 12.9 70.1 (;15 m,t; +0,1 7",,; 1Ul 70<) 62.'1 5!M 55.5 54.1 -1.4 68.7 69,9 53.3 57Jl 56.1 62 Ii 51.0 -Ui 
Sll(ukc fbalijmlA3 Ilccasi<lflaliy all.S AA.I H~.7 116 q 793 1fi ~ ·It!.l t U;1i 833 8:;1,6 1!J.4 12.3 70.0 66.0 65.2 -0.7 79.4 19.1 156. 68,9 66,7 (12,9 63,2 .0.3 
Sfnokt' nUll ijUllllil H'~lIir1rly 92,1 90,8 I:!It9 H~ 3; H~ I f!2.1! H4.£ • I.fllI 90,4 '90.0 fl7.4 1'12.2 81.1 79.7 7i'l.1 0.0 89.3 00.1 81,6 82.3 81.9 80.0 78B ·U! 
Try illlil'lldnh O!'lce ur twlc\!' a19 M.O liZ f> HI fl I'll g H2.9 fl1.1 • l.Z AS Z I!S.6 S4.1! 84.9 84,5 H6,0 86.9 .0,9 
T,,}oc InIH'''ml~ tClIlIlM Iy' !l0 6 90.0 61-!.!I Ill-!. { HH I! 89.3 90.3 .1.0 ~11.0 91.5 90.9 !H.O 90.9 9l-1 flU 0.• 

TfY LSI} nnee nr twke4 17.1 752 7).r. 1(1.9 72,1 .12 82.1 19.3 71-'J 761:! 7A,fI ·0.2 90.1 51U 66.9 82.5 eLl 79,0 80,5 .0,9 
T."lkc 1,~lllf'CllhHlyf 7iB! 1f14 1(; R 75.3 7r..3 t 1,0 6S.8 6S.6 B4,R 8•. (; Jil3,,, .1.1 9r. ... 95.5 95,S 94,3 92.5 93.2 92.9 ,0.3 

'flo), cr8('k "nct")I' twk,,' 111 ,7 90.1 1'\9 I fir. 9 flS n flr\ 0 H!\.7 .0,7 92.!\ 92.r. 91.4 fl99 88.1 1!6.2 81." ·0.8 92,1 9l.1 89.9 B9.S 9U 81.4 81.0 ·0.4 
Take- CIIIi,'k ncrtl~inn3I1y' n.1," nz r. fll 7 Hi) <) H!! H 1!!l,.1 M.3 tl.O !l4,3 9 .. .4 93JI 925 !H.1 fl1.9 9UI .0,9 9·U 9\".0 92,8 9:ltA 94.0 91.2 91.3 .0.1 

Try ~aint' plOwder OU('I/' Ilf 
lWic~ 91.2 H!U; «H.~ Hr.,1 Ii5 ..:! 8l,r! H!t.l ~J.2 90,R 9U 90.0 RR,I AIi,R HI'U Rli t -1,0 Sf! 0 69,4 6UI 81.1 mu 83,1 83.0 -0,1 

Taitt' Wil'l'ljl'lc ,!lowder 
\'CCB~i<llln!ly' '3 1 !~'l4 ~II,(l Wl7 HH7 AA1 no,] +IAII 940 9,1.0 9:1.2 92.1 91 <1 91.t 904 ·0.7 93.0 93.4 91.2 91.0 92.7 8'1.1 M.3 ,0.4 

Try hef!"!!n uno:-t' .~r Iwi(e 
\\'idmtH \l5in~ a nucdle f I-lfiH A.~O H7.7 d!,7l!~ MR 1 Ii9 !\ tHJ.l .0.• 92.9 90.6 92." t-15 

'rftkc hcrnlll IICCitS10lvdty 
without USil11l' II n(!cdlc' HR5 H1,7 90,1.2.4!11 91.A !H.7 91.4 ·0.3 9-4.7 9:1.2 fl4.4 .. 1.2 

Try onc or two drinks or lin 
nkohullo: hevi!tllogc (h('cr. 
wlnc, Uqllor) IiI.1 52,2 S09 47.8 48.0 "5.5 <15.7 +0.2 :l7.6 39.9 3~U; 3(l.5 3r..1 34.2 :13.1 .05 29.6.1.10 ;10.1211.4 27.3 26,r, 261 .0.4 

Toke ont or two drinks Marly 
everyday 62,2 BI.O 79.6 16.1 7~.lJ H.l 16(, .V'fl5 AI.1 AI.1 1Ar. 15.2 1!iA 136 16.4 ... I-ll 7fiJi 1!l.9 11.8 73.1 13.3 10.810.0 ·OJI 

IllIve nv" lW mOf~ drink'" (In<< 
!)I·tw!;:\!' each wnkcnd flfi.2 1'\3.9 R:l.3 flO.7 80,1 19.1 flI.3 -+2.2u 1ft1 77.6 74.7 1'2.3 72.2 70.7 10.2 ·0.6 G7.4 10.1 10.1 65.1 RR.? 84,1 R5.0 ..0.3 

Smuk" (Inc or.m(lu pac~lI of 
<'igerette, pl'f dll)' R;l,8 H2,3 80.6 7tH 7~Ul 17.3 80.3 +3,Ou.!I 79.4 17.8 16:> 13,9' 73.'2 71.6 13.8, +2.23 11.-4 7l.5 10,6 69,8 8f1.2 67.2 67.1 -OJ 

Use afl\ak-illn'l tohac<:o 
tl'lu\arjy 7!U 71.2 77.1 15.1 14.0 74.1 76.5.'2.h:!S 75.4 74.f> 13.8 11.2 71.0 11.0 1lU .1.3 

Toke steroid,' H9,8 90,3 89.9 81_9 00.0 9:1.0 91.2 90.A 905 92.1 92,1 9L9 9UJ 9l.1 91.4 ·0.3 

Apprm. N", 17.190 1850.1 18435 17429 17560 17998 tlnliS 1475014774 15334 1~891 171116 156Rfi ,SG!7 2.1)47 2645 272.7 2SRR 2603 2399 2601 

NOTES: Ll'ycl (If illgnificanc~ of diffll'r"n~~ hetwton the Iwn mp1<l recent da1<ltc!t: It ",.05, J\!!I :.01, Slilt :.00 I. "_. im!iratc!t cinla 'hlt a'ltlilable, 

SOURCE: The Monitoring the .'vture Study, llu! Un!yeuity of Mkhigan. 


.. ----'--~-- -'--- - ---~- ---- ~----~~ ----~- --~ 

'Amllur 1I11t'rnl\tiY~l: IVt'fl': (1 J Don't di1!aPf''()Vl!. 12) ilb,appi ('YI!, {3~ S, HPIIgly diltllpprnvc. Pllt Hth 11'1<.1 JOlh gmdes, lliel() WII1'I fmlJlher I.:lltegury- --Can't ~"y, dnJIl unfamili.u~-whkh W;iS 
indllded In th<, elllculatinn nf thue perell'o IIges, 
"The h¥t4flh grade q"'e~tfon9 allk (tbno! Jltople Ivho are 18 (If old"R, 

'1'\1h and 10th grtlde: Dalll haged in 1997 Ull '\\'Q·lhird~ of N indicated due to chanl{flI in questlonnaife (mm,. 
~fhh and Hhh gradti: Oat., hued PO flne uf two {inolS in ! !If/J-9ft: N is ul'le-half of N indicated. nata hued 10 19~7 un '.ln~·lhird 01 N Il'ldkatcd duf' tn dumKc, In qlle~llunn!\ir .. ",
'61h lind 10th gl'ad't: Oata tHucd un twu form!! 11'1 1991 end 1992 end on oo~ of two lormll In I!Hn tlnd 1994, N i3 t>1le-h:llr of N iudic.l.-d. 

http:29.6.1.10


TABL.EIO 


Lung-Term 'I'rend$ in Di.allproval of Drug Use by 1'welfth Graders 
--------------.---_.-------------------------------
r-I'I ,:{'n~ "1:(" ~.!iC'(flf1jll()VjI18·· 

IJ., ,\'OU di~"",,.'!II" "r 11""11'" 
- (:I;,~ .. r.t;>",~ G'I}';~ Gln~.. Gin,," ClnA" CIIlJl'l Gln'lll Cln~" Cia.." C!';U<II Cln"'~ Cillll~ Cln~<t Clnllll CIUR Cls~& t:hlflll ChU'!1'I CIIIM ClnA elfin elM!!1U'j,,, eHf /1<1 "r tlf,l..11 ~/HO'.I! 

!If ul 01 uf ul 01 01 ut uf "I 1.11 of of of of of of of of of Qr' of of '96-'97
"or}, of Ihf {nl/mt".t,\!!' ~~~~ln"~~_~_I__ I___ ~~lm~~ __ ~~ 
rry IHntijUlllUI 'UWfO ,>I' IWiI.'c 41,0 3RA 33.4 33A 3<12 3!l,0 400 45 5 "1i,,1 49,3 r.L4 54,6 566 AO,R 64.6 67.8 68.7 69.9 63.3 67,6 6S,1 6U 61,0 ·1.5 
s,liuilt! flllUijww" u~~Mllrj,lItlly :'14,/1 117.8 443 <tJ!\ "~3 4!l.1 5Vi 1)9,1 ro01 (;,1,;' G..'I.R r,g 0 71.6 140 11.2 80.5 1904 79,1 76.6 SIt9 68.1 62.9 6:U +0.3 
·~muk'\! mfltijU""A n O J:lIlnrly 71,9 G9.!. G~.,r; r.1.11 "9.2 a(; 11.4 ROG f\2,r. a".1 14.5,5 AUI 89.2 89,3 A9.8 91.0 89.3 90,1 87,6 82.3 81.9 80.0 7A.8 .L2 

flY LSD Qlle" m IWit'I' 828 84.5 8:1:9 85,4 81HI 87.3 8GA HR,8 89.1 AfI.9 89,5 89.. 2 91.8 89,8 89..1 89.8 90.1 RR.l R6.9 82.6 81.1 19.6 BO.lj +0.9 
l'..ile LSO If'JI;1l1mly 9U 95<3 95.8 96,4 91t9 lUi,'} !UUi 96.1 97.il !If:}1 97,0 96..1j 91.8 91l,<I 96.4 96.3 9SA 95.5 95.8 94,3 92.6 93,2 92.9 ·0.3 

"1-., MnMA <1<1<:(' "I' I'<'IU' 82.2: 

rry !XlCsine ,,('let' fir twier 1113 R24 19.1 110 141 '}(;;1 14t: 1(;f. 110 191 1!13 fl02 fi13 89.1 90.r. 91.5 93.6 93 .• 92,1 9Ui 90.3 90.0 89,0 ·2,0 
rake ctl!::ninc lI'I:IJJlHly 9:t:l !J.19 !l21 919 90,. ;111 !m7 91t, 912 945 9:>,. 94.3 96.1 9fU! 9r..4 9ft7 97.3 96.9 1l1.5 9*'(R 9ill 95.6 9R.0 +O.~ 

r.y (nick ...,tll:' '" Iwin' 92,3 92.1 93.1 89.9 89.15 9(,4 81.~ 87.0 .... 
rnkl' lTnrk u«n~j"lInlly 9U 94.2 95 .• 92.8 9iLa 94"0 91,2 91.3 ..0.1 
r"!!.,, ':Hl<-'k 11'1I:!.ln>l,. 94.9 95.0 955 93< 93J 94,) 93.0 92.3 ".7 
1'1 y culle J1!O\v,J..r mlH' '" h' i,,!· R7.9 RR,O ""A 86.6 81,1 88"3 A3.l 83.0 ·0.1 
rail" ~"lIc 1",wIII,. "H'nii"lIulh 92, 1 930 93." 91.2 9loO W2.1 A9.7 89.3 ·o.~ 
"!'nlll' c.,lIr 111'11'.1", I "~lItlil Iy 93.7 94,4 94.3 93.. 0 9Ui 93.8 92.9 91.5 -1 .. 4 

rq. h.'flin 'Ir\~C tlr 1\I'lc~ 91!! 02 (; f)2!. !n 0 9:1 4 f):I f, !u r. 94.0 04 J 940 94,0 93.3 96.2 95.0 95.4 95.1 96.0 94.9 94.4 fKU 92.8 9'2,1 92.3 +0.2 
r~lIe hcrl'ln 1l(:(;I'Iirm;ll1y !11i! 9(;0 i1r.O 9r,~ O(\~!HI? 912 Ofl,O Oll!t 07.1 96,~ 966 97.9 96.9 9-7,2 96.7 97.3 95.8 97,0 96.2. 95,7 95J) 95.~ +0.4 
T;llIc hCll'1irlle~ulmly !1rU !')1 r. n12 !l7 H !l1!1 !l1 fl !Ii.H 91:' n7.7 !l8.0 H7Ji 97.6 9R.1 91,2 01,4 91.5 97,8 97.2 91.5 97.1 9n.4 9n.:J 98,4 +0.1 

fr,. IIImphttaminc~ tlfh':r (lr 
twitt 14.8 15.1 14.2 1UJ 15.1 111.4 11.1 12.1i 72.:1 12.8 14.9 1fiti 80.7 82,1) 83,3 85,3 86.5 88.9 84,2 81.3 82,2 79.9 81.3 +U 

Takt' ampnt'tamhUI.'41'9uultll-t,y 92.1 9!L8 92.!i 93.5 9U 93J) 91.7 92.il 92.'; 93.6 93.3 !l3.ft 95.4 94.2 94 .. 2 9ft5 {l6.0 95.6 99.0 94.1 94.3 93.5 94.3 +0.8 

TrytulI'niturll!!!Sol\t't'urlwice 17,7 81.3 8LI 824 84.0 83.9 82,~ 84.4 83.1 84.1 84.9 86.8 R9.1! 89,4 89,3 90.~ 9O.S 903 -R9,1 81.5 87.3 84,9 -89.4 +1.6 
inkt' tmrbitUtRtMi n'glllllJ!y 93.3 93.6 93.0 94.3 95"2 9~A 94.2 94.4 9!U 9:'1.1 9.'U\ 94 .. 9 86..4 M,3 91L3 96.4 97,{ 91'1.1'1 fl1,0 96,' fl5.2 9~"8 95,3 .. 0,5 

Tt,. !'>nt' 01" hvv drink" I'Jf nil 
sl«lholk bt'VHlIg. lb••r. 
wln/i'.ltq~vr) lUi IR.2 15.6 l5.5 l5.8 t60 11.2 18.2 (SA I1A 20.3 20.9 2JA 22,6 21,3" 2~M 29.8 33.0 30.1 28,~ 21,:1 28,& 2ft! ·0,4 

rake on~ or two ddnkg nnrly 
cYf!ryd"y Al.6 6R.9 56,8 67.7 sa.:! 69,0 69,) 6!UJ 68.9 72.9 70.9 72,8 14,2 11'•.0 1Ui 77.9 76.5 15.9 11.8 1!U 1:1.3 10.fl 10.0 .o.B 

rnkf! fuvr til' nvc drink! 
nClllrl,.cvt'r,.da,. B8,'I 90.7 RRA 90.2 91.1 90.R 91 a 90JI 90.0 91.0 92.0 9JA 922 92.8 9L6 91.9 90.6 90.8 rnu R!),A 6ltR A9.~ M.8 .0.8 

Ihve five nr morf! dfinllq nnce 
or I\vice tlll:h weekend 60 . .1 58.6 51A 56.2 56,'1 5!UJ 51Uj 58.8 5S.8 M.I) 60,4 62.4 82.0 95,3 6!'Ui- 68.9 S7,4 70,7 10.1 6!tl 6f!.7 64.1 65.0 .. 0.3 

~rnllke Oilit nr mote llnek, ur 
dg[l-rt'ult~ jWt dlty li7.5 1i!i.9 1i6-4 m.o '10:1 'IO.R fl9,9 69,4 10.8 73,0 12.3 76.4 14,3 13J 12:A 12.8 71.4 73,fj ?OJl Gn,S rIA.:! 87.2 li7.1 ,0,1 

rllkc 51cruid5 .- 9O,R 90,1i 92.1 92.1 !H.9 91.0 9L1 91.4 ·0.3 

Appl'Ci1. N "" 2677 2951 30BS 3686 3221 3261 36W 3651 3341 3254 3,U6 3113 3302 3311 2799 2566 2341 2615 2113 15ffff 2603 1.199 2tWI 

NOTES: Level of .i!':;lifknm:e fiT diffp.nmce h .. twecl! In!' IWI) 1lII'J!\1 r"'tent dRS!l<l':!I~ ~ '" .06, !I~:: .01, a55 .. "001. '-' indicsh~lI dAtil nul e,vslll1lbl(!. 
'-;OURCE: Tbe MaltHllliltjf the F'ul>ll~ Smdy, tnt' V"ivt>ultY;lf Mh:higllll. 

'An5Wcf a1t/i't'r)a1!\'9!1 wu*: (U Oar!"t db;apJ1r;lv<l', ~2) [}Inppmv*,. and (3) Shnrlgfy dI5spproVt'. Perc.nta/il't'5 lire ,bo*n for (!at~lJcrln (2) and 13) cnmhinl'd.,-.. .--~ . . _... 

http:nClllrl,.cvt'r,.da


TADLE 11 

Trends in Perceived Availability of Drugs 
Eillhth, Tenth, and Tw"lfth GrAd".., 1992-97 

• Hot,< .tIfftn/It It,. )'HII P~.(<'nl ~IlYInK ~fllhl,)'~I!I~,r,,();-::~,,1IiI9' ••31
M 

tn Ret' 

a,ln!, ,I w",,{d I", fa, 

PUt I" }/rl rnrh or IIII!' !!ill Grode lQHt.Ux!)],tt 12th Gtadft 
[,,111>11>"'/1 lip".• !I! 111"..'97 'fI8_'91 '96-'97 
tlrURo, rf.l"'''' u'"nt...t li!!!1 lru!a 1094 1!1!l5 J~J!(J I~J' ~!lJ:ljI..'lc.1:: Ifill.:': H'IfI.:l: H~fI:1. JJ!.1W. lll1!li lJI.I!1 £IIlum 1J1llll .lIlJIl lii!i ~ .liJJ! lJI.I!1_ 
.~'JII.r ~ 

MOlijl1"nn 42:l 4:1 R 499 !iZ" !H fI ~H 2" 0 Ii (I~'L2 fiB" 11l.a flU 8U 00.5 ·O.G 82.1 83,0 85.5 SUi 88.1 fl9.1i .0.9 

I,SI) 2! r. 21 R 21 R 2:'1- r. 2:1 r. 221 ·o.n 336 3!UI 3fU 39,M "LO 31:1.3 -2.1u 44,5 49.2 50.1\ 53.8 61.3 roO.1 ·0.6 

pcp" I~ 0 1ft r; 17 7 19' n 1f} r. l!12 .0" 237 23.4 2:Hl 24.7 26,8 24.1'1 ·2.0 31.7 3L7 31.4 :1l,0 30.1i 30,0 -0,6 

r.nll'k 2!i fi 2f.!l 26!J 2A 1 21.0 21,5 ·0,4 33.7 330 34,2 34,/1 36:.4 :16:.0 ·0,4 43.1i 43.G 40,5 41,9 40.1 40,6: ·0.1 

GnCI\inl' Po\\'(I\'r 2f'.7 2!i!1 264 27A 27,2 2n..!1 ·0,:) 3~,0 34,1 34,r, 35.3 369 37.1 +02 48,0 46.4 43,7 43.11 44.4 43.3 -U 

llelOill IfI,7 l!l,f! UH 21 I 20,r; HI A ,0 A 24:1 24)1 24,7 24.0 24.a 24 ... -0,4 34.9 33.1 34.1 35.1 32.2 33.R ,I.e 

Oth(!r Opiall!~' 1$l,A 1!l.0 18.:1 20,3 20.0 20.n +0 Ii 20.!) 24,9 20,9 21.8 29.4 29.0 -0.4 31.} 31.5 38.0 39.8 40.0 3R.9 -1.1 

Am.,h~IQrnlne!t 39.2 3U 31.0 .1:1.4 32.6 30.6 ·2.0s 43A 411.4 46.6 41,1 47.2 44.6 -2.6811 tiR,S 61.5 6:2,0 62.8 59.4 1'i98 +0..4 

CrystAl M~t". {{cd' 16,0 15.1 14.1 litO IA.3 1fi,7 ·0,6 18,8 lOA l7.8 20,1 22.6 22.9.0.3 26.0 21U~ 26.11 21.0 211.9 27.e +0.7 

B~u hitl,ll'ah!'!' 27.4 26.1 25,3 20.5 2~.6 24,4 ·1.2 31'1.0 31l}1 3R.3 38,8 38,1 31UI ·2.li" 44.0 44.fi 43.3 42.3 41.4 40.0 .1.4 

ifllnquili~,",r~ 22.9 21.4 2fH 2l.3 204 10.0 .0.8 3U 30.n 29,R 30,fj 30.3 28.7 ·UI 40,9 41.1 39.2 :J7.8 36.0 3!U ..lUi 

Altol'ml 7fl.2 73.' 7Ui 74.9 1)1.3 14.1t ·0.4 88,6 81lo9 R9,fj 89.1 90.4 B9.0 .l.4!1!1 

Cigarette!! 11.8 15,5 15.1 7~ 4 7(l,9 76.0 ·0.9 89.1 a9.4 90.3 90.7 91.3 89.6 ·Ui!l~!'I 

Stp'niEl~ 94.0 22,1 23,\ 23.f1 ',14,1 23Jl .05 31,A 33.S 33,f\ 34,8 :l4.R 34.2 ,0,1] 4fUI H.R 42.9 45.5 40.3 41.1 +U 

Appr{lI:. N .. 8:155 16775 1&119 1549& 16318 16#12 'IQU 14652 ,.'1192 Ui209 14887 14R.'i6 2586 25'10 2526 2S!S2 2.'140 2517 

~NOTES:" ··Lfivi;..j or:;ianificancr of different;'! l1e.wun the tWI'l yeou;.·s .",05, M .... OI,!!In ... 001. '-=" Indkatill\ dotft,not I'llllliil"hle. 
SOURCE: ih. Monitoring the F\If\ltl'! Study. the Un!utslty of Mithig!m. . - - - . ---- .-~ .---. 

«AIl'llwpr nltNnlIllves. W;'!'e: IH Probahly impu1'Qlblll'.1'21 Vll't·y diUh;uh, (31 Faltly dlffitLJiI. (4) r~itly en!lY. (5) Vel), Cfl."!)'. Fill' Rlh al1d 10th gHlde" there W1U flMlher 

eat<lJlot)'-·Can"1 :'In)" dill¥:: t.lnf.mllil'll'~-whkb "'0'1 hld"d",d in Ille Cllleulotion of I he,!!' p~ro:lI'nlDft€!!. 


tath Mid lillb grad. only: OAt. flAUti on Ill'll' of tWIl rlllm~: N i~ nn.·ha\fl'lr N inrlicatpd ~n 1993-91. 




'I'ABLEI2 

LOflg~'I'CI'm Trends ill ~lef'ccived Availability. of Drugs, Twelrth Graders 

IIml' lIillll'''/1 d .. Y"" I'CH:rf\i ,,,,il'lll "Talrly !!f1!1)'" 1I1' ·y!!tYI!4lt,." ,., crt" 
tJlinh it 11'1111101 ,., fur Y'''' 
t" gd ,,!'wh IIf rltr Cills' CIIll't' Clnl"'1 Cltl1<11 elM!'! Cia:"'! Clal't1'l Clll"" Cln,l't \'.:In" Cia" Clal'llt CICl'Ill elMI!!: Clan!' ClaM Cll'153 Cis!!!'! Cl1l1'ls etn" etau CllUS Class 
,;dl".""'jf '.1'('11 .f dfllH·'t, of br 01 of of tlf III lIf <If ttf flf of flf of of of of of of of of of of '96-'91 
If xtol. 1l"O:l'tft"d "Inlil" tm 12?§. llil l.!Wi 1!l1.ll liYiQ 1981 1~M: ~ ~ t~~!i 19M 1987 19J18 1989 1990 1mU .!J21 J.W J.Ui 1m 1D.!l .1D!!1 mmu 
MuYijll'''ln R7}1 R7 A 117!l '17 R 90 t Rfl t) H!l,2 Rft!; REl 2: fH (! A5 r. flr._2 fl4 II W,O R.tJ JI.... ,.c 83,3 82,1 83.0 85.5 88.5' 88.7 8!UJ .0,0 

Amyltnlllyl Nitlil". 23.9 25.9 'lG,A 24.4 22.1 21).9· '25.9 2ft? 26.0 23,' 23.8 ·0.1 

I.Sf) 41i '2 J7..t :l4!) ~2 2 :14 2 :1~ 3 3~LO :14.2 :10 9 :to.6 :10,n 2R,!j :H.4 33,3 38,3 40.7 39.5 4U 49.2 60,8 53,8 51.3 50.1 ·0.6 

Srlrm~ utili'/" J'lAydlt~rtdir 47 fI :If, 7 :I:l H .1.1 H :1-4 n :Ir. 0 :12.7 :10" 11UI 1(; fI 10 I 24.9 2fi 0 21;,2 2tU 2f1.3 28.0 2f1.9 33,5 33,1t 3li.S 33J. 33.9" O,D 

PCP 22.S 24.9 21(9 21.7 27.8 31.7 31.7 31.4 31.0 30,6 30.D .D,5 

MDMA IEc!lI!l~)'J 2U n.o 22.1 24.2 28.1 3U! 3•.2 38.9 311.6 +Ul 

Cm:4int' 37.0 34.0 33.0 ,31Jl 4!Ui 41.fI 47.r; 41.4 43 I 45.~ 4!UI 51.5 M.2 55.0 !iIU 54Ji Sto 52.7 48.5 46.6 41.7 48.1 48.5 to.4 

Crack 4J.1 42.1 47.0 .2.4 3lU .3.6 .3.6 .0.5 41.9 40,7 4ilS .O.t 

Cm'llin<:' pmVdl!f 62.9 50.3 53,7 .~,O 4tLO 4KO 45.4 43.7 43.8 44.4 4!L3 -1.1 

Heroin 24.2 18A 11.9 If;. 189 21.2 19.2 20.1'1 193 flU: aUJ 2VJ 23.7 28l) 3L4 3t.9 30.S 3.:9 33.7 34.1 31U 32.2 33.8 .t.n 

Som<:' ntb.-r u8lwtic 
(including m1!t!ladune) 34 S 2fUJ 2Vl 26.1 28.7 211.4 29.0 30A 30.0 32.1 331 32.2 33.0 35.8 311.3 31H 3'Ui 37.1 37.5 38,D 39.8 40,0 3RB .1.1 

AmphEtlllmines OHI GL8 58.1 58.5 !'HUl GL3 ~9.5 70.8 61t5 68,2 SOA 64.3 6~,5 63.0 64,3 61l7.67,3 58.8 IiUi 62,0 82.8 69.4 69,8 .0',4
• 

Crystal metn. (lte) 24.1 24,3 20.0' 26.6 2Ei,a 27.0 26.9 21.ft .0'.7 

EI~rbitural<:'~ .60.0 114.4 52.4 50.6 ~9.8 49.1 54.9 5Ei.2 52.5 61.9 fit,3 48.3 ~8.2 47,R "R~ 45.9 42,4 4Hl 44.5 43,3 42,3 41.4 40',0 ·tf 

trl'll1quUlura 7l.A 65,S 64.9 G4 3 InA ,au (,Q 8 !'iB.9 611.3 5•.6 54,7 5l.2 48.6 ,.9.1 ~!t3 44,7 40J! 40.9 4U 39.2 37.8 3&.D 3~.4 ·0.6 

St('to!d, 41U 46.8 44.R 42.9 .5.5 40'.3 41.7 +U 

Appro.'f. N", 2627 !A65 30SS 35911 ,"117' ,7141) .157R .11ltJ2 ;1.1M 3M9 3274 3017 .1271 32:U 2RfJ6 2649 247fi 2!iRfi 2fi7tJ 2~2fi 2562 2340 2517 

NOTES: L<?vef of !'IignifltJlliltl!e of difference behveen the (IWI m01lt n'(4!nt dU!E:!I; "'" .05. !III '" ,01, !'1M ...001. '-' IndknleN dl'da "01 I.Ivllilnbl{O, 
SOURCE; Tht> Mouttotlnll tht> Future Siudy, the University o( Mil':'hl$lM. 

'An~I\'I'('r nitcl-nlillivU welC; HJ PI't1llahly i.nplI~~ihlf. (2} Vn), diflkll!t, 1:1) Fllhly dimeuh, (~) rnltly tally, 'Hld Hi) Very eM)'. 
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Chapter 5 Trends in Drug Use Among 'Yaung 4dults, 
TABLE 7 

I 
I, 

Trends in Lifetime Prevalence of Various Types of Drugs 
Among Respondents or Modal Age 19-28 

(Enuies are pt!lcentlges) 

Pen::em who used in lifetime 

'94.'95 

il!ili 19~7 l!lM l!lll!! .J.2:1Q 1m )992 1991 1994 l22.1, 1 Ww:t 
Appror. Weighfed N's = (69001 10&(0) I(;lool (66DOI (6700) i6600j (6800) (6700) (65DO) 16400) 

Any midi Drug' 7U5 69.9 67.9 664 64.5 622 602 59.6 57.5 57.41 0.0 
Aoy Dlic:il Drus' 
Other U1:lIl MMiju:IIu 4S,4 47.0 44.6 42.7 40.8 37.8 37.0 34.6 33.4 3281 -<).6 

665 66.0 63,8 62.~ 602 58.6 56.4'" 55,9 53.7 53.6 -OJ 
M3rijU.'ln:l , 
lnh:l.larm' 12.3 !2.7 12.6 13.2 12.5 13.4 13.5 14J \32 14.51 +IJ 

l:ihabnts. Adjl~~led< Ig.b 15.7 1.1.0 NA 13.5 14.1 139 14.5 13.5 NA 


Ni:ril.:S" 12.6 6.9 6.2 NA 1.9 1.4 ' ' 1.3 1.0 NA' 

I 


Hallucinogens ilU 17.1 17.0 !5.~ 16.1 15.7 15.7 JSA L5.4 )6.1 +0.7 
rt:illucino£aIO, Adjllqc;d' 20,1 n.::: 17.2 NA Ic~'i 16.0 1S.'} 15,1 :5.5 16,1 +0.8,, 
LSD 14.6 :3.7 13.X 12.7 13.5 13.5 13.8 13.6 13.8 145 +0.7 
PCP' RA 41\ 5.\! KA :!.5 3.1 2.0 1.9 2.0 22' +0.: 

Cocaine' 3:.0 21/.3 2l'l.:': 2.'i.~ 23.7 21.0 19.5 l6.9 15.2 13.7; -1.4s 
I 

Cmd:! NA 6.3 6.' 6.1 5.1 4.8 5.1 4.3 4.4 3.8 -U,6 
Ou:er Cocaine' NA 2lL2 25.2 :SA 22.1 .9'£ 18.4 15.1 13.9 12.4 -L5, 

MDMA ("Ecsmsy-Y- NA NA NA 3J 3<7 32 3.9 3.8 3.8 45 +0.6 
I 

Heroin 1.3 : .71 1.1 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8 u· +0.3 , 
OUh.!r Or~:I1~s' ltD 10,6 \).1\ '.0 9,; 9.3 g.9 8.1 $.2 9<0 +0.1

• 
Stir.IUJlnL~. Adjlme.d" 32,3 :m.~ ;tR,1\ 25.3 24.4 22.4 20.2 18,7 17.1 16.6 .Q5 

'lcc·f> NA NA NA NA 2.5 2.9 2.2 2,1 2.5 2.1 -0.4, 
St:d.1Uvl!$' 16,1 \5.0 rl2 I ~.I NA NA NA NA NA NA: 

I 
S;ubitur:l.IC$' ILl 9,7 8.' 1,1f 1.7 82 1.4 6.~ 6' 6.7 +0.3 
MClh:J.quxoo;;' 13.1 11.6 9.7 ".r NA NA NA NA "A NA ,. 

Tr:lJ1qu.iJi7£1"S' 17.6 16.5 15. J 1).5 12.9 11.8 113 105 9.9 9.7 -0.2 
•

Alcohol' 94.8 94H 94.X '}45 94.3 94.1 934 92.1 91.2 91.6, +0.4 

Cis:u-elles NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

S(cwid~· NA NA NA 1.1 12 L? L9 1.5 1.3 1.5 ..c.2 
Soutee: The Moniloring the Future Study. the Uoivcrsu:-, of Mk:h!glIl. 


NOTES: Ut'Vd oi siplirlCnru;;e of differcnct ~ween lhe IwO most rOCC'flI~; S'" .OS. 5S = m. s.u '" ,001. Anyappuen; 

inClln..\I.~IC!lCy ocn""\X1l :h~ change estinute nnd the prcv:tient;C estim..1les for the TWO most rOCC'flI )e3t$ is due 10 rouflrung. 


'NA' Illd:c:alo.':..\ ;j:U:l flO! J.vlibhle. 


FooolOles eUIlUntl<"! on rn;,;1 page. 
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Chapter 5 Trends i'; Drug U,U! Among Young Ad.ults 

TABLES 

Trends in Ann'ujlt Pre\'aJence of Various Types of Drugs 


A....ng Respondents of Modal Age 19·28 

(Emries :ue pe(c~n!:l~s) 

'q.. ·'9~ 

~ 19~i )9J1.1I IQR9 .l.2£l! )QQ) ~ 109' 199~ 1')0;: ~ 

Apprin. Wtighud ""'J"', (69OOJ (6S00) {670o; r6600}(6700)(6OJ{}1 (6800) {6700J (6$OOJ(64001. 

Arly Uli::it DruS" 
Other th:ll'l M.1riju:mJ. 17,\1 23.Q 2U UU 16.7 \4.3 !4J D·9 \3,0 13,g 

36.!i J4JI 3LS 19.0 26.; 23J1 2!.1 25,.1 2$.5 26,~ 

lrJ;:UJJlI~' 1.9 ~.l I,S 1.9 1.9 2.0 ).9 ::::.1 :2J 2.4 

lnh:1l:l.'lU. Adjusted' 3.0 ;:$ :,1,4. NA :.1 21 t,Q - 2.3 :L! :-1 ..1\ 

Hallucinogt:n$ ".~ .1.0 3.9 3.6. 4.1 '5 l.O 4.:' 4.' 5.6 +0.81 
Hlllucinogens.. Adju$I~' 4,9 4.1 )}:l NA 4.2 4.6 l.1 ' .. 4,9 1.7 +D,h 

:.sD J.n 2.9 :2.0 ::,i :3.3 J~ J.S 4.0 4.' "'.6 
PCP< O.S o.! n.'; NA 0,;: 03 OJ 01 0.' 0., 0.0 

19.7 15,{ lJ.~ mR S.6 6.: 5,7 .!,3 +0,; 

C:lClr 3.:: 3.i 3.1 '25 I 6 1.2 1.4 1.3 J.i 1.1 .{).1 

OtherCoc::line' NA !3-~ j 1.9 w:~ ':-,,) 5,'; l.1 :;,9 J.y "'.J'h 
~ID~1.A ,:'-r:':$usf'l' NA t'A :-.'A ].J l.;li 0.' 1.0 0.' 0.7 1.6 

}krPlf, O.~ 0.2 0.2 {1,2 0,] 0.1 01 0.1 0.1 +(),2s 

O!hc~ Opl~le$' . , 1.5 :'.~ ::.:! 2.5 ),0"I " 
Sun'l:uJ~:s. ,00dJlmec ' lO.t> 1\.1 , .. ' 5JI ~": 4.1 4.0 .:.5 ,U 

"ke'~ r-;A :>:,.1, :-.'A NA II,~ O.J UA O.S 0.9 1.2 

).(1 "2.5 :.1 u; ~A NA NA NA NA NA 

Bubm.:.r:i!c!\: ;.9 LR 1.6 1.9 L8 :::.1 

Meth;:.qJJ:ilone' -':,.1, NA NA ~A fl;A NA 


3.7 3,~ 3 . .! ),j 2.9 3.4 

+1.0 

4D.1 4~i3 ,'L' :-:)<:.11 ~7,1 J7.7 37,9 37.8 38,3 38.8 

N-\ Ni\ :-.10\ u5 0.3 0.5 OA 0.3 OA OS 

Any Dlicit Drug' ... 15 

Nitrifes'

NOTES: l..e~el of significlnce or wffcrcnct: ~I",een lilt IW» most receru "e:lu: $:::: .OS. u:::: .01, us 0: .001. Ally 
:I~PJJe:1IIr.con5islency between W cl'.ln~l.· e>l!m:II~:.:.nd the rrevllenC>t >tltim.:nes for the IwO mos! f«:en1 ,e;l!S is due: 10 
wL;n<l:n£! 

See footnoltS :II end or !Jbte: 7, 
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, 
Monitnring t~ Future 

i 
I 

TABLE 9 I 
T ..... d. in Thirty-Day Preval,nce .rVarious Types or Drugs . I 

Among Respondents of Modal Age 19-28 

(Entries: m pel'Cl'l'I'lUlgCl) 

PerCl'!n\ wlm used in Inn thirty dan 
'94·'95 

~ J.i!ll l.2M l.'lfl! J.W .!ill. 1m lW. ~ lW. <han&. 
Appro;;. Weighted N = (6900) (6800)(6700) (6600) (6700) (_){68oo){67oo)(65oo) (6400) ,( 

I 
Any Dlicl! Drug> 2S,$ 13.4 20~ 1"1.7 15.9 1 S.l 14,11 14.9 15.3 lH +OA 
Any lllici! Drug" 
OtheI dun Mlltijuan,3 13.0 10.7 '.5 7.5 6.0 5,4 I~ 4.' 53 5,7 ~.3 , 

Mlriju:tn:l 22.0 20.7 li.9 IS,S 13.9 I)~ 133 13.4 14.1 14.0 -0:1 
I 

Inll.l.l:l1!ts' 0.' 0,6 0.6 0.5 0.6 O.s M OJ 0,5 0,7 ~~ 

1nhalanu. Adjusted' 0.7 0,' 0,9 NA 0,7 0,6 0,' . 0,7 0,6 NA , 
, 

Nitrile~ 0.5 O~ 0.4 NA 0.1 • 0,1 fJ.2 OJ NA .L 
• 

Hallucinogens L3 U LI LI 0,' LI U 12 1.4 1.7 ~" HallUCinogens. Adjusted' ' 1.4 12 Ll NA LO 12 L6 11 L4 L7 -Kl2 

LSD 0,9 O~ 0,$ 0,8 D.• 0,8 Ll OJ! LI U ~3 

PO" 0,2 OJ 03 NA 0.2 0,1 0.2 02 0,1 0,0 "'.1 
Co:3ine 8.2 6.Q SJ 3,' 2.4 2,0 U 1,4 13 15 «l,1 

! 
C=t' NA 1.0 U OJ 0,4 0.4 0,4 0.4 03 01 0,0 
Otha Coc.aine' NA 4.8 4,' )' 2.1 Lg LJ 1.1 LO U «lJ 

1 
MDMA (''Ec.tt:lsy')i NA NA NA 0,4 fJ.2 OJ 0,3 0) 0.2 0,4 «l3, 
Heroill OJ 0.1 0,' 0,1 OJ • OJ 0,1 0,' 0.1 0.0 

! 
Oti'ter Op:~!('t; 0,' 09 0,7 0,7 0,7 0,' OJ 0, 0,6 0.' ~J, 

, 
SumuLmts. Adj\l$red" 4,0 3,2 2,7 :u I., L5 !,I l.S L1 U .o,1 

'lee"\> NA NA NA NA OJ • !l.l 0,) 0.5 0,3 .ol 

Sedatives' 0,' OJ 0,7 0,5 NA NA NA NA NA NA 
i '-

Bvbituralts' 0,7 0,7 0,7 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.5 0,6 0,6 0,' «l.2,
Mcth.lQU.1l00e> 03 0.2 OJ 0,0 NA NA NA NA NA NA 1

TrMqwliun' U t, 1.' 1.2 1.1 0,' 1,0 LO 0,8 Ll «lA, 
! 

AJeobot' 75.1 75.4 74.0 72.4 7L2 10.6 69,0 683 67:1 68.1 ~,4, 
Cig;uenu 31.1 30.9 28.9 28.6 2fJ 28.2 2g,) ,gn 28,0 292 .u, 
Sl¢roids" NA NA NA 02 0.1 02 o.l 0.0 OJ 0.2 «l,', 
Sou.ree: The Monilonng the FUrure Srudy. the UrovU5uy Qr Mlchig.m. 

NOTES: Level of $ignifie.:!JII:t; Qf difJcem:e berwecn lbe 1""0 mOOI recen~}'em: S:::: .05. u =1)1,11$ '" .00t, ...tiy 
~p3fellt i.ncoosiSlellCY belwt.ll!n the cbWlge ~.lIId tht; prev.l!tmc.e «tim:Ites fot 1.he [WO UlO$t rt.:LOl yeus is due to 
fDUlldinS· I 

I
.,,' i.ndicalel a. p«:valence rate of leu than Q,()ji> bUI peler ihan lfUe UfO, 
"NA' indic.otel dow: nor a....:illllble. 

See,fO(l~.aJ e:rni of lolbk 7, 
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old age band. In the 23 to 26 year old group, there was a general but modest 
in"",... for • year or two, which generally ended by 1992. 

• 	 The important drop in cocaJne \lSe since 1986 slowed considerably after 1992 or 
1993 in all three age strata and in communities of all 5i'Z88. Usage rates among 
the strata tended to converge a bit duriDg the perioa of decline. and this 
convergence remains, with the large and very large cities still showing rates of 
('!ocame use slightly higher than the less densely populated areas, 

• 	 Crack use among aU age groups peeked in 1987 or 1988 and, after declining, 
appears to have bottomed out in all populatiOD~density strata since about 1990, 
The crack use reported in these young adult samples bears little systematic 
association with community size, 

• 	 Stimulant use showed large drops after 1981 among 19 to 22 year aIds in 
conununities of all sizes; after 1984 (the first time point availabJe) among the 23 
to 26 year olds; and, to a lesser extent, after 1988 (frrst time point available) 
among the 27 to 30 year oids. After 1991 use tended to level at relatively low 
prevalence rates in an strata and age groups. although use has been gradually 
rising since 1992 or 1993 for all strata-undoubtedly as a result of generational 
replacement by the heavier~using adolescents. 

• 	 Methaqualone use, which in 1981 was rather strongly associated (positively} 
with population denSity, dropped to annual prevalence rates of0.8% 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 feU to very low rates by 1989 before stabilizing . 
. Annual prevalence in 1995 is less than 3% in all community-size strata for the 
two older age bands. Among the 19 to 22 year olds, however. use has begun to 
rise again since 1992 or 1993. Unlike methaqualone. barbiturates have never 
shown much correla.t~on with urbani city, at least as far back as 1980. 

• 	 Tr'anquili%er use among young aduhs has had Uttle or no aSSOCiation with 
population density over this time interval either. Among the 19 to 22 year olds 
it. declined by hatfin mOst strata from 1980 to about. 1985. to just Q\."er 4% annual 
prevalence. Since 1985 some further. rather modest declines have occurred. 
resulting in annual prevalence rates of between 2% and 4% in all comrnunit.y~slze 
strata for all three age bands. Once again, however, use has begun to rise among 
the 19 to 22 year aIds on}y, since 1993 or 1994. 

• 	 Annua~ heroin prevalence in 1994 stands at less than l,O%-usual1y much less-in 
all strata for aU Wee age bands. and shows little systematJc relationship with 
urbanicity. In the early 19805 it did tend to be a bit more concentrated in cities 
than in the smaH-to'A'11 and farmJcountry strata among the 19 to 22 year oids. 
There was a slight upturn in use in 1995, which seems t.o be concentrated in the 
more urban areas. 
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TABLE 19 

Annual Prevalence tor Various Types of Drugs, 1995: 

Full-time CoHege Students ... Others 


Among R ..pondents 1-4 Yea,. Beyond Higb School 

(EDlrie.t ltc ~ct) 

A:try IDicit Druge 

Any mici! Drug' 

Other !han Marijuana 


Manjuana 


lnhaianl$b 


Hal1ucino!l't:1lS 


LSD 


Cocaine 


Crack 


MDMA ("Ecswy")" 

. 	Heroin 

O\.he:r Opiate,d 

Stimuium:, AdJustedd.t 

"Iee~c 

Barbiturates! 


Tranquilizersd 


Alcohol 


CIF-arenes 


Apl'''''J:tmOIf' W~fgh~dN .. 

Tot.1 

Full·time 
~ ll!Im 

33.5 34,0 

15,9 17,8 

JL2 287 

1.9 3,1 

8,2 7,9 

6.• 6,8. 

3,6 4.5 

1.1 1.5 

2.4 1.9 

0,3 07 

3.8 40 

5.4 7,5 

1.1 2.2 

2.0 4.0 

2.9 44 

83-.2 808 

39.3 477 

1450 J4}0 

M.Ie> 
FuJl·time 
~ ll!Im 

36.1 36, I 

195 19,~ 

)4,1 30,8 

6.1 4.4 

11,9 ! 1.0 

9,7 9.5 

5.6 5.7 

1.2 2.2 

3.2 2.5 

0,4 0.8 

5.8 4.1 

5.9 86 

2.5 3.4 

2.7 4.2 

3.3 44 

84.5 80.6 

39.' 4&.9 

610 640 

I 

I 

, 

I 
I 


Fem~w 
Full.lim< 
!dIl!w; ll!Im 

31.7 32,2 

I J.3 16.2 

29.0 27"0 

1.3 2,1 

5.5 5,5 

'.9 

1.2 3.6 

0.6 0.9 

1.8 1.4 

0.2 0.5 

2.3 3.9 

4.9 6,7 

0,1 1.2 

1.6 3,8 

26 4.3 

82.2 ; SO.9 
t 

391 '6.8I,

840 790 

Souree: The Moni(OMF- the Fut\lrt Sludy.lhe Unm:rsuy of Mu::higan 

·Use of ~any illicH druf mclucies any use 0: manJuar.li. hallucloogens, cocaine, or heroin, or My use (If othtr opiates, 
SljmuJanl$. barbituT ates, or IJ'lU'Iquili.lcrs no! \md(:r II dC'oClor 5 ruikr:s. 1 

IYz"tus drug was asked about in frw: of Ihe S1>, queShOMllre forms Total N in 1995 fat college r.tudenlS is approximately 
I~JO I 

tThl~ dru8 was a:a:ed abou\ in two of1.he 31)( quenlonnal!'t' forms_ TotAl N in 1995 for college students is .approximatc:ly 
485. I 

dOnly dru~ use whIch WilS no! Wlder a dOCtor's order" IS lnel!Jded here. i 
CEased on the da!3: from the revised question. whIch auemrlS 10 exclude the inappropriale r:epof1ing of non-prescription 
stlOrulanl:> , 
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Chapter 8 Prevalence ofDrug Use AnWl\IJ Q,llege Students 

TABLE 20 

Thirty-Day Prevalence for Various Types of Drugs. 1995: 

Full-time College Students vs. Others 


Among Respondents 1-4 Years Beyond Higb Scbool 


Any Dlicit Droge
Any Illicit Druge 
Other than Marijuana 

M I ..
an)Wllla 

I
inhalantsb 

I 
Hallucinogens 

JSD 
cocb. 

I 
Crack 
I

MDMA rEcstas>.·~)';
1 . 

Herom 

OthL Opialesd 

cS!~Ula.nts, Adjusledd. 

"ke"c 

BarJi~.tcsd 
Tran\Uill2!!Tsd 

I 
Aleohol 
C I!gareu.ss 

AI roximou I-t~, hfl!d N '" 

(Enlrie< ... ~) 

Total M.'" 
Full~cimefun~time 
ColleRS~ lllbm 

2l.719.1 18.8 

. 
886.l 8.0 

18.6 15.5 23.5 

1.6 0.7 2.5 

3.3 2.4 5.5 

422.5 2.0 

0.7 2.0 09 

0.1 0.5 01 

0.7 0.5 15 

0.1 0.1 0.2 

1.2 1.2 2.1 

1.2 2.6 1,6 

0.) ·0..,:, 0; 

0.5 1.7 09 

0.5 1.6 08 

61.5 61.9 11.1 

26~ 380 28.7 

/J50 f.JJO 610 

J2lllm 
20.8 

8.8 . 
18.0 

0.7 

3.8 

3.3 

2.5 

0.7 

0.6 

0.1 

1.2 

1.1 

0.2 

1.7 

1.7 

67.0 

39.2 

640 

Females 

Full-lime 
CQUS:8l< lllbm 

15.7 17.2 

4.5 7.4 

14.9 Il.5 

0.9 0.8 

1.8 12 

1.3 1.0 

0.6 1.6 

0.1 0.3 

0.1 0.5 

0.1 01 

0.6 1.1 

19 ' 3. ~ 

0.0 0.6 

O.l J.i 

O.l 1.6 

64.9 57.8 

25.4 37.0 

8'0 790 

I
Source: The Monitoring the Furure SlUd?,. thl." Um"cr:;'fl~ of Michigan.

I . 
·Uu: or~any lIlici, drug" includes any use of manJuana. hallucino~ens, cocaine. or heroin, Of any use or other oplales, 
stimulants. barbirurates. or tranquililers 001 under .1 docJor's orders 

bTtus dniF- was asked aboul in five oflhe 51,\ que~noMa:re ferm" T01'31 N In 1995 f(J( coBeF-e students is approximately 
12101 

cThis druit was asked about in (wo of the Sl'\. qlJe~tlonn;mc forms r otal t.: in 1995 fot colle~e students is approximately 
485 I 

dOnly d.ru~ use \l,hlch was not under a doctor's orders IS mcluded here, 
~BlISe.:I~on the dal& from the revi:sed queSilOT:, v.-·h:eh allemp1S [0 exclude the Inappropnate rep<mmg of nor,-prescrip{ior, 
stirr.ulants 
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Trends in Drug Use: Spring-Fall 1996 

Part I: HEROIN 
. I 

Most sources contacted for this Pulse Check report that the market for heroin is stable o~ 
growing. The majority ofheroin abusers are within the traditional, older cohon of long~tenn 
users, and some former addicts have begun using again since high purity. low price herJin is 
available. However, some areas report that there are more new, young heroin users, These new 
users include college students and suburban kids, but the majority are inner city youth, Sources 
also report that double breasted dealing - selling both heroin and cocaine -- continues in many 
areas, While heroin use is rising in many areas, both by long~tenn u.sers and new users,! 
lreaunent providers have not noticed a marked increase in heroin abusers seeking treatrhent. 

Etbnograpbers and Epidemiologic Sources 

Heroin use continues to be common in almost all ofrhe areas contacted, and eight of the 
eleven sources contacted report an incre<;LSe in young heroin users. These users may be:college or 
suburban kids (as in Denver, Trenton, and Newark), Or low-income inner city youth (as in 
Chicago, New York, Bridgeport, and Newark). In Denver, Sources report "cafeteria usk' of 
drugs on local campuses where students try a number of drugs, such as LSD, MDMA, ho.caine. 
marijuana, and Ketamine, as well as heroin. In New Yark, heroin use is reportedly popular with 
middle class teens and yOWlg adults who are part of a "dub scene" and experiment wit~ a variety 
of drugs. 

The bulk of the new, YOWlg users they see are "street kids," that is, they are froin inner 
city areas, are sometimes runaways, and are often minority teens (as in Chicago and D~nver). 
Typically, they feel that heroin use can be better "controlled" Or that their behavior under its 
influence is less volatile than it would be if they were using crack. Some are former crkck users, 
while others have never used crack. ! 

: 

While there has been an increase in new, young users, heroin users are primarily adults, 
many of whom are former long-term users tempted back into use by the lower price, higher 
purity heroin now available. In Miami, where heroin use is relativdy uncommon but increasing 
gradually. sources report that "more ofthe old-time shooters are at least trying 10 get a! taste of 
heraln again" as availability increases. . 

, 
In sections of Manhattan, large, stable cohorts of users in their 30s and 40s continue to 

use heroin with little change in their long-established routines. Greater availability ofbetter 
quality heroin may simply prompt them to "add a bag or two if they hear of good stuff 
somewhere~' to their typical consumption! but it does not significanHy escalate their u~e. 

OFFICE OF NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL PoLICY 3 



As described in the last several Pulse Checks, snortjng' heroin is most common in areas of 
the country where high purity heroin (generally white heroin from Colombia or Southeast Asia) 
is avaiiable. These areas include the Northeast. the Mid-Atlantic region. and the Northwest. In 
contt<Jt, in areas such as the Texas border and the West where lower purity Mexican brown and 
black t'ar heroin dominate the market, users are more likely to inject 

\ Contrary to the myth that snorling alone does not lead to addiction, many users establish 
addiction this way. After becoming habituated. these users switch to injection, which is a more 
efficietit route ofadministration. Chicago, Newark and New York sources report a shift toward 
injecti6n among heroin snorters, even in areas where high purity heroin is available. This could 
show that more users are becoming habituated, or that more users start out injecting when they 
initiatefheroin use, 

lIn these areas where there has been a shift toward injection, there appears to be less rear 
OfHIV!than there was a year Or two ago, The Newark source states that most young users snort 
heroin. bur more and more are trying it intravenously. and comments that "the idea of sharing 
needles and AIDS simply doesn't seem to bother them:' This could indica!e that new young 
users ah not responding to public health messages aboUt the risks ofneedle sharing, 
AlternJlively~ 1t could show that when heroin inhalers switch to injection, or switch back and 
forth b~tween inhaling and injecting, they choose to ignore the extra risks associated with needle 
use. This trend has been reported in previous Pulse Checks in several areas, including 
BridgePort, San Francisco, and Chicago. 

I 
'Miami sources report that some heroin users, primarily those that experiment with a 

variety~fdrugs, are "sktn~popping" heroin. Skin~popping -- injecting a drug under the skin or 
into soft tissue rather than directly into the bloodstream - has long been associated WIth the early 
stages Jf injt;cttOTI drug use, Miami sources repol1 that skinMpopping is commOn among while. 
upper n\iddle class, young adults in the Miami beach club scene. 

1 
In places as diverse as New York. Denver and the Texas border, sources report thaI 

dealers,1 primarily those who previously dealt only cocaine or crack, are now "double breasling," 
that is, selling barh heroin and cocaine. As described in the last Pulse Check, heroin and cocaine 
market~ have traditionally been distinct. with different dealers selljng each drug. For example, 
the traditional heroin market consists ofolder users, setlIng to networks of friends and 

, . 
acquamtances, 

I 
In contrast. the new "crews," who in some cases are double breasting, consist primarily of 

young, ~ntrepreneurial non-users who have deve~oped more efficient distribution networks. One 
New Y5rk ethnographer reports a noticeable increase in the number oforganized crews selling 
both he#oin and cocaine on the street The twO drugs are sold in similar packages using similar 
bag maikings, indicating a common supplier. He describes lh~ crews as more effident and'beuer 
organiz~d than traditional heroin distributors have ever been. Further, most crew members are 
not use/s themse)ves, These crews may be organized and supported as part of the marketing 
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strategies of mid-}evel distributors. Notablv. these vo'ung crews usuallv distribute COlombian -. . I 
heroin. 

.! 

With crack use declining in many of the areas that report double-breasted dealing. new 
drug distribution networks, that may be made up of second generation dealers, have e~erged, 
Sources in New York. Bridgeport, San Diego, and Newark note that heroin dealers are more 
frequently using beepers or pagers to conduct sales. This practice coincides with a decrease in 
open air or public street sales of heroin in favor ofindoor sales or "home deliveries" reponed in 
New York, Bridgeport and San Diego. Vlhile large sales of heroin and cocaine have always been 
delivered, small amounts afheroin have traditionallY been sold on the street and/or through 
acquaintances. However, current beeper sales can involve fairly small quantities ofhetoin and 
cocaine distributed to a wide range ofcustomers. not just wealthier ~ustomers who pay much 
more than the street price. For example, beeper sales are common in areas where heroin is part 
of the after hours club scene (e.g., Bridgeport and New York), This pattern ofdistribution ~~ a 
network of street seUers, using beepers to communicate and make del1very sales ~- is r~iniscent 
ofthe methods that crews ofcrack entrepreneurs developed in the 1980s. t ., 

Heroin is also available to young users from street deaters in traditional"coPpi~g areas" 
-- public areas where drugs are sold frequently -- and from other young users in the eohununhy 
or in school, The TrentonJl\ewark sou.rce points out that unlike crack suppliers, who t}'Pically do 
not use. th(:se suppliers are most often older students or recent graduates who are users. This 
distinguishes these young dealers from the more organized heroin crews described above. They 
are familiar faces among the students and can establish themselves unobtrusively as slJ,ppliers for 
a number ofother srudents. . 

The Tren10nlNewark source points out that in his area. the two markets are suil fairly 
separat,ed: heroin users sell heroin and cocaine distributors seU cocaine powder and c:.ack, If 
joint sales occur, it is more likely to be serendipitous than pan of a marketing plan. This is more 
typical of the old style heroin markets, 

Ethnographers in Bridgeport. Chicago, and New York report that the drug trade has 
become more violent m their areas. For example, while many cities are reponing a dJcrease in 
violent crime. Bridgepon reponed a higher homicide rate In mid-l 996 than was reponed for the 
entire previous year. In one two-week period in September, the city suffered ten drug-related 
homicides, reportedly related to the heroin trade, Similarly, in Chicago and New York, 
competition for the lucrative drug market is fierce, as many different groups as wen ~ 
"independents" vie' for customers and territory. ! 

I 
White heroin from both Southeast Asia and Colombia dominates the }'-o;ortheast markets. 

while Mexican brown and black tar heroin is more prevalent in the West and South. thicago, 
whose market had traditionally been dominated by Mexican brown and black tar heroin. has 
witnessed more white heroin in some pans of the city. Sources report that white herqin has been 
moving westwards for about a year. Miami sources also report that there is more white heroin on 

1 . I 
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the street. Since Miami is an important transshipment point, this heroin is probably the residual 
from Jarger shipments that have moved through the city on the way to other places. 

I In New York, one source noles that there are more "independent" dealers who are nO! 
connecled to an ....blished heroin selling network, but are typiCally associated with high purity 
heroin. These deafers are reportedly double~breasling•. and are believed to be using odd 
:dulterants (e,g.~ Dramamine, acetaminophen. scopolamine) to cut the drugs they sell, The 
i'ncrease in independent dealers. and more new dealers in general has led to more variety in punty 
Jt the street level, even within the same area. For example, a $10 bag that is 2~5 pe!gem pure in 
Jne part of the city may be 25 percenl pure in another part. These independent dealers could be 
ionner cocaine dealers who have developed relationships with mid-IeveJ distributors. and are 
t\y;ng their hand in dealing Ihe high purity heroin that has recenlly em,erged. 

1 Prices remain fairly stable. though the purity of heroin sold on' the street varies 
considerably. Street level purchases are generally in 118th-l1l0th gram units that cost between •
510 and $20. Units are sold as small bags, balloons, folded paperlfoil or in a small capsule, 

Jaw Enforcement Sources

I Police sources in maS! of the areas surveyed repo" that heroin use is up or stable in their 
area. Only sources in Bitmingham repon that heroin is not widely available, and its use is 
r~latively rare. Miami police describe use as stable, though its prevalence is still quite low 
compared to other drugs; they note, however, that several teenagers in the Orlando area recently 
o~erdosed on what appeared to be heroin. Most police sources report that the majority of users 
a~ still older, long-tetm addicts, though the appearance of the younger users described by 
ethnographic sources is also reponed by police sources in New York, Miami and Boston.

I Many police sources report that heroin users in their areas prefer to inject. Two areas 
(1;lew York and Boston) report that snorting also is popular; thiS is consistent with the appearance 
of new, young users in these areas. Police sources report that cocaine and methamphetamine are 
also popular among heroin users.

I In the Not1bwest, mid-level sales, pa!1icularly of larger quantities, are dominated by 
Mexican nationals. In the Eas! and South, these mid-level dealers vary widely; they may be 
Sbuth American. Middle Eastern, Nigerian, or Russian. In Miami. Seattle. New York and 
B~ston. police also note that more street level dealers are double~breasting (handling both herom 
artd cocaine).

I Prices for heroin remain stable in most places (Sl0-525Ibag), though the purity or quality 
can vary considerably within an area. In Miami, purity can run from as high as 95 percent for 
lrJ.ge quantities seized in transpon to lows of2-5 percent on the street. 
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Treatment Providers Report 

In the Northeast, Mid-Atlantic and the South. approximately 19 percent of people who 
enter treatment cite heroin as their primary drug ofabuse, In the Midwest. South. and Soluthwest, 
this figure is about 10 percent. Though this proponion ofpeople rose slightly in the We~t and 
Midwest. and fen slightly in the Northeast and the South, these changes did no< represent a great 
increase or decrease for most of the 61 programs reporting in this Pulse Check. 

Most heroin users entering treatment inject the drug, with the exception of the Northeast. 
where more clients inhale. One treatment provider in the Northeast points out that while \he 
majority ofheroin clients usually snort, many of these same clients also inject. especially~ when 
they are unable to find high purity heroin, or when they want to speedball with cocaine powder. 
Cocaine is commonly mentioned as a secondary drug of abuse (by 33~92 percent of clierlts in all 
regions) as is alcohol (by 60-92 percent of clients in all regions). . i 

Heroin users seeking treatment in all regions tend to be older (i.e., over 30), thou~ 
sources in the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic regio!l report higher percentages ofclients under 
twenty years old. In all areas contacted! the majority of heroin treatment clients are white, except 
in the Midwest where just over half of the clients are African American. Over 75 percent of the 
clients have been in treatment before. and there continues to be a 70/30 split between mtfu and 
women. I 

PartIl: COCAINE 
i 

In this Pulse Check. sources report that the market for cocaine is generally' stable, and in1some 
areas it ~ declining. In particular, the demand for both cocaine and crack has declined, ~caine 
availability is down, while the availabUity ofcrack is stable. Cocaine users continue to be a 
diverse group. primarily people in their 30s and 40s who have been using for several yek. 
However, there have been reports of risIng cocaine use in speCific communities) such as"-the 
Birmingham suburbs; the Hispanic community near the Texas border; and young peopl~ in the 
New YorklNew Jersey area, Treatment providers in most areas repon that cocaine and crack are 
still the most commonly cited drugs ofabuse among their clients. i 

Ethnographers and Epidemiologic Sources 
I 

Sources report broad shifts in the population of cocaine powder and crack users in 
particular areas. For example. young inner city users are starting to disdain crack as a "ghetto 
drug"; Miami sources describe crack use as "unfashionable" among youth. particularlyjwiih 
African Americans in inner city areas, and often those who continue to use crack try to hide it 
from their peers, In contrast. crack has recently made inroads into the Hispanic commu'nity 
along the Texas border; fonnerly~ it had only been popular in the African American corhmunity 
in that area. In addition. the New YorklNew Jersey area has seen an increase in young brack , 
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Tabl.]. 
Ethnographers and Epidttniologists Report OD Heroin 

I 
CiIY . 

Bridgepo..., CN SaD Antonio} San Diego. CA New York. NY 
EI Paso, 'IX 

Us. 
I 

up up stable stable 
I 

Who's UsiDg! traditional older HispanIcs, gang males. 25-50 years traditional older •••
Change in U seTS : users: and teens! members, older oJd; more Hi.spanic users: more young 

: yOWl@: adults; more users; users. more young users, more middle 
; teen usa!>, more more women, more users class users 
female users young users 

M.ethod of Use snorting snorting injecting snoning 

I injecting injecting mortmg Injecting i 
,Drugs in alcohol; cocame; cocame cocaine ••• • ·!Combination crack · 
, Who's Selling Young dealers, Both young dealers Hispanic males Crews selling both 

·.• I some selling and older, heroin and cocaine, 
I 

. 
I Ihrouoh beeoer,. established dealers beeper sales 

pu.rchase : SIOlbag; $!O/bag, 5140 ~ S200/gram; $lO;bag,iO.DtlPurily · high purit)' $70·1116 oz.; 40% ~ 60% purity 

· variable purity, 
• 

Other/Comments Some sales are Methamphetamine Young users seem 
through beepers, is the number one to think heroin is 
and deliveries are problem, controllable 
made to clubs, compared to crack, 
houses. and and it is part of a 
suburban areas.. battery of drugs 
Many young users used to "party:' 

I 
and seUers. Bener organiud 

street sales . 
• •• . 
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Table 1 (cont'd.) 
Ethuographers and Epidemiologists RepoM on Herolo ,• 

! 

,
Cl'" 

Trenton/Newark. ~J iMiami,FL Cbicago, IL Denver~ CO , , 

up : up 	 i up 
! 

Us. 

older users traditional ' 25-40 years old. J 


Cbange in Users 

young. some ""'bo's Using! 

reruming to use, , oider users plus 	 some increase in Jhomeless, some 
, 	 I ' middle class young userS (teens young users: more~ 

more use among 
college users; 

club goers ! and 205); more 'non-urban users 
peOple under 25 : young users . 	 j 

snorting snorting 
, injecting 

Method of Use injecting : skin popping 
injecting injecting 

Drugs in coca:ne alcohol 
, Combination crack 

: Who's Seiling Mexican Hispanic dealers Older teens/young' 
for adultsI 	 : nationals 

, .:and i brown hero:in; ,,, : Nigerians forHondurans at , Istreet level , 	 :white . 
, 

Iheroin, I 
,S20lballoon; SlOlbag high punly SIS{bag; good purity, Purchase 

I530-$35 foe 114 S201b.g;: Amount/l'urJ~' I, 5% - 20% pudry 	 ,gram; ,I ,3% ·1 S% purity 

Other/Comments As compared to !
the past, more I
streel dealers have 

i
both heroin and 

cocaine, though 
 I,

: heroin is slill 


,; easier to gel. 
 I
Methamphetamine : by white upper limiting their , 	 , 

I, available through options,! middle-class 
,

whlte street level , adult users, 
dealers, 

More old~time 

shooters are 
gening a taste 
for heroin again. 
It is also being 

skinwpopped in 


: after hours clubs 


Users are 
reporting 
difficull:y getting 
into tteatmem and 
are fearful of 
medical cuts 
further 
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Table 1 (cont'd.) 
. ,. 

Ethnographers and Epidemiologists Report on Heroin 

City 

New York Austin, TX Newark, DE 

up (slightly) upupUs. 

oider users (30+), more young users tradItional older "''ho~s Using! 
Cbange in Users ; primarily Hispanic;. users and many teen 

users~
I , !more young users 

I ,
injeGtion snonmg, injecting ~ Method of Use 

injectingi snorting II ; smoking · 
cocaine 


Combination 

'Drugs in ; crack cocame 

• 

more independent 

sellers evident 


Purchase 


Who's SelliDg 

Black Tar. Purity is good 

AmountIPurity 


SlOlbag 
•$IOOlbundle; $2,300 
. declining purity S6,OOOioz. 

· 
Other/Comments Increasing problems There are many Heroin use was 

more independent down a linle over with iIlicil 
. the sum.mer. but is 

cutting heroin with 
sellers who are prescription drugs 

gradually rising 
odd adulterants 

from Mexico, 
again. particularly Also. increase in 
among young (leen) 

aspirin. 
Le., Dramamine, ER mentions fur 

users. It is easily 
overdose death . 
GHB. including one 

accessible [0 teens. 

• 
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Table 2 
Law Enforcement ReporloD Heroin 

" 

Use 

Wbo', Using! 
Change in Users 

Birmingham, AL 
I'.D. 
low 

very few users in area 

City 

Seattle, WA 
pJ). 

up 

,,
INew York, NY I 

iP.D. 
up , 

· 
old users and new your.g 

·users'• 
more voung users i, ,, 

I 
,,,,, ,,,,,,, 

Metbod of Use 

Drug' in 
Combination 

injection 
. 

snorting 
i!'ljecting 

cocaine 

, 
I 
I 
• 
I , , 

Who's Semni~ Mexican traffickers 
handling an drugs 

,, 
, 
I 

Purchase 
AmouDtlPuriry 

Other/Comments 

$10 - $151bag (Black 
Tar); 
10% - 70% purity 

This area is being 
"immdated by meth," 
from Mexico. 

SIOlbag; 
variable purity 

, 
,, 
I 

I 

I 
I, 

I 

I 

I 
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TabJe 2 (ooot'd.) 


Law Enforcement Report on HerolD 


,City 

M1amJ,FL !Engene,OR ,BOSfon.MA 
P.D. 


U.. 

P.D. P.D. 

stable upstable 

older users, white males wide variety ofusers, 

Change iu Users 


primarily older users, but Who's Using! 
y(!ung users increasing; young users 
more Y01,Ulger users , 

,• 
injecting snorting 

injecting 
injectingMethod of Use 

-

metharnpOetaminescocaine cocaine 

, Combination 

Drugs io 

,, 

More sales of heroin Mexican Nationals, Middle Eastern and 
by crack dealers 

Who's Semng 
local sm:et dealers South American source , 

, ,seUen; 

Purchase , $125K11dlo for SlS/b,S $lOlbag; 
, AmouotIPurity iColombian; $60 - 112 gram; high purity ,,

high purity in large variable purity, 
,quantitiesI, , 

, 
I, 

:; Otber/Comments Sellers of both heroin 
Ii and cocaine evident on , 

' the street, 
, II 
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Table 3 
Treatment Providers Report on Beroln Use Patterns 

,! 
Region I 

, n: Mid-Atlantic Im: Mid-\\t'esl IV: Westl , I: Nortbeast , ,
& South Southwest 

i"'~ IlN~t3 N~15 N=13 ,, 

,% clients with drug listed 

as primary drug of abuse 
 19 19 10 ,10 , 

:Change over last year 
,42% 40% 23% 17% 	
, 
,increase 

50% 53% 69% 83il/o, no change 
, 8% 7% .8% ;0% 	 ,, 

, 
decrease 

, ,
44 78 57 '87i % clients injecting , 	 , 

! 

1 , 
56 22 

, 
43 ,13 	 ,~ % clients inhaling/smoking ,. 

, I,Other Drugs Abused 
, , 	 ,, ,(% dients who mention) I 

cocame 92% 53% 38% ~3% 
marijuana 15% , 33% 38% 42% 	 ,, ,
alcohol 92% 60% 77% 67% 
tranquilizers 15% 40% 15% jS%,
amphetamines 8% 7% , 0"/0 42% ,
other 8% 40% 23% I ~2% 

Region 1: Connecticut, Maine. Massachusetts, New York. New Jersey, Rhode Island, New Hknpshire, 
, Vermont, Pennsylvania f 

,, 
Region U: 	 Alabama. Florida. Georgia. Kentucky. Mississippi. T exu, North and South Carolina, 

Tennessee. Arkansas. Louisiana, Oklahoma, Maryland, Delaware, Virginia, West ~irginia, 
Washington, D.C. , 

I 
Region III: minnis, Indiana, Michigan. Minnesota. Ohio. Wisconsin, Iowa, Kansas. Missouri, Nebraska. 

North and South Dakota ,, 
, 

,,
Region IV 	 Colorado. Montana, Utah, Wyoming, Nevada. Arizona, California, Idaho. New MJxico, 

, 	 , 
Wa~on,~egon 

, 
I 
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Table 3 (cont'd.) 

~reatmeut Providers Report on Heroin Use Patterns 


,, 

Average by Age 
under 20 
21·30 
31+ 

A,'erage by 
Rao:elEthnicity 

African-American 
\\'hite 
Hispanic & Other 

Average by Sex 
Maie 
Female 

Prior Treatm~lIt 
Yes 
No 

Region 

J: Northeast n: MidwAtiantit 
& South 

N e l3 N=15 

7% 7% 
32°/4,1 22% 
61% 71 % 

38% 38% 
41% 57% 
21% 5% 

69% 
31% 
69% 

31% 
,,,, 

73% 69% 
27% 31% 

IV: Wes.! 
Southwest 

N= 13 

Ill: Mid~West 

l' -= 13 

2°/~5% 
25% 

71% 
24"/0 

73% 

52%, 12% 
41% 600/0 
7% 28% 

75% 73% 
25% 27% 

81 % 

24% 
76% 

19% 

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

Hampshire, Vermont., Pennsylvania 


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

Region III: 	 fliinois, Indiana. Michigan. Minnesota. Ohio, Wisconsin, Iowa, Kansas.. Missouri, 

Nebraska, North and South Dakota 


Region IV; 	 ColoradQ, Montana, Utah, Wyoming, Nevada. Arizona, California. Idaho. New Mexico, 
WashingtOn. Oregon 
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Executive SUmmary: CocainelHeroin 

gangs (such as the Bloods, Crips, Me,ucan 
Mafia, or Latin Kings), dcal at the street 
level. WlliU'.s are now being seen at the 
middle to upper distribution levels. 
Hispanic organizations continue to 
orchestr.lle the vast majority of the seattle 
area's HCI trafficking, while multiple 
ethnic youth gangs are heavily involved in 
distributing etaCk. Much of the drug 
trafficking in Hawaii is by Me><ican 
nationals. 

Youth are increasingly recruited in Atlanta 
to assist midlevel dcaler> in selling and 
carrying small amounts of crack; women 
are hired to cook up mek from HC!. An 
increasing number of etaCk dealers in that 
city also sell heroin or marijuana, which 

are !Duted for reducing the discorrlfort of 
coming down from a ctaclc high. iAtlanta'S 
dealer market is becoming more compli· 
cated and more organized, with s,,"ClUre 
sometimes provided by gang leadtr. and 
members. I 

, 
In New York City, increased law' . 
enforcement efforts have resulted in three 
selling straJegies aimed at avoiding pOlice 
detection: regular cab delivery service 
(which used lObe provided only to high· 
level dealer> but now also accommodates 
lower level dealers); strict rules and bme 
schedules for copping; and indoor seUing 
(in groceries, candy stores. and I 

apartments) . ~ 
I' 

,I . ,HEROIN, i I . 
DemI.,: "rn.'~ ..,... ,.pot1fJdly using horoin foI nDstalgff: /'fNtsons 8nd Bs18I 

NlblllIion .. gUt$( ClBde otICIIinIIlUId Uut gang.'''' I'IIP K8M. '" , t 
, 

T1IX8,: "'From thssll datil Bttd hom COI7VfJnBtionS with tTBBtment providf1l'4 it app.rs thot 
I.htJ white htIII'oin tlpidemit: th8t it. StHHJ on tNt 88ft CD.9st has not )'fit hit TelliS. - i 

MORTALITY DATA 

CIIIugo: "St7Mt SOfIt'CftS ¥f1POTt thIIt 
._rbrlUtd"f__ 
'wick_~ Wllf e'$/J#ldllhy PO""t and 
was linked to .pi tIHI own/OStl 
spi$J:Jd"slINI dNth$. '"' 

Recent Outbreaks 

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

treat morion sickness) combined with 
dexttomethorphan. quinine. or, in some of 
the cities, with heroin or even cocaine., 
Similarly, in Chicago, beroin ~taminants 
(possibly mychnine) were invol~ed 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 Sohth Side 
gallery. I 

Recent Increases 

A vallable h.roin mortality figures show . .. .' .recent or connnumg increases m mne 
areas. In Denver, opiate death mentions 
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ExJut;IIB Summary: Heroin 

havcl been steadily increasing since 1991, 
n:aclting • record rate in 199:5 (26.3 per I 
miIli~n population).. Similarly, in Detroit, 
heroin/morphine detections have been 
steadily increasing for severn! year>, with 
• :W,pereent increase between 1994 and 
199:5 (to 203 cases). Opiate-related deaths 
havel also been increasing for severnl year> 
in Minneapolis/St. Paul, with another 
substantial increase between 1994 and, 
1995, (from 19 to 30). 

In Miami, heroin-induced deaths increased 
63 ~ between 1994 and 199:5 (to 39 
cases). During the same period. positive 
he:roihlmorphine toxicology reports in 
Philallelpbla !n=-sed both in number 
(fronl262 to 318) and as a percentage of•all repons (from 42 pereent to 50 percent). 
LikeWise} in Phoenix, morphine-related 
death~ in=ased 40 pereent between 1994 
and t'995 (to 73) and appeared to be 
i~ng again in 1996 (21 in the first 2 
months). In St. Louis, alir:r declining 
hetw.1en 1993 and 1994, heroin-related 
deathl increased sharply in 1995 (from 8 
to 231=). And, in Seat!le, between 
1994 and 1995, heroin-related deaths 
incre.ised in number (from S9 to 131 
cases), in !lite per 100,000 population 
(from'5.7 to 8.2), and as a proportion of 
all drug-related deaths (from 56 percent to•72 """""t). Numbers of dealhs were not 
available for Los Angeles, but the 
~n of deaths attributed to opiates 
increaSed slightly between 1994 and 
1995+that proportion, however, is still 
only 2 pereent. 

RecJnt Declines and Stable 
I

Trends 

Only Le city had'a reported decline 
between 1994 and 1995: San Diego,

I 

where heroin/morphine detections declined 
slightly, both numerically (from 120 to 
116) and as a percentage of aa:idenlal 
overdose deaths (from 63 pereent to S3 
percent). Heroin detections remained 
>table dttring that time in Honolulu (40 
cases in each year); and, in San Fmncisoo 
County. following an increase between FY 
1992 and 1994. heroin ME mentions 
appear to have leveled off during FY 1995 
(figu,,", were no! reported). 

Earlier Data 

Between 1992 and 1993. heroin/morphine 
ME mentions increased both in Dallas and 
San Antonio; in 1994. however. they 
declined in Dallas (from 60 to 46) and 
remained >table in San Antonio (at 30), In 
New Jersey, in 1994. heroin was found in 
17 percent of toxicologic tests in autopsy 
cases, higher than cocaine findings for the 
same year. as well as remark2bly higher 
than previous heroin findings (figures were 
not reported). 

EMERGENCY DEPARTMENT 

DATA 


Heroin was the top-ranking illicit drug ED 
mention in Newark and San Francisco, 
accounting for 39 percent and 21 percent, 
respectively, of those cities' tolal ED 
mentions in the first half of 1995; it also 
accounted for large proportions of ED 
mentions in New York City (17 percent), 
Seawe (13 pereent), Chicago (II percent). 
and Philadelphia (10 percent), The 
proportions in nearly all the CEWG cities 
remained relatively unchanged from those 
of the same period I year earlier. despite 
the !lite increases discussed below. 
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Executive Summary: Heroin 

San Franci.s<:o and Newark at", had, by 
far, the highest estimat<d rates of heroin 
ED tne2ltions per 100,000 population 
during !hat time; they were followed by 
New York City and Seattle (exhibit 16), 

In comparing lim-half data for 1994 and 
1995, tne2ltions apparently incIeased in 14 
cities, were stable in 2 (Minneapolis/St. 
Paul and New York City), and declined in 
3 (Chlcago, Phoenix, and San Diego), Of 
the 14 increases, 9 met statistical standards 
of precision (p<O.05): Philadelphia (93 
percent), San Francisco (83 percent), 
Boston (72 percent), New Orleans (47 
percent), Dallas (44 percent), Miami (33 
percent), WashingtOn, DC (33 percent), 
Newark (22 percent), and Seattle (17 
percent), Only in Philadelphia, however, 
did the percentage of heroin mentions 
relative to total ED mentions show a 

, 
correspondingly notable increase (3~4 
percentage points). I 
Exhibits 17 and 18 chan the lateSt 6 years 
of first-semester ED rates per 100,000 
population in several selected cities: They 
delineate three typeS of changes: the , 
recent sharp increases in Philadelphia, San 
Francisco, and Boston; the earlier 1992-93 
increases in several cities, such as i 
Newark; and the, mo", gradual butste3dy 
increases over the years in Miamj and 
Chicago (despitti the recent decline' in 
Chicago, which was not s!alistical1y 
"Ii ) ISlgnJ cant, . 

TREATMENT OATAi 
i 

Heroin is the top-ranking primary drug of 
abuse (excluding alcohol-only, butl 

i 
• EJ::hlblt 1&, Estimated rate of heroinlmorphine EO meM.ian$ I.,
per 100.000 poputation by metropoJlUtn area. first baH of 1995

I 

,, I 

, 
I 

I 
I 

o 20 120 140 ,so 'SO 
ED Mentions pet 100,000 Population 

'Preriminary eSlimates 

•SOUFlCE: SAMHSA, t')rug AbuSe waming Network, October 1995li1es. ruo in ApriL,996 
, " I 
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. Exhlbh 17. Flrst-hatt..year tn!nds in heroin/morphine ED mentions 
per 100,000 papulation in tour top-f'8nldng CIties, first halt of 199O-firs1 haH ot 1995" 

EO ~ntions per 100,000 Population 

San Francisco New Yorf( City 

Newark s._ 

; 

150 -i 
I 

i -------...~~l00~ 
I 
I 

50 -; : ;~::====+:====-. 
o 

lH91 lH92 tH93 ,H9S"I'H~ 
~Pre1iminaT)' estimates 

I 
SOURCE: SAMHSA, Drug Abuse Waming Network. October 1995 liles, run in April 1996 

I Exhlbl11B. F1rst..ha"~year trends in haoin/morphlne ED mentiOM 
per 100,000 popullrtion in tour selected cities, first half of t99o-tirst half of 1995" 

e~ Menti~ per 100,000 F'O'PulatJon 

!: t • .So$1Qf'l 

50 '- .. -J(- Philadelphia 

40

)(-- .30 ., 

r 
2<H 

• 
//I , 

•10 ·1 
I +- ~ • • • 

0 • 
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SOURCE: SAMHSA, Drug AbI.Jse Waming Nerwork, October 1995 files, run in April 1996
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Executive Summary: Heroin 

including aleohol-in-<XImbination) among 
treatment admissions in seven areas: 
Newark. Los i\.ngcles, San FI1IlCisco. 
New York Ciry, Boston, tile Washingmn
Baltimore CMSA, and Seattle (exhibit 19). 
Since the previous reporting periods, the 
proportions of heroin admissions have 
increased in eight of the azoas where trend 
dat> were available: Boston, Denver, 
Detroit, Newark, St. Louis, Seattle 
(although pan of this change may be due 
to • =1 incn:ase in methadone 
treatment capaciry), Texas. and Baltimore. 
The proportions were stable in four areas 
(although tho: numbers have increased); 
Chicago, MjIllle3pOlislSt. Paul, New York 
Ciry, and San F 11IlCisco. i\.nd they 
declined slightly in four areas; Los 
i\.ngeles, New Orleans, San Diego, and 
Washington, DC. While trend analysis is 
not possible in Miami because of reporting 
system changes, tile number of heroin 

, 
admissions is i=gn.ized as sharply above 
!hose reported in previous years. I , 

USE PATTERNS I 

Route of Administration 
i . 

Bonon: -Fsar of HIV infet!t1on • • , 
WIllI "' JJfNtly incnJrtIsed purity, rMkfJ 
InOI1ing S _on """" of I 
lIdtnini'ltrB1ion fDr ntIW cafIf11 

SmoIing of IHIroin frwI UStI BmonO 
" youth 1161 been Ff1PO"I8d by Some 

tnutmBnr lind outreach pmviders • .. 
! 

AdBnta: "W/ri4t tIte oId·titrHI' U$fII'S 

CDlltinue to injtK:t. •• , more nictmt/y 
inhillted lI$BI'S .. monJ likely to mort 
or smak. httroln IlIId UJB It tD cope 
with lito _w. sids lIffocis of

•t:rM:k Wit. Among the 1.att8r~ lin 
itw:rH$in9 numW of US"" .,. 
shifting to inj«;ting hfIroin~ .$ they ItO 
Ion_ {I<ft lito __;_ 
&n«ting Dr #'It01tin1l the drug • .. 

Exhibit 19. Heroin as a proportion of primary dNg::s Of abuse 

among treatment admiaiOnS texc:h.u:ting e1cOhOkmIYi in $ix CEWG cities 


'.,lOs Angeles San Francisco 
10/95-12}95 1195-6195 I 

Washingtort-Battimo~ j 
7194-12194 j 

Heroin =:I Cocaine Z; Marijuana • Other . !'----------="'---~---= .~-=----,' 
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San ~: ·PnI.~ til 
_-_/lyby__.ed. ptITticuIMty among young 
ptI(IpMI. U. by ",orting, $IfIfI6f1II/y 
using .'f«/I'OpPfII (ViIintlJ bottM., 
I'fJIIJ'fIIiM e«nmOII IIm(InIl bRIm, .. 

SIn Antonio: ••.•JJ8IJ9 memblln de 
_",... _ f'sJulb8ngiJfg'lami 

I«Jk dDwn an ~ .. 

_" 'wyouth __ tedJy 
cooIdnlJ bI'OlItfIJitn CtIIttaining 
~... " 

Intnlnasal use was involved in several of 
the' 1994 and 1995 heroin-induced deaths 
in Miami. Among treatment admissions, it 
is now the majority choice in Newark, 
chicago, and New York City, and It 
"';"unlS for substantial proportions in the 
W;;'hington-llaltimore CMSA, Detroit, 
and Boston (exhibit 20). In Newark, 
intlanasal use supplanted injecting as the 
most frequent method of using heroin in 
the' earlv 1980s, due to the AIDS epidemic 
~ng injectors and the increasing purity 
of heroin. Now Newark has the highest 
~tage .of intn!nasal users among 
heroin admissions in all reponing areas, 
and that percentage is even higher among 
firSt-time admissions (more than 80 
pe~cent)-illusriating the dramatic change 
in inner--city drug abuse patterns as cocaine 
prevalence appears [0 stabiliz.e. Similarly, 
in New York City, intn!nasal use has been 
indreasing since 1988, while injecting has 
deClined; injecting, however, femalns 
p~ent. In other eastern cities, such as 
Philadelphia, injection remains the pnmary 
ro~te of administration, but it continues to 
deCline, In some eastern cities I such as 
Atlanta, conoern continues that younger 
snbrters may shift to injecting should 
purtty decline or tolernnce increase. In the 
Midwest, the proponion of intn1nasal usersI . 


Exhibit 20. Rot.ru: oi administfBtian amono 
heroin treab,'filIm admissions. by percentages, 

in reponing CEWG areas 

i"''' Smokin~ SnIffing Injeeting 

! Atlanta 3 14 66 
, Boston 2 31 62 

Chicago 4 68 27 

o.""t:< 3 2 90 

i Detroit 2 47 49 

: los Angeles 5 3 9'· 
, Miami l' 28 70 

i Mmneapolis! . , 

i St. Paul 
4 23 73 , 

! Newark, , 76 23 ! 

, New York 
, 

City 
. - 53 45 

Philadelphia 1 27 , 69 
St- lJ)ws .. .. 100 

San Ofego 3 3 93 

50n 8 5 88
Frar'\C!sco 

Seanle 2 , 95 
, 
, 

1"exas. , 4 92 
Washington. 2 41 

, 
56 

,, 

Baltimore 

NOT£: Reponing periOd$ are the same as thOse in 
eXhibit 5, exteln for St. Louis, where the period 
covered i$ 1195-' 2195. 

'Oata incompfete tor the whole year; include 
51ate-iunded and non·State-1!,.1nded treattnen; 
centers 

has been increasing Sharply in Minne
apolis/51. Paul. In Detroit, however, the 
proportions of injectors, inhalers, and 
smokers haVe remained Stable. Injecting 
remains the primary method in New 
Orleans. but younger users (age 18-25) 
prefer intn!nasal use. 

In the Wesl, smoking (typically "on foil") 
is increasing among young people in San 
Francisco. While injecting remains the 
preferred route for the majority of 

I 
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Executive StJm~ary: Heroin -
admissions in that city, smoking and 
inhalaJion have been a steadily incnming 
minority choice. Similarly, in Los 
Angeles, while the vast majority of heroin 
admissions conlinue ttl inject, the 
proportion of smokers has been increasing 
slightly but steadily since 1993. In 
Denver~ toO. injection remains the most 
common method of use, but treatment and 
law enforcement sources increasingly 
report seeing smoking, snorting, and 
eating. Even black tar in that city is being 
snorted by being crushed up finely. In 
San Diego, however, nearly all admissions 
inject the drug. In Texas, nearly 3 percent 
of opiate admissions use the oral route of 
administration: tIley include black tar 
..gurnmers, .. opium eaters, and users of 
heroin nose drops. 

AS is the case with cocaine, mode of 
heroin administration is often correlated 
with demographic characteristics. For 
example, in Newark, the proportion of 
snorters is higher among female 
admissions than among males and among 
African-Americans than among whites or 
Hispanics; in New York City, intranasal 
users are more likely than injectOrs ttl be 
female, to be younger by 2 or 3 years. and 
to be Hispanic or African·American; and. 
similarly, in the Washingttln-Baltimore 
CMSA, intranasal users are more likely 
than injectOrS to be African-American, to 
be younger, and more evenly distributed 
between men and women. 

Multisubstance Use 

Most of the 1995 heroin-induced deaths in 
Miami were polydrug overdoses involving 
cocaine, alcohol, flunitrazepam 
(RohypnoJ), or other drugs. In Seattle, the 
incn:a.se in heroin~related deaths was not 
likely due to any increase in speedball-

associated deaths; rather, it ~ded 
to an mcrease in alcohol-associilted 
deaths-!2ising questions about/alcohol's 
causal role (if any) in the heroin increase. 

! 
MiInni: "StBrtlng in 7994. B$ coc.ainfJ 
tfNI«rs introduced IitKrJinI$8ItJtt• 
... morting of MI'oin M$ ;prNd ft) 
~ alxnen. Thus. eac.,nfl IIH 
appss1'$ ft) be II &fgnificlJlir risk factor 
for initi8ting heroin US8. ,,' 

NtJW York City: ·One S';"t 
l'B$ean:her reports an inr8rtnring 
pr8CflCo f:IIIJ8d ·t:r/ss-i:l'oUing< 
fori... 'sp#H1dblllk-no$fJ style . •~ 

Criss..g'()ssing. practiced, in N~w York 
City. involves placing a straw 'in each 
nostril, sniffing separate lines of heroin 
and cocaine, and crossing stra""s when 
halfway through. In Miami. llernin use 
has also been reported among :,hose who 
use the ·club drugs' (described in the 
section on Depresstlnts). Youpger users in 
San Francisco reportedly mix heroin and 
"speed.' i 

, I 
DEMOGRAPHICS 

Age 
I 

tienver: "RII'fMlHtC.'8s L J'fIPHttldly 
madfJ r:an11flCting thIJ mlw hMoin 
UHn to lfH1 SattJe '!]TUng.' mwit: 
scene .••. CDitnections 68 freqU6(JtJy 
ttUIdtJ around espruso imd juice 
bars. .. 1 

Phi1stHJlphia: ·ThfI focus group 
l't!PorttJd new U$1!r$ ent'fwing thfI 
preva/ftnCfJ PfJO/. N8w US8l$ lIT8 I;'/tllly 
to ba white. maM••nd 'IHItween tht.t 
8!JH tJf 14 lind 18 or 19. EvidenCfl of 
ttl8n8gen who J1fI'Ilf1I'8lJy U$f1 heroin 
intnlnasaJly also CQIntt$ from t'JUtnIBCh 
M/OI'k8l$, .. 
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_; '7ha "'/lUI' ""tIl moIIOUfing 

now COIrlihning PI'8\t/ou$ IIIHfJtIJIdatBI1-"'---c. 	 _ '" 1M drug'• • _ 8/NNding 
to ""."., MJd 'fOlJIfI1¥ popu/Btion$. -

HowfDIf: -.nthfml dO not ssem to " 
My new In~ IIIthou(JII tIHtnI 
t:OntinuB 10 btl unooniimNJid mmon 
that hMoin U$tI is ~ M1t1I1g the 
"~.-

Miari!i's mortality and ED demographic 
dara reflect a younger cohort of heroin 
used than in previous periods. For 
example, 9 of the 39 boroin decedents 
were'in their twenties. In St. Louis, 
howJver, most heroin deaths involved 
older, experienced users and may have 
resul)ed from flueruating purity levels, 
SimiJarly, in San Diego, about half (48

•percent) of the decedents were age 40 or 
o!dei,• 

in hbin ED demographics, the 26-34 age 
groJp .till accounts for the highest rates of 
menDon. per 100,000 population in every 
city :(exhibit 21). In~ rates 
(P<,O.05) in various cities for that group, 
as well as for the 35+ group, when 
comParing first-semester dara for 1994 and 
1995, confirm the presence of an aging 
coh6rt of injectors .. However I the growing

•presence of • younger cohort-generally 
male. who are more likely to inhale the 
d~-is similarly evidenced by in~ 
rateS for the younger 18-25 group in six 
citi<is (Boston, Denver, New York City, 
Philadelphia, San FranCisco, and Wash
in~, DC). The Denver and New York 
CitY increases are the most noteWorthy 
beci.use they were not pamIJeIed by 
co~ding increases in either of the•two older age groups. The other four 
citi~, however, showed increases across. 	 . 
all three age groups, By contraSt. mI ' 

exhibit 2'. ,Rat. 01 h.roInlmorphine ED 
mentions per 100.000 poPUla1ion by asJt 

group artd are•• JanuatV-June 1995

CI!y ,2-11118-25 26-34 3S+ 
, 

Atlanta '" 
3.4 20,6 91 

Boston i " , 24.7 ' 157,9 38,7 

ChicagD '" 
30. , 124.6 32,5 

0211.... $ '" 
4,4 13.6 1,6 

Denver '" - 11.0 25,9 : 18.4 
, 

tOeUoit 
. 6,7 60.8 I SO.3..

ILos An;etes 
'" 

7,2 48,'/ ~2.3 

Mi3mi ,,  1,3 25:6 i B.9 . 
Minneapolis! 4,9 1.9
St. Paul " , .., 
Newark ,,  '41.2 586_3 101.9 

INew Ortf:ans ". 11.0 19.9 11.7 

1New Yori;. City 1,6 24.2 155.7 : 82,5 

, Phi~adetphia " , 34.5 131.2 I 39,S 

'Phoenix 
I 

1.3 32.8 i 11.6" , 

,St. Louis 
, 

4.6 j 23.0 ! 11,7" , 

San Dfe90 
, i 2.8 I 49.8 i 16.2" , 

I San Fral"lCisco I 1S.S 8&.4 325:4 I 207.4 

!Seattle i - 1,3 33.0 i 140.1 i 68,3 

Washington. ,,  1,1 33,6 i -22,9 . 
DC 

NOTE: ....>. Oenotes estimate dl>U not meet 
standard of precision; shaded ateas reflect rallS 
that·have increased since the first halt of 1994 
tp<O.OS). 

~ Preliminary estimates 

SOURCE: SAMHS/I., Drug Abuse Warning 
Netwo~. October 1995 fites, run in Al'fll 1996 
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I 

Chicago and SeatIIe, rates declined for the proportions n:ported in Mi""""""lislSt. 
1&-25 age group. Paul and Newarl<. I . , 
Newark, by f.!r, again had the highest ED 
mleO per 100,000 population for the 18-25 
age group, accounting for 12 percent of 
the Nation's heroin ED mentions in this 
age category (exhibit 22). The second 
highest IlI%eS occurred in San Francisco, 
fuUowed by PhiIBdelphla and Seattle. 

The primary heroin ttea!ment population 
seems sLightly older than the hemin ED 
patients, with the 35+ group accounting 
for the largest proportion in all areas 
except for Newark and St. Louis, where 
the 26-34 age group is largest (exhibit 23). 
The younger 18-25 age group, however, 
llCCOunlS for 10 percent or more of the 
primary heroin admissions in 11 of the 17 
n:porting areas, with the highest 

Other treatment dernogmphics ofeer further 
evidence of a large tohon of oldeT and 
aging addicts. For example, prirniu-Y 
heroin clients are generally slightly older 
than clients adnlitted for other primary 
drug problems, as n:ported in Boston and 
Newark. And, in Dallas, the average age 
of ttealment admissions has risen (to 37). 

Arrestee urinaly.sis dara (discus""! below) 
do not yet reflect an increasing number of 
young heroin initiates. j 

Gender : , 
Males predominate in heroin mortallty 
figures in all areas where such daia are 
availahle: Miami (/9 percent), I 

Exhibit 22. Estimaled rate of heroin,tU;orphine ED mentions emong 18-2.5-year-olds ~ 

per 100,000 popuJation by mllh'DPOlimn area. January-.June 1995- ! 


I 


I 

o 	 20 40 60 80 100 140 160 • 

ED Mentions per 100,000 PoputabOn 

"PfeUrninary esttmates 

NOTE: "'. ,," denotes estimate does not meet SW\CIan;l 01 preeislon Of' is less than 10,1 

SOURCE: SAMHSA. Orug Abuse Waming NetwOO;, OctOber 1995 files, run in April 1996 . I 
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I 
Exhibit 23. ___ of primary htroin 

~. '" admissions in reponing cewG et$8SI by age grcup 

_1. 18-25 .26-34 .:. 35+ 
Atlanta 11 20 68 
Boston 13 39 48 
Chicago 17 36 47 
Den_ 10 24 65 
Oetroit 3 16 82 

: Los Angefes 4 29 69 
Miami 9 23 67 

: Minn6apohsl 21 35 39, . 
I St. Paul 

I Newark. 18 42 40 
, New York 7 41 51: City".!> . . 
, Philadelphia 12 32 57 

St:. Louis 13 70 17 

San D,ievo 10 30 59 
San I 8 25 67
Francisco 

,, 

Seanie 9 . 24 67 
Texasl 10 27 63 
Washington \8 39 42 
Baltim~ore 

•. 

, 

i 
,, 

:, 

I 
NOTE: ~rcing periods are the same as those It'! 

exhibit 5, except tOt St. Lows, where the pe1iodco...e:rets 7195-12I9S. " 

-Age groups ditfer: 2S Or under, 26-35, and 36 ... , 

bData iLmple,e for the whOle yur; include 
State·iunde:d and oon-State.funded treatmem 

::iphia, San Diego (82 pen:ent), and 
Seanlel(l!2 pen:ent-versus 64 pen:ent of 
nonheroin deaths). In Chicago, however, 
four of the seven overdose deaths linked 
with "Wicked" involved females. 

I
Males also oumumber females as a 
pen:eniag. of heroin ED mentions in all 

I 

the CEWG cides in DAWN (e.bibit 24). 
The gender gap i. wid.., in New Orleans 
and narrowest in MinneapoliS/St. Paul. In 
general, the heroin problem i. even more 
male dondnaied than c:ocaine: the 
male-female ratios for heroin "'" higher 
than those for cocaine in 12 of the cities; 
they"", ..ndlar ro the c:ocaine ratio. in 6 
(Chicago, Detroit, St. Louis, San Diego, 
San Francisco, and Seattle); and, in 
Minneapolisl5t. Paul, the heroin ratio is 
slightly lower than that for cocaine. 

Between 1994 and 1995, first-semester 
heroin ED rates per 100,000 population 
increased (p <0.05) for males in nine 
cities and for females in eight cities. In 
Miami and New Orleans, the rates ror 
males increased without a ""nesponding 
increase for females; conver.dy, in 
Minneapolis/St. Paul and St. Louis, rates 
for females increased without a co=
spending increase for males. 

Like the mortality and ED figures, 
primary hemin treatment figures "'" male 
dondnated, with males accounting for the 
majority in all reportiog areas (exhibit 25). 

The gender gap is widest in St. Louis and 
narrowest in Seattle. In Texas. the 
proportion of males has declined recently, 
partially because the data set has recently 
lost the predondnantly male criminal 
justice clients. 

As with ED mentions, the male-female 
trealment ratios for heroin are generally 
higher than those for cocaine; however, 
the two drugs have similar ratios in 
Atlanta, Detroit, and Seattle, and the 
heroin ratios are lower than those for 
cocaine in MinneapoliS/St. Paul and New 
Orleans, 
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&hibit 24. Proportions of heroin/morphine Exhibtt 25. Proportions of primary heroin 

' .. City M.... -.. -Atlanta 78' n 3,5 

"SUI" '66 31 2,1 

,Chicago 63 
, 

36 1.8. 

i Dal~s 70 30 2,3 

Oem.. 57 31 2,2 

, Detroit 68 31 2,2 

! Las Angeles 7' 25 3.0 
: Miami 80 21 3.8 

,MinneapOns/St. Paul 56 44 1.3 
,Newark '64 ' 35 1.8 
,
New Orleans 79 20 4.0 

New YOtk CiiY 16 23 3,3 

Philadelphia 76 22 3.5 

Phoenix 78 20 3.9 

St. Louts 64 32 2,0 

San Diego 60 39 1.5 

San Francisco I 67 33 2.0 

Seattle 64 36 1.8 

Washington, DC 68 31 2.2 

, 

· 
· 

ED rnentk:ri$ by gender and aN!8 and admissions by gender and male .. feinale 
male-femate nmos. January-June 1995" ratios in reporting CEWG areaS 

I 

· 
I 

•
'O~r 67 33 . 2.0 
, , 

11.&Detroit 52 38 
•

Los Angeles 71 '2' 2,' . . 
Miami 7. 26 2.8 

, Minneapolisl 
, I 

,, 
59 

, 
41 ';.4, St. Paul , 

Newark 57 43 1".3 
, New Orleans 67 33 2,0 

New York City
. 

70 30 2.3, 

Philadelprua 75 25 3.0 

'St. Louis 75 2' 3.2 
! San Di@OQ i 35 

, 
65 1.9 

•
: San Francisco , 66 3' 1.9 

: Seattle 53 •• .
1.1 

~Texa$ 69 31 . 2.2 
WaShington~ 

I 57 '3 I 1.3 
Baltimore I 

, 
A_ M.... ....... , ~. 

!Atlanta 68 3' i~9 
, Bonon 69 31 2h 
Chicaoo 64 36 '~8 

NOTE: Shaded areas reflect rates that have 

incrsased since the firS1 halt of 1994 

(P<O.OS). 


'Preliminary I~stimates 

SOURCE: SAMH$A, Drug Abuse Warning 
Network. OC'!OOe! 1995 files, nm in April 1996 

RacelEthnicity 

Dec:edents were predominantly'white in 
areas reporting heroin mortality: Seattle 
(SO percent); Miami (67 percent); and San 
Diego (57 percent). 

Heroin ED patients. however, were more 
racially diverse (e:<hibit 26), In the first 

NOTE: Reporting l)eriods are the samfias 
tnGH in exrtirut $, excePt for St. U:lUiS,I where 
the period covereo is 7/95-12195. I 

) 
'Oata incomplete tOt the whOle vear: include 
State-funded and ncn-State-funded treatment 
centers 

half of 1995. whites were the largest 
racial/ethnic group in 9 of the 19 CEWG 
cities in DAWN, African-Americans were 
the largest group in g of the citiesl and 
Hispanics were the largest group in Los 
Angeles. The proportion of African
Americans increased in Los Angeles, and, 
in San Francisco. the proportion of whites 
has been decreasing since 1991. 
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Akong prinwy heroin treatment 
adinissions, whites comprised the Wgest 
group in eight areas; African-Americans 
wcire the largest group in another eight; 
and Hispanics were the Wgest group in 
thR:e (Los Angeles, New Yark City, and 
Teks) (exhibit Tl), The hemin 
prOponions for Hispanics were genmlJy
rugher among treatment admissions than 
aniong ED mentions. In some cities, such 
as ,Boston, the pluportion of Hispanics was 
higher among prinwy heroin users than 
ambng admissions for other prinwy drug 
l'f'lblems, African-Americans and 
HiSpanics were overrepresenlf<l in San 
DiOgo heroin treatment demographics, In 
LoS Angeles, the pruponion of whiteS 
incTeased, while that for African
An\ericans decreased. 

I 
LAW ENFORCEMENT DATA 

I
Arrestee Data 

I 
Opiate use among adult niale arrestees 
ren\ains confined 10 a small number of 
Dt!F siteS, Only five CEWG sites in the 
DqF program reporIf<I rates of 10 percent 
or \righer: Chicago (with the highest "u" 
of 22 percent), Manha.tlan, Philadelphia, 
SdLouis. and San Antonio, Among 
fen\aie arresteCS, opiate rates !l!nged from 
2 tb 19 percent. The most striking change 
~ reported in Manha.tlan. where the tate 
felliU points 10 19 percent. Seven other 
CE)VG sites (Detroit, Los Angeles, 
Philadelphia, Phoenix, San AnlOnio, San 
~o, and Washington, DC) repor!fd 
rares of 10 percent or higher. 

I
The DUF data do not yet reflect an 
incleasing number of heroin initiates, The

•. )'OI!llgest male arrestees (age 15-20) were 
lesllil<ely than their older counterparts 10 

I 

test positive for opiates. Only in Chicago, 
Houston, Manhattan. New Orleans. 
Philadelphia. and SI. Louis did at least 5 
percent of these arrestees test positive for 
opiates. The largest increases far this 
group between 1994 and 1995 were 
=rded in SI. Louis and Houston. but 
,mall sample sizes diminish the 
significance of these increases. On the 
other hand, Chicago's opiate rate dropped 
10 5 percellt (flom 12 percent in 1994), 
and levels in other cities f1uctualf<l only 
slightly. Among.the youngest female 
arrestees, opiate use continued at genmilly 
low levels and most siteS repor!fd only 
minor fluctuations. Manhanan 
experienced a sharp deeline (from 29 
percent 10 5 pelcen!). 

Very much like cocaine arrests, hemin 
arrests in New York City peaked in 1989 
and then deelined for a few years; 
however, they increased sharply between 
1993 and 1994 and continued 10 increase 
in 1995. In Honolulu, too, heroin cases 
increased sharply between 1994 and 1995. 
In Boston, however, the p!uportion of 
heroin arrests (21 pel=1t of all dlUg 
arrests) ",mained level between 1994 and 
the first half of 1995-but this figu", is 
stiD well above the all·time low of 13 
percent in 1992. In Seattle, the number of 
filings and convietions remairied relatively 
stable between 1994 and 1995. 

Availability 

Lower priced, higher quality heroin 
remains widely available 1n eastern cities. 
with supplies coming from Colombia. 
Southeast Asia (SEA), and Southwest Asia 
(SWA) (exhibit 28). In Atlanta, heroin 
availability has recently spread to several 
communities beyond the two where it has 
been available throughout the crnck 
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Elhibit 26. Proportions of heroinlmorphine Exhibit 27. Proportions of pnmat heroin 
ED mentions by racelettmicity and area. admissions by race/ethnicity in reponing 

January-June 1995· cewG areas i 

, ,.. A.frtQll'\, 
CIty -... Kisponic:s, 

" -Atlanta 61 18 '" 

Baston II 63 12 

Chicago 59 16 10 

Dallas 2. 60 13 

: Dtnver ", 20 6 
, Detroit 67 28 " , 

ILos Angeles 21 31 42 
IMiami 33 55 

, 
12 

1Minneapolisl 
St. f>au! 23 70 " , 

'Newark 51 2. 1 

New Orleans 62 33 ". 

New York 
38 20 

, 
'City 

2. 

IPhiladeiphia 26 63 9 

!Phoenix 15 53 26 

St. lows 62 32 '" 

ISan Diego 9 46 25 

i San F.raneisco 21 39 9 

, Seattle 13 53 3 

Washington, , 

DC 63 , J3 ". 

, 

, 

,, 

I 
I 

, 

NOiE$: OJ •.. ,. denotes estimate dQf!S not 
meet standard 01 ptecisfon or is less- than 10. 
12l Some pe«:enfages may be on the lOw side 
becaUSe of an unusually high -race Ur'Iknown~ 
category, 

"Preliminary estimates 

SOURCE; SAMHSA. Drug Abuse Warning 
Network, October 1995 fUes, run in April 1996 

" 

I 
Afric::.IWI i- AmeriQ..fIN: -.. HlspoQlca 

, Atlanta 49 48 I <1 

BoSton , 20 54 I 22 

Chicago 82 11 6 

De....., 10 56 I 30 
, . , 

, Detroit 14 2. I 2 

las Angeles 14 40 ., 
, , , 
: Miami 33 

, 
45 , 

3' 

!Minneapolis! 28 63 I 
I 2

: St. Paul , 
Newark 69 1 I 23 

, , I
i New 55 

I 
45 " 

: Orleans I 
I , 

; New Yorl( 2530 ii 43 
: Citv~ 

" , 
Philadelphia 42 38 , 

" 
: St. touis 65 35 -
San Diego 7 54 34 

ISan 
Fl1Incisco 

23 59 14 

. Seattle 23 68 I 5 
, 
iTelliS 

, 
'4 35 i 50 

I~ashingtOn- 74 26 I <1 
Baltimore ' 

NOTE: Reponing I)eriGds are the- same as 
those In exhibit 5, except ior St. louis, where 
the period coveted Is 7195-,\2195.1

I 
'Oata incomplete lor the whole year; include 
State-1unded and fIQn·State-fUt'!ded, treatment 
centers 

, 
, 
, 

, , 

I 

, 
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Executive Summary: Heroin 

epid!.ruc. Availability of South American 
heroin has increased in Miami, and a law 
enforcement survey reveals that the 
aV1lilability of • smokable heroin" has risen 
67 P!:r=! in large communities across 
Florida between 1994 and 1995. 

CJricI>gQ: "Field-"_to tho 
distribution of brown _ is limited 

. to _ .P«ifit: South Side 
IHIig/IbtNhoot/...DtJ is _ht _ onJy 
by __ pIIIIor...in/tlCtion. " 

Similar supplies are aV1lilable in some, but 
not au, midwestern and centr.!l U.S. cities. . . 
In ~t""t, for example. nearly all 
available heroin remains white; Colombia 
has become the primary so=. although 
SEA', SWA, and Mexican are also 
available. White heroin is also the most 
available and commonly used form in 
ChiCago, for both injectors and snorters; 
and there, too, brown heroin and blaek W' 

are ~so available. Similarly, in Minne
apolis, where availability has increased at 
the street level, white powder is the most 
preValent form, with diphenllydramine, 
~ne\ and caffeine used as cutting 
agents. In Si. Paul. however, blaek tar is mm common. Mexican brown and black 
tar l}emm also pr~ominate in St. Louis. 
where a steady supply has been available. 
MoSt heroin in New Orleans is SEA. but 
Souih American heroin has recently 
incrl:ased in aV1lilability. 

$<utile: "Ethm>grophic IIIld 
_unity "'__ tho. 
'lin>"'" 1>0_1_poS$ib/y .. btl 

"..", _IIir:oJ IIIld _"Asiltn _.,. 0CCMitmsIIy 

flm:DUl'JlBmd; but 1M IIIttfJr is $IIid to 
_ north of tho QwuIian 

1M:MYIeI'••• .. 

Lower quality heroin from Mexico sti1l 
pnedominates in most westml areas. 
Blaek tar is the moSt available form in 
Denver, Seattle, Phoenix (where 
availability has stabilized at a high level), . 
and San Diego. Both black W' and 
Mexican brown are common in Los 
Angeles and Texas, although Mexican 
brown is currently scarce in north Texas: 
and both blaek tar and powder heroin are 
aV1lilable in San Frnncisco. The bulle of 
the imports to Hawaii are also Mexican 
blaek W', but China white is available. 

Price and Purity 

Heroin contaminants are reponed in 
several areas. Scopolamine (sometimes 
known as 'polo")-rombined with 
dexuomethorphan, quinine, or in some 
cities with hemin or even cocaine-has 
been sold as heroin. In New York,.the 
term "polo" refers to the entire drug 
tor.lbination; in Philadelphia. such. 
combinations have been dubbed "homi
cide" and "super buick." "Wicked," the 
brand of heroin linked with the outbreak of 
overdose episodes in Chicago, is 
purportedly cut·with strychnine, according 
to unconfirmed reports. Other Chicago 
bfilflds assoeiated with those episodes 
include "raw hide," "raw fuOOn," "lOOtsie 
roll," "big fOOl." 'sledge hammer: and 
"graveyard." StryChnine is aJso a possible 
heroin contaminant in Honolulu. In San 
Francisco, contaminated black tar heroin, 
injected intrnmuscularly, has been involved 
in recent surges of cases of necrotizing 
fasciitis and "wound botulism.' 

Street prices are stable in New York City, 
where South American heroin has 
consistently been of higher purity than 
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Executive summ~ry: Heroilt .,,
EahDn! 28111. Heroin price. and ...rity In CEWG .... 

.. .. 
·..... MIiD...... • .. 'G_ 

,, 
, 

oOOCecl, 
.

r5.?;~ ;~;!~;'\i;, 
'%'I'ojrity . Price '1(,- .. , 

"Plica '1(, ! ...... . 
Allama SEA 

i - -
50.2 $. 1.90 , 

Colombian - $180-$200,, 
Soston SEAl 61.9 $0.82 - -

Colombian 

Chicago 28.0 $1.12 - -. 
Oenve:( 16.3 $2.17 - -
Detroit 28.5 $1.67 - -
HOnolulu Mexican •- - -

black tilr ••· $220-$500# i, 
China 

, ,- i - - , ...... •, . 
Los Aogeles Mexican 10-80 ;. ,ao 

black tar 
27.8 • $0.62 , · , 

Melr:ican - , -, 
brown , , 

MIami 12.9 $1.00 -I -, 
Minneapolis! WN", 
St. Paul powde1'f - - - , 

$Soo-$6ooo 
iI

Mexican , , , 
black tar , 

Newark 64.1 $0.43 - -
New artean$ 27.5 $2.19 - -
New Yan:: Citv 69.4 $0.36 - -
Philadelphia 70.9 $0.44 - -, 
Phoenix Mexican ..... 7 $0.72 

, -- , 
, , 

St. louiS Mexican 8.5 $3.30 , - '250-.600 i , 

San Diego Black tat 51.0 $0.32 40-60 $70-$80 

·SEA denotes. Southeast Asian; SWA, Southwest A$ian; and SA. South American, 
°SOURCE: OEA Domestic Monitor Program, Intelligence Divi$lon. Domestte Unit, t 995 

Type of heroin not specified 
cSOURCE: CEWG city Jepom, J1Jf"Ie 1996 
0lncludes both tYpes of heroin 
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Executive Summary: Herein 

Exhibit 2812.. Heroin prices and purity in CEWG areas 

I 
J~ 
I 

.. . 

San I 
Francisco

•Seattle 
I . 

: Texas 
, 
, , 

'<type· 'Pi.,.;;'. 

T 
'11;

Powder! 35 
black tat 

21.9 

Mexic&n 
HtO 

(Hou$lon) 

• 
Prico 

$0.97 

$1,36 ! 
!Hou$lonl 

Price 

* improving~d $So<' . 

..! .. 

45-90' $2.300
i $6.300 

, 

iColombian , .. , 2-3 $5,500-: 
$6.500 ; 

•Was,hingmn.
ocl 

25.1 i $1.43 
i 

1 . 
·SEA denotes Southeast Asian; SWA. Southwest Asian; and SA. South American. 
cSOURC£: CEA Domestic Monitor Program. Intelligence Civision. Oomestic Unit. 1995. 

Type 'of heroin not .specified 
cSOURCE:: CEWG Cfty reports, June , 996 
Glnctudes both tvlJn of heroin 

hero~ from other source areas; larger 
quantity prices, however, are sometimes 
cheaper for individuals known in a 
neighborhood than for outsiders. Ounce 
prices! are stable in Boston, but pound 
prices' have declined from the previous half 
year .lnd the price per pure milligram has 
been declining since 1993. In Atlanta, 
puri!~ of SEA has decreased drastically 
beween 1994 and 1995. By contraSt, in , 
Miam,i. South American heroin purity has 
been increasing since 1992, and prices per 
milligram pure nave correspondingly 
deere.ised. The DEA also reportS high 
puritY and low prices in San Juan, Pueno 
Ricofa major transit point for Colombian 
heroin en"",ng south HOOda. 

used, perception of heroin quality often 
differ. according to route of admin
istration. In New York City, for example, 
someladdicts inject wee'or four hags at a 
time because they claim heroin quality is 
poor{-despite DEA Domestic Monitor 
Progr.un (DMP) reportS of high purities

I 

(exhibit 29). Similarly. in Chicago, 
injectors describe heroin quality as poor, 
while snoners perceive heroin from the 
same sources to be higher in 
quality-possibly because snorters. who 
are younger, have not developed the same 
degree of tole:rance to opiates. In fact, 
however, following more than a decade 
with one of the lowes! heroin purity levels 
of any major metropolitan area. Chicago 
has had steadily increaSing heroin purity in 
the first half of the 1990•. 

Similarly, in Detroit, purity bas also been 
increasing steadily throughout the first half 
of the decade; street prices there have been 
stable over the last several years. Prices 
were also stable in MinneapoliS/St. Paul 
and New Orlean•• In St. Louis, however, 
price has decreased over the past 6 months 
while quality bas increased. 

San FrattciBt::D: "OintJlwtn Ci1ntUr 
thIIt I_I _ i¥ Df high quality .".,_$., to got. • 
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Executille sum"Jry: Heroin 
J 
I 
Iexhibit 29. Average heroin price and purity per mliligram in CEWG cities. 1995 • 

Price Purity 

St Louis 0aIIas 
D.... St louis 


New Orleans 
 Miami 

Denver 
 Hou_ 

Atlanta 
 Don"" 
()$lrort Washington. DC 


WashingtOn, DC 
 New Orleans 

Hou51on 
 1.OS Angeles 
Chicago Seattie 

Miami Chicago
Seattle: OettOll 


San Francisco 
 San Francisen 
PhoenixBoston A._Phoenix 


Los Angete.s 
 San Oteogo 
Philadelphia Boston 


New$1'k 
 No..", 
New Yon: CityNew Yori<:City 

PhiladelphiaSan Otego 

o 1 2 3 4 

Dolla", 

SOURCE: OEA Oomes1ic Monitor Program. IntelUgence Divtsion, Domestic Unit 

Pen::enI 

In the West, the ounce price of M",ican 
brown heroin has decn:ased sharply in Los 
Angeles, and gnun and ounce prices bave 
dropped in Denver. In San Francisco, 
DMP Street buys bave been declining in 
price and increasing in purity. Prices 
remained stable in Phoenix and San Diego, 
and purity has remained relatively stable in 
Seattle for the last :3 or 4 years. 

Seizures 

Seizures of beroin entering south Florida 
and Arizona bave increased sharply. The 
majority of the Ronda seizures involve 
heroin more than 95 percent pure, while 
'most of the Arizona seizures involve 
brown heroin. Seizures have also 
increased substantially in MinneopolislSt. 
Paul. In Boston, heroin seizures run at 
about balf the rnte of cocaine seizures. 

Trafficking and Distribution 
• 

Colombian criminal organizati~ns began 
distributing potent heroin in th~ United 
States in 1990, entering through south 
Florida, often via bodypackers! They 
obtain heroin-which yields faT greater 
profits per kilogranl than does/cocaine-by 
lnIrling cocaine 10 Asian, European, and 
Caribbean organized crime ~ups; they 
also cultivate poppies and produce heroin 
in Colombia. Most of the heroin IS 
destined for northern cities; however, 
spillage reaches the local strolt market; 
moreover. because of competition from 
traditional big--city crime groups in the 
Northeast, the Colombian and Caribbean 

. ' deale" may be expandmg fj) the south 
Florida market as well as into the smaller 
northeastern cities" New Florida heroin 

I 
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Executive Summary: Heroin 

I 
trlIfli.cking organi:zations in 1995 include 
Russiah, Eastern European, and Asian 

•groups. 

SEA ~n is transshipped through Texas 
with lilue spillage, mostly Dy West 
Africans; SWA. which is also tnlnSShipped 
throug~ Texas, is trafficked by per.oos 
from the Middle East; and Colombian 
heroin! destined primarily for the _ 
N<>Itluiast, is smuggled in loads of cocaine 
across ithe bonier by Hispanics. Traf
ficking roures from the border at El Paso 
go thrOugh New Mexico. Colorndo. 
Kansai, and nonlt to Illinois. where 
Chi.,.go " a secondary hub for distribution 
in the northern Slates; from the west Texas 
bonierl....., blacl:: tar is smuggled 
nonltward to srruill towns -in Texas and 
New l\ie>.ico and then into Colorndo, •Nevada, and Kansas. 

ln sevJral cities. such as Miami and 
Atlan~. cocaine dealers also sell heroin. 
acting as an additional vector for 
increasing heroin consequences by 
introdu'cing their cocaine customers to 
heroin. 

MIlt'll York: ~Fittld workfNJ rsptNt that
{young ~$ _pp(llW to H t6ting 
OWlf 10000tiom that h8d Pfflvious/y 
'been ttN'ltmIItKJ by bIttch lind Puerto 
,tIk;.ttnt. " 

I 
Dominlcans, who in the past dominated 
New York City's cocaine trade, are now 
becomihg more prominent in heroin 
distribdtion. In Atlanta, Nigerians remain 
responsible for a large portion of 
distribution. but thelr couriers include all 
ethnic groups. Many ethnic groups, 
princip!Uly from South and Centt2l 

America and Asia. are also involved 
intrafficking in Boston. Providen", and 
New York City are BasIOn's main 
domestic sources. 

In the Midwest. ttafficking and dealing 
.scalated in MinneapolisiSt. Paul in 1995. 
with nOW players arriving from eastern 
U.S. cities who distributed large quantities 
quickly; most gang-related heroin activity 
typically involved gangs that also sold 
cocaine. In New Orleans, African
American males in their twenties are 
emerging as distributors. In St. Louis and 
other smaller urban areas, heroin is sold 
nO[ by large distribution networks but by 
many small entrepreneurs, with few layers 
between the main supplier and the user. 
Distribution in St. Louis is increasingly 
conducted via cellular phones and runners• 
decneasing the necessity of having a house 
for users. The St. Louis supply comes 
from small IOwns in Texas and Arizona-a 
shift from the past. when supplie1s were 
primarily from Los Angeles. New 
Orleans' source cities are New York City 
and Los Angeles. In Detroit, bodypacking 
by airline passengerS and mailed packages 
are common methods of transport, 

Distribution in Denver is multinational, 
with Hondurans, Guatemalans. 
Nicar.aguans, and Mexicans involved in 
heroin wars. In Texas, Hispanic and 
African-American groups dominate the 
trade of Mexican heroin. Mexicans 
continue to be Phoenix's major traffiCkers 
of black tar; however. Cuban nationals 
have recently been arrested selling 
quantities of heroin. Mexican nationals 
also continue to import heroin into Hawaii. 

cewG June 1996 48 

http:Chi.,.go


I 

male arreslees testing positive for cocaine in 
8 afthe 14 CEWG areas included In the DUF 
system, Relatively large decreases were re
ported In Philadelphia (51 to 4()%), and SI. 
Louis (51 t043%), Decreasesalsooccurred I 
In the percentages of women who tested posi I, 
tive for cocaine In 8 of the 12 CEWG areas 
where DUF tests female arrestees. The larg
estdec_sas for women were in New Olieans 
(371026%) and Dallas (36to44%). Of note is 
the finding fhal-desplte reductions-.cocalne 
posrtive rates were generally higher for female 
than for male arrestees. Cocaine positives 
among female arrestees were particularly high 
In Philadelphia (69%). Manhatian (69%), SI. 
Louis (55%), and Denver (53%). The average 
cocaine positive rate among white women 
(77.5%) in the total DUF sample exceeded that 
for African-American women (61.5%). 

Heroin 

Increases in Indicators of heroin use in 1995 
and 1996 were reported in 17olthe 21 CEWG 
areas. The CEWG data also show changes in 
administration of the drug. F&wer heroin abus· 
ers were injecting and more were snorting or 
smoking the drug. In Newark. snorting sup
planted injecting as the most frequent method 
of administering heroin. Over three·fourths 
(78%) of primary heroin abusers emering treat
ment in Newark In 1996 snorted heroin; only 
21 % injected. Similarly, in New York City, in
jecting among heroin (primary drug) treatment 
admissions declined lrom 71 % in 1988 to 42% 
in 1995. In Baltimore. treatment admissions 
for heroin snorting more then doubled between 
1992 and 1995, Intranasal use in Boston in
creased from 26% in 199410 32% in 1996. 
Smoking heroin has became more popular in 
Denver, San Francisco, and SI. Louis, 

Another mode of heroin use was re
ported in several cities: dissolving herOin, put
ting it into a syringe or nasal spray or a drop· 
per, and squirting it into the nostrils, This mix
ture IS called "shabang" in New York, "calditos" 
(1i11le soup) in San Diego, and "agua de 
chango· in Laredo and San Antonio, Texas. 

5 . 
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The increase in noninjeclion was as
sociated with increased purity of heroin and 
an increase in the number of younger herOin 
users. Philadelphia had the highest average 
purity (63%) among the CEWG cijies included 
in the DEA Domestic Moniloring Program. In 
Chicago. where the quality of heroin has 
stea.dily increased in recent years. heroin 
snorting has become mOre popular among 
yeung adults. Increases in heroin purity were 
also reported in Baltimore. Miami. Newark. 
New York City, Philadelphia. and San Fran
cisco. Street bags of herOin are selling at $~ 
$15 in most CEWG cilies. 

From 1994 to 1995, total DAWN data 
show an increase of almost 19% in ED heroin
related mentions. The CEWG areas with the 
largest increases included Philadelphia 
(63%), Dallas (29%). Seanle (24%), and Bos
ton (21 %). ED heroin mentions in New York 
City nearly tripled between 1990 and 1995. 

DUF data also show little change in 
the percentages of adult arrestees testing 
positive for heroin from 1995 to 1996. Posi
tive test rates among female arrestees were 
highest in Manhattan (27%). Detroit (18%). 
and Philadelphia (16%), and among male 
arrestees in Chicago (20%), Manhattan 
(17%). and Philadelphia (11%). 

Marijuana 

Multiple sources of data (including national 
and local surveys) show that marijuana use 
continued to increase in 1995 and 1996. na
tionafly and in almost every CEWG area. 
Based on indicator data, increases in mari
juana use were reported in 1 B of the 21 
CEWG areas. Nationally, the delts-9-tetrahY
drocannabinot (THC) potency of commercial
grade marijuana increased from 3.51% in the 
last half of 1995 to 5.01 % in 1996, according 
to the Intelligence Division of the Drug En
forcement Administration. Also, in recent 
years, there have been increases in the num
bers of marijuana abusers treated in hospital 
EDs and in drug abuse treatment programs. 
From 1994 to 1995, marijuana ED mentions 
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ANNUAL TRENDS IN HEROIN-RELATED EPISODES 	 , ,, 
This section presents data from the DAWN survey on the estimated number of h~roin-
related emergency department episodes, . 

, 

• 	 Fourteen percent of an drug-related episodes were heroin-related in 1996, Hlilroin is 
often used in combination with other drugs, From 1990 through 1996, the nUl)'lber 
of heroin-related episodes doubled (from 33,900 to 70,500) as did the rate per 
100,000 population (from 15 in 1990 to 30 in 1996). AHhough the number of heroin
related emergency department episodes increased between 1994 and 1995, there 
was no change between 1995 and 1996 (64,000 in 1994,72,200 in 1995, and 
70,500 in 1996), : 

• 	 Between the first half of 1996 and the last haH of 1996, heroin-related visits : 
increased by 15 percent (from 32,600 to 37,600). Increases were also seen among 
those age 35 and older (13%), males (15%), and whttes (21%). ' 

• 	 In 1996, 57 percent of heroin-related episodes occurred among persons aged·35 
years and over, Since 1990, heroin-related episodes have almost tripled for tliis 
age group (from 15,900 in 1990 to 40,000 in 1996). 

Number of Heroin-Related Episodes 


by Race/Ethnicity: 1988-1996 
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25 
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, 	
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'. 
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• 	 In 1996, 39 percent of heroin-lelated episodes occurred among blacks, 35 percent 
among whites, and 15 percent among Hispanics, Between 1994 and 1996, there 
were no statistically significant increases or decreases.by racelelhnicity. . 

• 	 In 1996, 67 percent of heroin-lelaled episodes occurred among men. Since 1990, 
the number of heroin-related episodes has increased by 107 percent for men (from 
22,900 to 47,400) and 110 percent for women (from 10,700 to 22,500). 

• 	 The most frequently recorded reasons for an emergency department vistt among 
heroin-related episodes in 1996, were "seeking detoxification" (18,200), 'chronic 
effects" (17,200), and "overdose" (14,300). 

• 	 Ainong heroin-related episodes, "dependence" was the most commonly reported 
motive for drug use (54,600 or 78%) in 1996. Since 1994, the number of persons 
siting "recreational use" as the motive for drug use has increased by 45 percent 
(from 4,200 to 6,000). 

11 
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Heroin 

• 	 Eight of the 21 metropolitan areas had statistically significant increases in ttle 
estimated number of heroin-related emergency department epiSOdes between 1994 
and 1996. The percent increases in these areas were: 48 percent in Detroit (from 
2,100 to 3,100),22 peraent in Newark (from 4,500 to 5,500). 47 peraent in • 
Philadelphia (from 2,400 to 3,600), 29 percent in Phoenix (from 500 to 600)! and 16 
percent in Washing1on, D.C. (from 1,300 to 1,500). Statistically significant increases 
were also found in Dallas, Miami, and New Orleans; however, !he number of heroin-
related episodes reported for each city was relatively small. ; 

• 	 Only one s1atistically significant decrease in heroin-related episodes was foJnd in 
Denver where the number of epiSOdes decreased by 27 percent (from 500 II' 400). 

I 
Heroin-Related Episode Rates for Selected 

Metropolitan Areas: 1992-1996 
400.---------------------------------~--~ 
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I 

, 	 I 
• 	 The chart presented above shows the trends in the rates of heroin-related episodes 

per 100,000 population for the fIVe cities with the highest rates in 1996; BaHimore 
(346), Newark (313), San Francisco (224), Seattle (128), and New York (120). 

, 
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Ptl'I"'''''Q,)' E1f<m;:ft~ /iQm r~ 1996 o",t ,.;Iml" Wm-,w.g Nftrwori" Novl:t!lber 1997. 	 I 



•• 
•• 

£StlMAT£O NUflBU Of EMERGENCt DfPAIl'lMEIU MElIDlN/folOlIPII!lI! M£NtIOIlS, a1 MEfROPotlUti AIUA 8T IlAV TEAll'. 

UI II:II.Lf 1991 • 2ND HAtF 1996 


CAUGORY. JlEROI N/MORPII: lifE ............... -- ...................... , ......................................................................................-.... 


_,I.,. 
 1~;_;:I=~_;~I~~2:1~~l~I::~;~I~~;~I~_4=!~~_4~1::~s£:I~~EI~6t:1~~6EI~~LaI:r~:i

..... , ................... t ...............................+.. • ww •••••• • __ ........... +__ .,., .+.......~ .......+.......+ •• _....+..... ~.1. 


CA1EGOaV 
TolAL 1).$0. 11,291 21,436 26,566 36, lID 16,119 O.HD.10,763 32,469 10,036 33,917 32.8:19 31,644'8:,607 0.001 ",,.,. ,.. ,oo 0.000 .AHAIIfA .. m 191 0.112 .'o.'"1,517 2,730 4,116 4,221BAll !MOR£ 2,176 2.515 1.594 3.816 1'L 1Tl + 0.1161 +2.375 ",0291.Z<l4 "'" '" ,.. 0,9]0 • 
BUffALO 

... '."'"aosrOlltIrlECMA) ... ... 1,101 1,134 1,514 1.118 1,289 i1.4 is t1.185 1.58l '.307..,., , '" .. ,eo82 O.B30 •rs 0.304 ' 
CHICA{lO 2, ];'91,440 1,518 2,2811,154 1,48:0 2,101 2,505 2.124 2,528 3.141 0.004 + 0.120 +" \Da '" '" '" '" ""'" ,.,. ,.0 ,.. 0.918 • 0.019 ..DAllU 11. 1>4 US., 151 16' '40". ,.. 0.70] •bENVER 0,000 •61 .7 219 276 m In '"'".2 '19

'" .. •• .,.. 1,057 1,585 0.896 .64. 916 1,118 1,262 "1,130 1,165 1.511 0.101 ..DETROI' 86' '" 0,116 •

". 
 0.292 •
lOS ANGeLES·LD l,204 t,741 1,852 1,485 1,421 1.616 1,621 1,478821 .51 1.8:72 '.41>4., 0.003 .. 0.001 •,.50 m 211"I~Hl-lHAlE"'H 18' ". ()'518 • HI HIUAPOLl s-sp 0.203 ..40 1. 5. ,.,1lJ '"., '"'" 
 0.456 ..MfW OlllEANS m 0.000 ..m .." 8l 11."8l " " "" 0.006 •2,684 ],315 ],879 4,50! 6,220 5,561 5,614 5,442 5,000 4,837 O. t?6 .N£1ot 'fORK S,Ul '" 5.... '"" " 0.314 • 
PtllUOElPIHA 
NHIiIlItK l,on l,U6 1,276 1.59Z 2,422 2:, to'4 2,137 2,361 2,989 2,S22 0.410 •2.~5 2/110 

0.700 •1,414 1,1&2 1,4111,182 l,J62 1,116 '.81J ','948 ',1$9 0.944 '" '....,'".. ,.. 0,000 ..PHOUJI! '.'",.. m 0.000 +171 ". ". ".,.. O.9M •Sf lWI$·MQ-ll 8l .. II. l5J 0.029 tm 82 116 192 '" '"'" , 
U9 .. 0.456 . O.O~ •5A1t DffGO <0. 121 419m m . '"""'08'" '" SAl{ fII:AM'tl SCO 1,531 t ,514 l,BI7 1,6'98 0.645 •1,470 1,661 2,019 1,61'S 2.Ot.O 1,656 0.166 +',60S '.793 '"'" '" , ,223 1),792 ..1,09-8 1,119 1,182SHULE 158 411 laS ...", 97. 0.&81·m on .., .,.WJlS1!INGU'JN DC: 7.0 ... '" 

0.000 •m en m on 820 0.000 +." '" 
1-1IA,1 PANfl 6,71,1 0,011. +1,596 1,906 7,]32 10,342 0.531 •',554 6,60Z B,5toO 8,607 1I.10'i '0, 14~ 9,221 '" 
........•.................•••..••••••••.... -_ ....••......................•.•..................................•.. , ................. 


,,_ ESTIMAtE 00£5 NOI MEEl 5JANnARD OF PR£tIS'OW OR IS lESS THA. JO . 
• UTifIlATES rOIl THIS TIME PHIOO ARE PR:ElIMINARI'. FINAL UliMA1E$ Will 8E PROOllCED tun ,.wI) MAY a£ ltiOflU OR 
l~R: THAll PRELIMI.'Rf EST!MAIES DUE to NONRf$PQVSE ~JUSIM£NI ANO Olri£R fACIORS. 

iii Iii llUS COLUMN, ,., AND ••• OEIIOJE IMCIIUS[S utl OECREUE$, RESPECtiVELY. 
MOlE; THESE ESTtMAfES ARE BAStD OM • REPRESENTAflVE SAMPLE Of NOM-fEDERAL SNORT SlAT «nSPlfAL$ VllM 24-MQUt EMERGENCT OEPARTMENtS. 
sut£; $AMlfSA. !)lUG AME WAIUUIIG IIUWltk. APR. 91 fllts. 
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MEDICAL EXAMINER DATA 


Table2,Q6e -Drugs mel'llionedmoM ~b)' m8ldaJ .:mlni,...... in 1995 


(Drugs with fewertnan 10 mItfltiom .....xdlldect) 


N_ ........ 

RaM of of tota!I °019_ me_ ......,.. 

•
1 

•
3 

•
•7·,.I.• 

11 
12 
13 

"IS 
16 
17 

" 

2." 
21 
22 
23 
2. 
2S 
26 ...7 .. 

30 
31 
32 ..33 ..
.. 

37 

• 
•""""'" Ha~ine1 
AIoo~.,....,. 
M:atiiuat'iaiHashish 

.......... 

M$thamphetan;inefSF'IIed 
AITIftnp!ybne 
04Phe:nhydm:rntn1l' 
Acetaminophen 
D-Propoxyphene 

"'i"""""'"Amphetatl"lll'!ll' 
Qllioirlo 
L.idocaif'lt 
PCPIPCP Cl:ll'nbirlatioo:5 
Vnilp.o aonzodlazapinl) 
Phonobarbital 
Ooiepin 
Flu(.xettnc 
Hydmcodone
Aipt,uolam 
Aspirin 
ChloRtiazepoXlde 
9tAilbil4l 
H~nloln 
o.~.!tlorphen 
O.siprarnine 
Chlorpfl~e 
Ttaiodooe ' 
Mepmbamal8 
~fO«>1 
tmlPt'arnine 
Oo~minQ S\M;QMte 
ThiondazlM 
C.l'b~'IInalJlp!t'l. 

Rank Drug nama 

..,0. 

4,t78 
3,613 
1,156 

723 
660 
<97...
..,
... 

>£7... 

321 
"6 
2S5 
230 
'.3 
188 
157 

'"'5414. 
130

I.'
.. 

90
O. .. 

••
as 

83 
7. 
7. 
74 

..... 

45.33 
3920 
12.$4 
7,8. 
7.16 
5,39 
5,30 
5.02 
4.97 
".. 
3.rF1 
3." 
3.1. 
2.77 ..... 

2.ll. 
2.04 
1.70 
1,68 
1,67 
.52

"'.
1.14 
•.os 
0.0. 
0.07 
0.0. 
0.03 
0.92 
0.92 
0.90 
0.82 
0.02 
o.so 
0.75 
0." 

.. 
3.'"' 
..,
., 

..43 ..
.. 
..47 

50 

52 " 

53 
54
5. 
56 
57 
58 
59 
50 
61 
62 ..." .............
.. _HCl.S Pnlpanold HOt 
67 Amcbarbilal 

0""""",,,,...••.. CSomipmmm. 
7. T_ 
71 Haloperidol 
7 • Tnmtt1hoprimiSwramethOx 
73 
74 """Jn5Ulin 

SeeobalbiIAI 
T.maz.pam 

PtOOl.lhaZi,... 
M'PElridine H~
_'" 
Peeudoephodrine -PemobarbitaJ 
S:phedrine 
ChlorpromazineF_ 
Musoridazine 
Caffme 
TheophylliM 
Phenytpmpanolamitwl 
I_on 
Cyc:lobenzaprinit

""""",,.'" ........................ 
-"""""' vatproie Ac:itt 
l..iIhium Ca.rbon.atb 

""""-Fentan~"-

Numbe, Pelalnl 
,I of CQIaI 

m.l'ltiol'ls apjacOO$ .. 

••" 

"'0 ..3. 

.. 3. 
33 

32 
31 

.. 
30.S 


25 
24 
22 
22 
22 
20 

.7" .. 

15" 

13 
13 
" 

.3 
13

••I. 

II 

" 


0.61 
0," 
0.55 
0,53... 

043 
Ul 
.~7 
~7 
~. 

~ .,.. 

O~ 
• .33........
.... 

o.zr....
.... 
...,.. 

().24 

.22 
020 
0,,8 
0,17 
0.16 
O.lll 
0.15 
0.!4 
0.14 
1),14 
0.'4 
1),13 
0,13 
0,12 
0,12 

•NOTE. Pe,laI;}e' are based on a toW m.w meQcal na:rrmer drug abLJSe case lXIunl 019.21(;. 

1 lneluOe.$ opiates not sp&cifwd oulo lYtle. 

I
SeQ gtneral toomotes. at OI'Id of labloe, 

- 16
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•• 
•• 
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MEDICAl. EXAMINER DATA 

(Orup wi1h tew&r ItIan 10 mon'tlOM4M excluOOci) 

,f of total 
_be, """"'" 

mentions epQodas ""'" ""'""""" 
0000ntI 6 to 17 yean otd 

t Marijuan&fHashish 

2 HeroW'Mol'JIhine t 
3 Co<ol... 

Afmltol·irH::ombinabon• 

0ecMtntI. t810 25 fUrs !;lid 

, Co<ain, 

2 HemW'Morphine 1 
3 AlcClh04.jn~auon 

Marijuana!Hashi~•• """"".6 ~mphetamine/Speed 
7 PCPJPCP Combination. 

DiphGnhydrar'nilul•• ........
10 0._ 

Ace&amJnaphen 

Amilriptyime'"""""'"" .. " " Quininit ......,..am" 

32 

20 "" 

" 


342 

327 
300 
177,. 
.7 
SO 

.. 39"" 

31 

" 
t6 .. 

32.00 

20.0'0' 
20.0'0 
13.00 

..... 

351.73 
36AS 
21.51 
.23 
8.14

.'"
5.Z2 
".14 
~n 

3.16 ....
,'"

UO' 

UO 


...... DlU!JnllTlB 

CtttcedIm. 26 to J4 yu,. old 

t 
2 

•
3 

5 
6 

•
7 

•to 

12" 
13 

"IS 

Cocaine 
Hal!;lif'llMorphine 1 
Ak::oitof-in-c:omQn.abol'l 
~.Ma_ 
Mo1ham;'lh~S/)tod 

Owe"", 
~mmin. ...-... 
Amitri~ 
PCPIPCP~ 

Quinine 

Aettamll'lQphen""""'"' 
O"ced!l1lts 35 YMN of.and older 

,• 

•
3 

•
•
7

• 
" 
• 

.2 
13 

"IS 

Herotn./Mofp;n 1 

Cocaine 
Ak:cbci-in~tiDn"""'..
Diaz_....,...,... 
AmMptyiir.a ................... 

Diphenhydl1ll'niNl 
D4>~ene 

MothamphotaminelSpood -Nortriplyiino 
Quinine 
Atnphet.arrine 

_be, 
,I 

menl.lon$ 

l,I56 

1,036 
93' 
252
'.0
... 

'48 ...5 

.. " 7, .. 

••'" 


2.n......

2.34'
82..,.
... 


361 
322 
309...
.,. 

253 
2S2 ,..
... 


..""'" 
OllOtai 
ej:nod&s 

I 

1 
52,.. 
47.31 
,42.79 
.11.51I.... 


6.100
I 6.76 


I·....
.
... 
I 3,97I...., 

I 3.11 
, 3.(11 

l .... 
.." 

I ..... 

'43.91 
i 34.76 

I
1US,... 
6.41 
6.06

I 5.3' 
I 5,10'.... 


u •.... 

4.16 
2n 
2 .• 6 

NOTE: PelNnw.gol aRt baHd on total raw tnocicaI uaminorcin.lg flbWWl cue c::IUI'ItsOf 100 dIttcodeI'Its. 6 to 17)'aatIJ Old. 823 doc::odents 
ISID 25 y&anl Oid, 2.190 dec:Odents 26 II:) 30l yoal'1l old, and e,061 O$(:«IenlSagod 3S yMI1I and Older, I 

1 !rtetudor. opiates no\ $p8I:ifl4ld as to ttPo. 

SeG genera! foQtnot.;s.al end of table, 

I
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I 
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S"'m:~; Offite of .4.pplicd Slliditl, SAMIl5A. DrogAb\jsf' WW7'lI"$ N.f~ A""",,,J M.drCl1J £W1!l'1W' ~rl> 199$, 1997. f 
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MEDICAL EXAMINER DATA 


TabI& 2.O&d· Drugs rmmt:iol'led most fmquendy bV medeal fSlClIfMIon; in 1995 acc:olding: it) 

ra.c:eleVvDcity of decedent 


(On,lg$ will ~r 1Nn 10 mentions ant oxcb..lded> 


-I 0"., ...... 

_!tit ctJo.,. 
I 

1 ~~1 
2 'AIooI\oi.~ 

'Cocalrut 

4 ''''* 
3 

• ,, """"""" 

7 

S 

[).P_ 430 8.00-- "'5 ...
•
•
1. 

" 12 
13 ..14 

el&dl: IJo(:OCteI ,IS 

, 

•
2 

4,, 

•
7 

, 
10 
11 
12 

" 
" 
" 


Ami.tytino 
OiphenhydlWIWNt 

Aeolaminoptwrn".~ttri~ 

1,In$pOC I:kInZO!lsupino 

I 
I 

Hetl:lit\lMorphirle ' -
Atoo~bil\alion 
Codeil'lo 

0._ 
MoIhaO::lnt 
LiI::Iocaioe 
Dif*lel'lhydramine 
Dia:vpatn 
PCPIPCP Combinations 
Ainltriptylmo 
Me1amlnOpher\ 

...oQxopin 

~ 

_be, 
01 

"",.,.,. 
episodesmentions "'

..... ".33..... ..... 

1.163 32.711 

748 13.91 
10.12... 

""" 6.14"'" '.77 
5... 

210 5,02 
237 4,.4,1 

....'. .29 

213 .... 
143 .... 

.....'.'" 
1.120 ".77... 37""

2S6 10.00 
7.15,..,,, ".• 
',43.. S.55 

., 3.75 
3,17 

80 3,13 
7. 3.05 
76 ..97 
55 ..15 
55 2.15 
3. 1.2' 

D""'..... -
Hisponic doc:«kIftlS 

, 

2, 

4 

•
5 

7

• 

,.• 

"12 
13 ,. 

IS 

He~l 
c.eu.. 
AIooh~ 

~
..._. 

"-

Amitripryine 
PC~ Combination. 
LIdocaino,,
"-"" Norttiptyhrwl 
D.~ 

......, """",,.
of otlOtal""'.- .
601 5$,69... 

4"""". I_
,.. 5~" 

&> 7.SS 
eo 731 

6,$1..7S 
4.42 

43 3JI6 
41 3." 

.. 
3.S9 

31 2,65 
..30.. 3' 

2,30 
17 '51 

NOTE: 	 ~teenla!JOs art) baMd on \ellal raw metdieal uaminordl\lg abuse cue counts 015.37'6 WhiUI dealdents. 2,559 black ~nls. 
mid 1.086 HispaniC oooodontf. 

1 Indudol !millS not lpeeiliecl as to lfpe. 

liM general•Iootnolaa ti end of table" 



MEOlCA1. EXAMINER DATA 

(Drugs with fower1han 10 mtntions are excluded) 

Number Percent 
Orugnerne 01 01 tetal 

nWlntions: eplS4l:»$ 

Mal. decedenu 

, Heroin/Morphine I 3A8S 49.75 
Cocaine 3.346 4711•3 AIrohol-in-rombinalion 2,957 '2,2,..,CoOlrine 	 lU8• 

5 	 Marijuana/Hashish 617 8.61 
Diazepam ." 6.82• 	 ,..7 Melhamphol.lUnineJSplJodM__ 	 5~2 

4,(10
.85 4,07 

'0 Amitrl;Mykna 2" 3SS 

•9 	 Oiphenl'ly(lrnmine '" 
,..11 Amphelamine 3.23 

12 O-Propo:qpheno 222 3.17 
Ovinine 220 3.14" 	 215,. Acetaminophen 3,07,. Udo<aJne 	 175 2... 

Nomner Percent 
...nk Drug name 01 01 total 

menllOnll : episodes 

Female decedtn'a 

, 	 eo_ 
837 38,64 

Heroin/Morphine 1 675 31,16•, Alcohol-in-combination 64' !29,5~ 

Codeine m 11.3 !• 
5 	 Amim~lH'iC 2'0 9.7(1 

Diazepam 822•
7 	 '" I 7.89Diphenhydramine '71 
8 MeUladot'le '58 7.29 
9 NOl1ripty ltne '49 $.tie 

'0 Al':elaminopl\en 	 ... I 
6,63 

O·Pmpoxyphene '4> '.56"'2 '0'Mari/uanalHMhiVl '56 
13 Molt'l&mphetaminelSpeltd ,. 4.a4 

F~""""" a.19.."15 Doxepin 	 ., 3.09 

Inel~1l$ optat$$ not .paClfied as to: type. ,; 
NOTES: Pett:entages aN ~ en laW modiealoxamirler drug ablne case eounls of 7.005 ma1/!" decodenl5an<i 2,1G6lemaJe decedents" 

.In using 1hi& lable tho reeder should be aware tha\lndMdual dnJ9s are lmquemly fmH'Ilioneo in combination wiltl otherIdrugs and 
that the population at ri5k of at! ad'.'eB& consequence reiabng \0 the awse of aNI partleulal drug is unknowfJ. te" 1he number 01 
peopte abu.iJ'i9 a panielAaJ sub$fanee. either alone or in any eombinalhn. is llIUi:.nowr.. Thus the relatNe Ir¥quency 01 rmmlJOn~ ol 
any drug pctJ'Ulins only to the DAWN $)'Stem and no1lO the largef poplJlabon a1 risk. i 
The drug ealBgOMs represented in lhm tabie a", mow dataitee Iharlltloso in <l'tner labht$ in liltS rellOlt. Speeifieahy, c~eine 
combir.alton drugs and individual inhalants ere ~sled 5GPo1UaltMy in thi$l.iIble but am grouped in aggmgate ealegorires Ii. the main 
table$: 01 thj~ mpart Diphen)tnydantoin sodium is: limed as hydanlOin. AI.$o lhe b.nzodlazepine GaJ69:lry 1I'I0uoe$ nenlOdlazE:pines 
other!haf\ alprnzolam, chlordiazepox:i®, eJonazapam, doraxepate, diazepam, f.u:razopam, Iorazopam, niltaZ8p,!1m. oxazepam. 
pwepem, tria!Zotam, and temazepam. I 

Within the conte,t ol1he DAWN drug dassilicabon scheme. some $pfICific drugs, e.g, eel1ain combination drugs, are nOlglO!Jped 
Iogether at the roughly 91'Inerie lellel mlleclod in mO'l 01 the tables in this repon. Some of ltiese 'ungrou~ orugs: were repartfId 
frequently OO0l.l9f'l to meel1he crileM for inclusion in this lable but are not snOMl, The$(! drugs. howeYer. are ,ncluded in 1he oJher 
labIas in this report under1he ca~ries of 'olher/unsptttified" drugs: within th.rap.ulle classes or under "i:\U othtH dr'I.I9s.~.u 
appropriale. I 

SOURCE: OffICe ot Applied SWdies, SAMHSA, Drug Abuse Warning NellIIIOri<. iOctober 1996 Gaia file). 
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Drug Enforcement AdmiDistration 

FY 1995 Annllal 

DEA Domestic Amsts of Foreign Nationals III 
. Hemin Investigations 

DEA Domestic Heroin Arre.t. 
d,.....,._~ 

* 

)!It; 

,. 
-.' .. 

1...._•.11._• ",_ ~1.' N'~ •• ~ 

'.~ .. Arrests of roreign nationals by DcA hove been an almost 
1I-

constant olle~quorter of IotaI dumestic ntrests in each of the 1:,~t 
.... '"" six fiscal years. When viewed by specific country or".-.~. 

····1 
n,_ •• 

citizenship, howcver.1here nrc severafexeeptions to that stahle 
trend. For example, since FY 1993, arrests ofNigcrialls fm 
heroin trameking: have decreased signific~mtly. Also t while 
arrests ofColombions have been n con.'itllht five percent oftutnl 
domestic arrests for the past six yeors. the number arrested in 
heroin eases increased almost tenfold during that lime period . _ 

The decrease .n nrrests of N;gerinns in heroin cn.';c~ noted sinceDuring FY 1995, iO% oOhelndividual! .rr"led In I)EA 
domestic heroin investigations were ColombIan nationals. FY 1993 reneets the increasing soph'stica1ion of (hese 

tramcking groups, Nigerian trafficking groups smuggle heroin 
from Soulheast Asia Dlld, 10 a Icsser extenl. Suuthwesl Asia 'nto 

the United Slates1 and primarily use couriers who travel aboard commercia. airlines. They have develuped various lnethnds ofevnding 
law enforcement nirport interdiction (cams: by using couriers of different nntionn1itics and races, hy varying pnrl~ uf holh cmbarcation 
and arrival, ami by using a series of couriers for individual heroin shipments, The increase in arrests of Columhinns ill heroin CONeS: 

reOects the sigllifieant increase 1n heroin trafficking from South America. specifically Colombia. Soulh Amcrican hemin is lypicnlly 
transported into the United SCales by couriers who \ravel via eommercialairlines into Mii:lmi and New York interllational airpurts. 
While Colombian tramcking groups have been attempting to evade low enforcement nirport inlcrdicli(\U teams, primarily by travclil1g 
through countries in CCfllml America nnd 1he Caribbean. they have not yet employed Ihe evasion ledUlitjues u::;cd hy the Nigcti:1I1 
trafficking groups. 

SOUfce: US Dcpartmenl ofJustice. Drug Enforcement AdminislrAlion, fJ' 1991 An,,"ol Slali.tlicolllep(U't, JunuQr)' 
'n~ 



DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION 
pOMESnC HEROIN SEIZURE S/lfL1WITRIBunON 

----_.... 

HEROIN r EY199! EY 19!!! fy 1995 

NO OF TOTAL 'kOF NO OF TOTAL %OF NO OF TOTAL %OF 
SEIZ\IIlE SIZE I SEIZU!!ES AMOUNT TOTAL SEIZURES AMOUNT TOTAL SEIZURES AMOUNT I.OTAL 

{KGSI (KGSI 

AeOIlE 10 KG 6 252,8 31.1% 4 112.1 26.2% 

KG·H09 20 99.4 14.6% 11 92.1 21.5% 

KG·l TO 2 91 139.2 20,4% 13 114,5 26.6% 

GMS·500 TO 999 169 116,9 17,1% 100 10,S 16.3% 

GMS·l00 TO 499 236 61.0 9.8% 133 35.3 8.2% 

BELOWgg GMS 228 4.S 0.6% 213 4.2 0.9% ' 

TOTAL 140 680.1 100.0% 540 430.1 100.0%1 I 

.0.0'£ ,--  - '.'.. '* 
. --_ .. - ...,'".- .. _......... ""--- -- 

30,.... 

J 200'1 -'\'0 . '*~ - /<'," __ i'~~·-·-··;/ - ~;-- ¥" ,,. 

l ' ~1~~'1111~;'11---.~ ~/ I~~~~I.. '00" r\~",' §. 1,:,1 tl III "" II ~l . h.~:::-" ;' -- ;}~F ~ ~~.- :"~_.:_.; ___ ,~ - ;.", < '~__ Jf .." 
., KG 3-9 KGSellure Sill t·iKG '" 10Ka 

FY 1993 20.4,*, 1",f}%21,5" 31.'" 
2~U'j'Jl, 21,5% 26.2'!1.FY 1994 2$••'" 


FY t995 
 US.. 16,2% tS,1""34.1'"_T._.· _._ ........
~ ---- .-~-- -----.~- ~-------- ~~--''''''-- -~--- -~---

(KGSI 

3 16.6 15.1% 

19 62.1 16.2% 


109 I1S.1 34,7% 


155 l1S.2 22.8% 


189 50.6 10.0% 


210 4,5 0,6% 


745 SOU 100,0%1 


, [HEROIN I 
. 

BFY 1993 ~---. 

~;;~~;.. 

--.-- ~---,-,--~-----=---

SOURCE: STRIDE 

Sourc~: US Departmenl of JU!llice, Oms: Enforcement Admini3lralion, FY J99j Alllllml Statistical Rep",.,. Jontllu)'
."".. 



Drug Enforcement Administration 
Largest Domestic Heroin Seizures 

», 

* .~ ;" 'Me&AiIiiQ.;' 

I,~'1''. 
-,. '. _.'\ 

L~ 
C 0" ~ 
'~ .tFJ··,· -:V'"~O.~~ tr,f> 

,. 
oe.IE 1.QCAIlQJ:j 
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f 

In --

' ..., ;: 
, 

j ~,_ _ , _ _. . 

'lj;~"il''''~' ..... . 
-- . ... - -:. . .:.. 10211. . 

':i:-

., .'.'; 

C'-',rrr;;'J" 

J.Il.S AVG, EQIE/I(;~ 
05-20-91 OAKLAND, CA 1,071 87.0% 
08-23-93 ST. ROSE, LA 347 72,9% 
05-25-88 CHICAGO,IL 226 1.2% 
08·31-88 BOSTON,MA 172 89.0"/.. 
02-10-88 CHICAGO,IL 155 95.4% 

Sooree: us Ikrartmenl of JUsfiee., Orug enforcement Adrninis-Ira!ioll. Ff 1995 AHllual.')'latiJlical Rep0rl. January,."" 



DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION 
DOMEsnc RECORD HEROIN REMOVALS 

fY 1995 

tI!,IM!!£R DATE LOCAll0N I<GS. ~ PURcrr" 

I APR 10. 1995 TACOMA. WASHINGTON 55.4 122 82.0 
~ JUN ~O. 1995 BANGKOK. THAIlAND 10.1 23 90.0 
3 OCT IS. 1994 JOHANNESBURG, S. AFRICA 10.4 22 00.0 
4 NOV 30. 1994 • MIAMI, FLORIDA 7.1 15 
5 JAN 11. 1995 BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 6.4 14 78.0 

fY 1988. FY 1995 

/lUMBER DATE LOCAnoN I<GS. ~BS. pURITY " 

I MAY ~0.1991 OAKLANO. CALIFORNIA 488.0 1.0n 87.0 

~ AUG ~3. 1993 SAINT ROSE, LOUISIANA 151.6 347 72.9 

3 MAY 25.1988 CHICAGO. ILLINOIS 102.8 228 1.2 

4 AUG 31. 1988 eOSTON,MASSACHUSETTS 18.4 172 88.0 

5 FEB 10. 1988 CHICAGO, ILUNOIS 10.6 155 85.4 

'6 DEC 14. 1981 N.Y.' J.F.K.INTL AIRPORT 10.0 154 89.9 

7 JUl09.1994 SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 87.0 147 77.0 

8 OEC 21.1989 LONG eEACH, CAliFORNIA 55.7 122 77.0 

9 APR 10. 1995 TACOMA, WASHINGTON 55.4 122 82.0 

-.~ •• - - . --- - - - ----10 - • OCT.28,.198L •• CHICAGO. ILLINOIS 44.8 98 83.0 
~ -~ ---- -.--~ - --- ----~-~~-. 

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

SOURCES: .tRID! (NEt WEf1lHTJ 
·INFORMAttoH ONl.Y DEA.710ROSS WElomt 

NeT!.; All. SEIZURES WERE: .... AO! IN oEA DOMESTIC CASU 

Source: US IJepArtmcnl or JU!ltice, ()rllE: Enforcement "dJnini~(ralion. 1-1' /99J Amllfo/ ShJUrtlcnl tr,/'Orl, lnnlary 
1996. 
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I 1mHSP Results 

HEROIN MONITORING AND
•

ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS 

I. so· PHerolD tgnature rogram 
P¥IIriC" O'W, IN,mglttC.' Resl/lld Sprtcl#J.iJ( 

StNJJ;'lc Intdiig'lIu SMll)I; 

1>"" Enfttrctlftml- Adminutltlliffll 


How tDe HSP Works 

The Limary objective ofthe Heroin Signature Program 
(HS~) is. to enhance DEA's ability to estimate what 
percentage of the heroin seized in the United States 
origi;ates from each ofthe four major source areas. i,e., 
Mexico, South America, Southeast Asia. and 
Southwest Asia. The program relies upon laboratory 
analysis of heroin samples seized throughout the 
country to idemify and quantify chemical characleris~ 
lics Bnd constituents associated with heroin from each 
ofthe' major source areas. Each year. through the HSP, 
DEA 'iperfonns an in~depth chemical analysis of from 
600 to 900 samples taken from heroin seizures and 
purch3ses made in the United States. The samples 
select~d for signature analysis jnctudeall DEA seizures 
at (.;.S. points of entrv and other seizures/purchases , . 
selected at random from DEA, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation. and U.S. Customs Service investiga~ 
tions. lAs n result of signature ann lysis. DEA chemists 
are abJe to associate the heroin sample with a heroin 
manufacturing process unique to a particular geo
graphic source area.' The proportion of heroin 
associated wj;h each geographic area is measured in 
terms ~f the net weight of heroin seized from each 
geographic source area, During 1995. for example, 
more than 860 samples from heroin seizures underwent 
signn(~re anniysis at DEA's Special Testing and 
Research Laboratory. 

I . 
The origins ofheroin seized in the United States nnd the 
propotiion from each SOurce area are tracked annually 
through the HSP. Becausethe HSP results are based on 
scizl,Jre~ data.., fluctuations from year 10 Year in rhe 
proportion from each source area may renec! shifting 
drug law enforcemem priorities and significant 
seizuret as wen as changing trafficking patterns. In 
additioA. large seizures ofheroin from one source area 
may bobstthat source area's representation in the HSP; 
for that}eason, the HSP resu Its are not representative of 
the actual amounl of heroin avaUabJe in the United 
States from ench source area. Therefore, it must be 
stressed that no single indicator should be used 10 draw 
definiti~e conclusions. 

5 

According to the 1995 HSP results. (the laleSt year for 
which data are available) South America. for the firsl 

'lime ever. was the predominant source area for heroin 
seized in the United Stales. accounting for 62 percent 
of the total nel weight of heroin analyzed in Ihe HSP. 
Southeast Asian heroin accounted for 17 percent. 
SoUthwest Asian heroin accounted for 16 percent and 
Mexican heroin accounted for 5 percent. 

South American Heroin 

Since the development ofa South American signature 
in July 1993. the proportion of heroin seized from this 
source area has doubled each yearo.from 15 percent in 
1993, to 32 percent.!n 1994. and 1062 percent in 1995. 
The high proponion of South American heroin seized 
in 1995 reflects both the smuggling tactics of 
Colombian traffickers and the hrgh success rate of 
airport interdiction programs in New York City and 
Miami. T!;lese programs target drug couriers 
attempting to pass through the most significant U.S. 
entry points used by Colombian trafficking organiza· 
tions, Colombian traffickers send hundreds of heroin 
couriers aboard commercial airlines into New York 
City'S JFK International Airport and Miami's 
International Airport (Reponing indicates that a 
~ubstantial proponion of the South American heroin 
seized al Miami's Internalional Airport is destined for 
distribution in the northeastern United Slales.} 
Although each courier carries an average of slightly 
less than 1 kilogram, the amount of heroin seized is 
significant because ofthe number ofcouders sent to the 
United States. In fact. the number ofsamples of South 
American heroin seized al U,S. airports was nearly half 
of all of the samples analyzed in the HSP in 1995. 
causing the representation ofSourh American heroin in 
the HSP to double from the previous year. 

Southeast Asian Heroin 

sOutheast Asian heroin representation in the HSP is 
typically at its highest in years when multihundred 
kilogram quantities ofthe drug are sei.ted domestically_ 
In 1991, for exampie. when Southeast Asian heroin 
represented 88 percent of. the heroin seized in the 
United States. a 486~kilogram shipment of Southeast 
Asian heroin was c.onfiscaled in California. In 1992, 
there were no bulk seizures of Southeast Asian heroin 
domestically and the proportion of Southeast Asian 
heroin seized dropped 10 58 percent In 1993, the 
increase in the proportion of Southeast Asian heroin to 
68 percent was attributable to a 170-kilogram seizure in 
New Orleans. 

SOl.!tu C.5. Oqwtmenr of)uu't;t. Drug EnfOf«TtlMI i\dmini$tf2l'On.Htram. Jr N¥w!r Wtlt/ A_y, 1M NonomlJ Nt":;'" I C""k!"e",;:e. FIt/.>1>H,ry '99'. 
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In 1994. while several bulk seizures ofSoutheast Asian 
heroin were made abroad, there were no domestic 
seizures more than 100 kilograms, As a result, the 
proportion of Southeast Asian heroin decreased to 57 
percent during that year. In 1995. several factors 
caused the representation of Southeast Asian heroin to 
decline significantly. These included the large number 
of seizures of South American heroin. the large single 
seizure of Southwest Asian heroin, and the fuct that the 
Jargest domestic seizure of Southeast Asian heioin 
analyzed in the HSP in 1995 weighed only 13 
kilograms. 

Southwest Asian Heroin 

The single seizure of approximately 70 kilograms of 
Southwest ASIan heroin in December 1995 caused the 
representalion ofSouthwest Asian heroin in the HSPto 
rise to t6 percent. Excluding this seizure, (he 
representation was approximately 6 percent, un~ 

changed from the previous year. While Soulhwes! 
Asian heroin continues to be smuggled into [he United 
States, its distribution appears to be limited to ethnic 
communities in a handful ofcities. including Chicago. 
DerroiL Los Angeles. and New York City. Mos! 
Southwest Asian heroin traffickers sell heroin on the 
European market, which is easily accessible to them, 
rather than in the United States. Soulhwest Asian 
heroin, . which is generally lower in purity than 
Southeast Asian and South American heroin, would be 
particularly difficult to market in the Northeaslern 
United Stares. where retai I purity is alar near record~ 
high levels. 

Mexican Heroin 

Mexico is the predominant source area for heroin 
available throughout the western half of the United 
States. However. Mexican heroin representation in Ihe 
HSP has been inordinately low over the paSl seven 
years. This is due 10 the relatively low number and 
weight of seizures of Me)(ican heroin made 
domestically. The average weight ofMexican heroin 
seizures analvzed in the HSP was approximatelv 300 
grams, less than half the average weight of seizures 
from any other source area. This is a reflection of the 
smuggling patterns employed by traffickers of 
Mexican heroin. Mexico's e)(tended land border with 
the United States affordS Mexican heraln traffickers an 
advantage over other trafficking organi7.Btions, These 
traffickers minimize the risk of losing significant 
amounts to U.S. drug law enforcement authorities by 
stockpiling muhi~ldlogram quantities of heroin in 
Mexico and then smuggling smaller amounts across the 
border as transaclions in the UnitedSt.ates are arranged. 

6 

Purity 

The purity of heroin exhibits sampled in lhe HSP is 
consislent with other indicators of domeStic heroin 
puriry. Soulh American heroin purlt'.· is the hiuheSl 
among all source areas, with an averag~ pU~IY of~ore 
than 80 percent. This renecrs the aggressiv~ marketing 
tactics employed by Colombian heroin traffickers in an 
effort to gain a share ofthe lucrative heroin market in 
northeastern U.S, cities. In these areas. South 
American heroin must compere with high~purity 

Soulheast Asian heroin. which averaged ~lose to 70 
percenl in the HSP. SoUthwesl Asian anld Mexican 
heroin samples consistently lag behind: in purit). 
averaging 59 percent and 43 percent. res~ctively. in 
.heHSP, , '; 

Conclusion I' 
Caurion should be used when assessing the domestic 
heroin situation based solely upon an analysis of the 
HSP results, The program is limi.ted to the,analysis of 
heroin seizures and these seizures make up ontya small 
portion of the total volume of heroin entering the 
United States. The drug is smuggJed into the countf)-' in 
telatively small amounts. oftentimes :by highly 
sophisticated trafficking organizations. therebv hin
dering interdiction efforts. Converseiy, u'se of 
unso\>histicated smuggling techniques g~nerally re
suhs in higher success for interdiction efforts. For 
example, the predominance of heroin from South 
America in the HSP is not a surprising dive)opment, 
given the fact that every heroin seizure at:a domestic 
airport is included in th~ program. and thdt this is the 
primary method used to smuggle Soutt: American. 
heroin into the United States. The 1995 HSP resuhs 
show clearly that South American heroin is 'rransporteti 
in relatively small amounts by a large :'number of 
couriers and that airport interdiction teams are ver\, 
effective in interdicling these couners. Peirhaps, mo;t 
importantly, the HSP indicates that traffick.ers are 
continuing to increase the amount of South American 
heroin being smuggled into the northeastern United 
States, From all indications. this trend is 'expected 10 

comtnue and represents ,'et another shift i~ the heroin 
trade, . I 

I 
The HSP results showing the dramaiic Irise in the 
representation of South American heroin is tracked by 
investigative intelligence indicating that av:ailabilitvof 
Soulh American heroin in the eastern United States "has 
increased sharply. Stale and local law enforcement 
agencies likewise report the increased presence of 
South American heroin. Prior to 1995, Southeast Asia 
was the predominant source area fornearlyla decade for 

I 
SQlJ.r~e u.s. CX:p;1I1r'1W1t'1 of JUSI;H. Drug El'lfnrctn1cl1I Ad1l'lin.Utn.::;Q!bH~rolll: ftl1_r W""IA_.h 1~"'(UWMIHvmll 

r".,r"H.1'tC:C. Fc~,.,tn""·199::". 



heroJ seized in .he United States, Most ofme world', 
supply of heroin is produced in SoutheMI Asia and the 
primary smugglers of this heroin are among the most 
sophisticined criminal organizations in the world-~ 
capab·le ofdelivering nearly 500 kilograms ofheroin to 
the U"nited States in a single shipment. Therefore, 
absent any indication that these traffickers have ceased 
traffickingoperations. the fact that no such significant 
seizute was made durIng 1995 is troubling, However, 
law e~forcement effons and other developments in 
South~ast Asia may have disrupted the flow of 
Southeast Asian heroin to the United States, 

All Jailable information sources indicate that the 
primary market for Southwest Asian heroin is in 
Europ~, However. the HSP shows that heroin from this 
source area is shipped to the United States, 
occasionally in large quantities. However, single 
shipments of Southwest Asian heroin lend 10 obscure 
the fact that there have been very rew seizures of 
South~st Asian heroin over the past several years. 

Other/intelligenCe indicators sh<:w that Mexico is the 
predom inant souree area for herOin sold throughout the 

, , f
westem United Slates The low representat10n 0 

Mexidan heroin in Ihe HSP most likely is due to the 
smuggling methods employed by Mexican heroin-'I" -"" ~ .;W••"._'" 
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The Domestic: Monitor Program (DMP) is a Special Field 
Intelligence Program designed to monitor retail~level 
heroin trends. including price. purity. and source of 
origin within the United StateS. The program measures 
purity level and current price of retail druss sold in a 
specific area. Together with the Heroin Signature 
Program (HSP). the DMP is u;ilized to supplement the 
infonnation developed through investigalions of drug 
production and seizure data in the fonnulalion of a 
comprehensive assessment ofheroin trafficking trends, 

How the DMP Works 

The DMP is a retail~ievel heroin purchase program 
designed to provide data on the purity. price. and origin of 
heroin available in the major metropolitan areas of the 
United States, Each quaner. the tntelligence Division's 
Special Field Imelligence Program provides funding for 
the undercover purchases of rerail... level heroin in 22 
metropolitan cities. Cumntly. the panicipaling cities 
are; Atlanta. BalTimore. Boston. Chicago. Dallas, 
Denver. Detroit. Houston. Los Angeles. Miami. Newark. 
New Orleans, New York, Orlando, Philadelphia. 
Phoenix:, San Diego, San Francisco. San Juan. Seanle. 
S1. Louis. and Washington, D.C. Ten purchases are made 
in each city in each quaner. with the exception of New 
York City. where 20 purchases are made per quarter. 
totaling approximately SOO purchases each year. These 
purchases are made in different neighborhoods of each 
CiT), and are spread QU[ chronologically through?u[ .hl;: 
year in order to obtain objective results regardmg the 
retailwlevel heroin siluation. Each heroin purchase 
subsequen11y undergoes chemical analysis to determine 
the puriry, and, ifpossible. the geographic source area of 
the heroin, 

In addition to proViding information allowing law 
enforcement and intelligence officials to identify trends 
in the retail~level heroin situation in the United States, the 
DMP alsocan be used asan effective training tool. as well 
as a method to develop additIonal Cooperating Sources 
{CSs). Moreover, the DMP can be used to advance 
investigations by developing intelligence about the 
heroin being distribuled by a targeted organization. The 
DMP can be a valuable mechanism ror introducing CSs 
and undercover agents as buyers to these organizations. 
The DMP hasalso proved valuable in track;ingdangerous 
and/or unusual aduherants and dHuents in retai1~level 
heroin. such as scopolamine. 
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J)MP Results: 1990. 1995 

According to the DMP, the average retail-level purity 
ofhetoin bas increased dramatically nationwide, more 
than doubiingbetween J990 and 1995. The retail-level 
purity of heroin purchased under the auspices of the 
DMP averaged approximately 40 percent during 1994 
and 1995. a dramatic increase from the aVerage purity 
level of? percent reported in 1984, Purity at the street 
leve! is generally highest in the Northeast, where a 
large percentage of the nation's user population lives. 
This increase in purity is directly attributable to the 
influx of high-purity heroin, not only from Southeast 
Asia. but increasingly from South America as well. 
Nationwide, the purity levels of Southeast Asian and 
South American heroin· nmk hightSl at both the 
wholesale level and the retail level. The decrease in the 
price per milligram pure of heroin measured by the 
DMP is the direct result of the increase in purity. While 
the sundard purchase price at the retail level has 
remained constant over the past nwo decades-roughly 
$10 or $20 per bag ofheroin. Ihe amoun1 of pure heroin 
in each bag has increased approximately ten-fold. 

CODdusioo 

Since its inception in 1979. the DMP has prolen to he 
a valuable indicator for detecting trends in retailleveJ 
heroin. For example. in the early to mid~ 1980s. the 
DMP documented the increasing 8vailapiiity of 
Southeast Asian heroin atthe retail level in a riumberof 
U.S. cities. More recently. data from the DMP have 
revealed significam increases in the amount'ofSouth 
American heroin available at Ihe relail level. 
panicularly in the metropolitan areas j of the 
northeastern United States. In both instances. the DMP 
data. when combined with investigative intelligence 
and other indicators. provided DEA managers with 
information essential in determining how' to most 
efficiently allocate DEA resources, as well as for 
formulating and esublishingan overnll heroi~ smueg),.. 
DEA is nOl the only agency that depends on!the DMP 
for heroin trend information. Other federal' agencies 
involved in the anti-drug effort. and many; state and 
local law enforcement agencies, look to DE-A for this 
information, J 
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I 
The ?jew Y ark FieJd Division has been monitoring the 
distribution of heroin in the metropolitan New York 
area rand the proclivity of many organizations to 
tdenrjfy their particular brand of heroin by stamping a 
brand name on the glassine envelopes containing the 
heroin. The utilization of a brand name allows the 
organization to package its product in a manner clearly 
desi~ed 10 facilitate market loyalty and discourage 
com~irorS from infringing on their customers, 

virtuluy all retail~level heroin sold in New York City 
is done by organizations thai utilize this brand name 
concePt. By developing a loyal customer base, the 
organization can increase its matket share and ensure 
greate~ profits. Examples of common brand names 
found'on the Sll'eets ofNew York City are being found 
in upstatecommuniries as weU, highlighting the scope 
of the ~urrent heroin problem affecting New York and 

•the rest of the country. 

Reprelentatives from the New York Field Division 
presented verbal and graphic illustrations to conference 
attend~s outlining the various fonns of brand names 
currently being utilized in New York. 

9 

A general discussion was held concerning the targeting 
ofthese heroin organizations and their operations both 
in the New York City area and in upstate New Yark, As 
with any investigation. the success of these operations 
is directly related fo cooperative, investigative tactics 
involving federal, state and local law enforcement 
agencies, 

Two recent investigations. one involving the Albany 
Resident Office of DEA and the Amsterdam. New 
Yark Police Department., and the other a joint 
investigation by DEA, New York State Police. Broome 
County Sheriffs Department., Binghamton Police 
Department., and the Johnson City Police Department, 
produced outstanding results. In both cases, the 
cooperative effon Jed to numerous arrests of heroin 
dealers who were operating both in the metropo~itan 
downstate area and upstate communities as we)l, The 
same brand name heroin was being sold in both areas, 

Understanding the marketing techniques used by 
heroin distribution organizations can be a usefUl tool in 
conducting criminal investigations, 
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DRUG USE FORECASTING 1996 Annual ~eport 

1996 DUF ANNUAL DRUG USE AMONG ADULT USE OF COCAINr: 

REPORT ON DRUG USE 

AMONG ARRESTEES 

In 1996, DUf program sites located in 
23 major metropolitan areas coU~ted 
data from 19,835 adult male booked 
arrestees, Data were also colleCted 
from 7,532 adult female booked 
arri:steesat 21 of these sites and 4, 145 
juvenile male and 645 juvenile female 
detainees at 12 sHes and 7sites, respec~ 
tively. 

This report presents drug use detected 
through urinalysis for adult male and 
female arrestees and juvenile male 
arrestees/detainees, Because of small 
sample sizes, data on femaJe juvenile 
arrestees/detainees are not induded, 

Program lindmgs are reponed in three 
sec~jons, The r:rst section provides an 
overview oftrends and issues in the 23 
sites. The findings for adult males, adult 
females. and juvenile males are shown 
according to drug (marijuana, cocaine, 
and opiates), age group (particularly the 
youngest adults •• and other categories 
(schOOl s.tatus for juvenile males). The 
section conciudes ~th a special analy
sis. of methamphetamine. 

The second section of the report pre
sents special topIcs and analyses, In
dud!ng the impact of changing cutoff 
levels for marijuana urinalysis 
(see "1996 Marijuana Data" on page 7 
of ihis report) and an overview of 
TELEOUf, This section also Includes 
analyses of juvenile DUF data and re· 
cidlVjsm. 

in the third section, site,specific tables. 
and graphical analyses for adults and 
juveniles are provided. To assist read
ers. the report includes a discussion of 
DUF data collection methodology on 
page 13 and a guide to {he tables on 
page 20. The repon concludes withse
lected OUf site reports on local and 
pOlicy Issues that have relied on DUF 
data. 

MALE ARRESTEES 

o Marijuana use among aduil male 
arrestees increased at almost eve!}' 
sile, at rates exceedIng those noted 
in recent years. 

o Compared to 1995 data, 12 sites 
showed decreased percentages of 
adult males testing positive for co~ 
caine. 9 sites showed Increased per~ 
centages, and :2 sites registered the 
same percentage. 

A general trend of increases in the frac~ 
tion of arreSlees testing pOSitive (or 
marijuana is apparent across sites. 
Only Phoenix reported a deCline and 
San Jose reported nO Change in adult 
male marijuana test positive percent
ages. In contrast. regional patterns are 
more evident (or cocaine, opiates, and 
methamphetamine. Cocaine, which 
has historically been the mosl com~ 
manly used drug among OUF arrestees 
in most sites, was surpassed by mari
juana in popularity amoTlg male adult 
arrestees in many cities, but primarily 
in the Western United States, High rates 
of amphetamine use remain targely a 
Western U.s. phenomenon, while the 
highest rates ofopiate use contlnue to 
be confined to a few large cIties. 

US( Of MAgI'U"NA~ 

o In 1996. increasing rates or mari
juana use registered across all age 
categories oCadult males. This find
ing is in contrast to past years where 
increases were noted primarily in 
Ihe juvenile and young arrestee 
populations. 

In nine our sites, the increase of 
marijuana positives from 1995 to 
1996 among 31- to 35-year-old 
arrestees reached or exceeded 10 
percentage points. and included in
creases of 16 percentage points (In~ 
dianapolis and Atlanta). 15 
percentage points (Cleveland), and 
12 percentage points :Birm:ngham), 

o 	 While cocaine use among male 
arreSteeS continued!o decline or re
main stable in ma~y DUF cities __ reo 
markable increases were noted in 
several sites. ; 

, 
In omaha, cocaine pgsltives for adult 
male arrestees grew to 24 percenl in 
19%. up from 19 petcent in 1995. In 
MiamL cocaine positives increased 
from 42 to 52 percent. Cocaine lest , 
positives rose 3 perc~ntage points in 
Indianapolis. In other sites (Dallas and 
t~ouston) where there~ were overall de· 
creases ora jeveling offo(cocaine posi
tives in the adult male population. 
pOlenliaJly significant: increases none
theless showed up a~ong 15- to 20
year-olds {a finding V'\at IS discussed 
further below). Given the small num
ber of cases. however, caution should 
be used when assessing the signifi 
cance of the trend m this age category. 

I 
USE OF OPIATES; 

, 
o Opiate positives among adult male 

arreslees remained low relative to 
cocaine and marijuana, although a 
few sites reported rlues ofmore than ,
10 percent. ~ , 

Opiate use among m~le arrestees con
tinued [0 be highest in Chicago. Man
hattan. Philadelphia. Portland. S1. 
Louis, and San Antonio, In each of 
those cilies. opiat~ test positives 
equaled or exceedep 10 percenl in 
1996. The highest recorded percentage ,
among adult male arrestees was 20 
percer,t found in Ch~cago" ln each of 
these sites. however. the rate dropped 
I to 3: percentage po~nts from 1995, 
except in San Antonio where it re
mained the same, I 
Un Of AT lEAST ONf:DRuC:, 
o In the majority ofs(tes (15 out of23). 

the rate at which adult male 
arreSlees were fou'nd positive for at 
least one drug increased over the 
last year. 

~~------------------~-------t lOb , 	 DUF 1996 AhnuaJ Report 9, 
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In 20 of23 sites. Lore than 60 percent 	 o Recent cocaine use, measured st. louiS OJ points). The highest rates 
of adult male ariestee5 tested positive through urinalysis, among the of use were among those under age 21, 
for at least oneldrug, and two more youngest male arrestees continued with a median rate 0: 36 percent for 
sites were within :3 percentage points to drop in mOst Sites, but increased that age group, remafes 21 and older 
of the 6O~percet1t barner. In only one noticeably in others, were detected as recent users ofmari~ 
site-SanJose-did less than sopercenl juana less frequently. The deCline in cocame positives among 
of thearrestees test posJtive for at leas! young males noted in many DUr sites 	 USE Of COC"INE~ 
one drug, I in recent yearS contrasts with increas~ 

The median rate for cocaine test posj~Severa! trends appeared to account for 	 ing rates for thiS group in a number of 
rives among adult DUr females continthe overall higher rates of drug use In 	 sites in 1996, the most pronounced 
ued to drop slowly-from 50 percent in the adult male arrestee population na~ 	 being found in HOUston \14 percentage 
1994 to 48 percent jn t995 and 46 pertionwide. The greatest increases {S to 	 points). Other sites that showed in~ 
cent in· 1996. Despite the conSistent10 percent) were .seen in sites where 	 creases are Omaha (I J points}, Miami 
decrease, there was significant varia

both marijuana and cocaine positives 	 (lOpoints), and Indianapolis (8 pojnts;, 
tion among sUes. At the majority of are climbing, ThCse sites InClude Den USE' OF OPIATES: 	 sites, rates began leveling off. wilhver, Fort Lauderdale. Indianapolis, 
large decreases at five sites jNew OrOmaha. and SanlAntonio, all of which 	 o The median rate for opiate test posi· leans and Cleveland down 11 points.are cities not hlstOrically associated tives was '2 percent a~ong Ihe Birmingham down 9 points, and Dalwith [he highest rates of drug positives youngest male arrestees. las and Detroit down $ 'points). On thetn DUr data, but" WhiCh are currently 

While the youngest adult male arrestee 	 other hand, some sites registered sharp experiencing increases tn prevalence in 
group exhibited the lowest prevalence 	 increases. with Philadelphia up by 10the arrestee pop{dation. On the olher 
rates for opiates among adult males in 	 percentage poInts and Phoenix up by 9hand, cities tradj~jonally showing high 
!996. the percentage testing positive 	 percentage points. Increases of 5 anddrug test positive percentages, such as 
increased in nine sites, orspecial note 	 6 percentage points for cocaine test San Diego and S1. lOUis. showed sta~ 
are Philadelphia and St. Louis in which. 	 positives were seen among females inbility that is explained by a drop in co
respectively, 12 and 14 percent of the 	 San)ose and Portland, respectively. caine positives and an Increase in 
youngest males tested positive for Opl·manjuana positiyes, furthermore, in 	 USE Of OPI4TES:ates, These are high levels for this age Manhattan and Philadelphia the rate of 
bracket and thus these figures bear 	 o Generally, opiate use among adult positives found roj any drug among the 
watChing to determine jf they are in females remained stable or inadult male population decreased by 5 
diCative of an emerging or more wide· creased slightly. and 7 percentag~ points, respectivelY. 
spread heroin problem in thesedespite the fact that these Cities (01· 	 1\\10 exceptions to overall stable rates communities,lowed the nationwide trend of in· of opiate use were seen in Manhattan 

creased marijuana test positives. The DRUG USE AMONG AOUlT and Ponland. In each of those two cit
declines in these two cities can be ex· ies, S·point increases were reported, FEMALE ARRESTErSplained by signifi?anl decreases in cow bringing the opiate test positives
caine and opiate test posj~jves in adult o In 20 of 21 _Sites collecting female among adull female arreslees up to 27 
male arrestees. data. the fraction of adult female and 26 percent, respectively In PonI 

arrestees testing positive for mari land, the same percentage ofadult fe
DRUG US!' AMONG THE juana increased . 	 male arrestees tested positive for 

I
•YOUNGEST ADULT MALE 	 opiates as tested positive for marijuana.o Consistent with previous years, adult

ARRESTEES 	 Both Manhattan and Portland opiate 
females exhibited higher prevalence figures were among the highest San o The percentage of the youngest rates for cocaine use than did adult Diego. a third site with historically high 

males resting I:iosltlve for marijuana 	 males. rates of opiate positives among Its 
Increased SharPly In most sites, USE Of M4AlJl.IANA: 	 adult female arrestees, however, dem

onstrated a decline among females and The median ratetof marijuana preva- In 1996 adult females displayed notable 
lence for this group was 64 percent, an 	 is currently at 10 percent prevalence. 

Increases!n marijuana use.ln five sites, 	 .
increase of 11 percentage points over , 	 increases reached lQormore percent USE OF A.T lEAST ONE Ot!UG: 
the past year. However, the rate of age points: Atlanta OJ points), Bir
change varied across sites from a &. 	 o The percen\age of female adults mingham (IO points), Cleveland {II
polnt decrease in Houston to a 19-pOint 	 testing positive for at least one drug points), Portland (10 points)' and
increase in Indianapolis. 	 increased overall. 

-_-11;.--_____ .'v~:------'----,_ 
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In the majotityof sites, overall drug use 
Increased, and in an but two sites (NeW 
Orleans and san Antonio), the rate was 
more than SO percent. Even with co· 
caIne use slowing down in many sites,' 
the decrease was offset by increased 
use of marijuana, amphetamines, and, 
!O a lesser degree, opiates 

DRUG USE AMONG THE 
YOUNGEST FEMALE ARRESTEES 

o 	Decreases in cocaine use for the 
youngest female arrestees were less 
dramatic than in the previous year. 

While several sites reported sharp de
clines in cocaine positives consistent 
with the previous year (percentages in 
Birmingham, Dallas. and Oenve. de~ 
creased by. 12 to 16 pOints). percent
ages increased in 10 sites, The most 
notable increases in cocaine test pOSi
tive percemages among the youngest 
females were in 51. Louis (17 points)' 
FL Lauderdale {S pOints), and Ponland 
and Washington, D,C. (6 points), Again, 
because or smaJ: numbers of respon
dents in these categories the percent
age changes should be interpreted 
cautiously 

o Female arrestees under age 21 had 
the highest percentage ofmarijuana 
positives among adult females. 

1n every slte, marijuana positives 
among the youngest female arreslees 
were more than 20 pe:cent. with dra
matic increases Qver ! 99.5 in a few 
sites, In SL Louis. the rate (or lhispopu
laUon went (rom 26 to SO percent in 
Portland (rom 15 to 30 percent, in 
Cleveland (rom 18 to 47 percent, in Bir~ 
mingham from 18 to 43 percent, and 
in Atlanta (rom 10 to 49 percent. 

USE Of Of'IATES: 

o Prevalence ofopiate use varied con~ 
siderably across sites for the young~ 
est (emale arrestees. 

Although nine sites showed raies o( 
Jess than I percenl for opiate use 
among this group, in some sites high 
rates were found even among the 
.youngest female arrestees, In Manhat~ 

t.an, Philadelphia, and Portland, lhe 
numbers were at 15 percent or greater. 
In each of these sites, lhe percentage 
represented an increase over 1995. 

DRUG USE AMONG MALE 
JUVENILE ARRESTEES/DETAINEES 

Interviews and urine tests Were con w 

ducted wilh 4, t 45 boys in 12 sites in 
1996. 

o 	Marijuana use rose sharply and Ci.r 
caine use was up slightly among 
male juveniles. 

Drug use among boys was greater in 
every site but one (in San Diego rates 
held steady), with InCreases of 10 or 
more percentage pointS in 8 out of 12 
sites. The increase was due mainlv to 
marijuana use. The median marijuima 
test positive rate for boys was 52 per
cent In 1996, compared to41 percent 
in 1995. Cocaine use, typically low 
among juvenile males, has fluouated 
in recent years and;n 1996 took a slight 
upturn. increasing in the majority o( 
sites. Sites with the nighest rates o( 
cocaine use were Cleveland, Los An
geles, Phoenix, and San Amonio, rangw 

jng from 10 [0 13 percent prevalence. 
Use o( opiates among male juveniles 
remained very low overall. 

Owe USE AND SCHOOL An£NDANCE: 

o Overa!!, cocaine use was much 
higher for boys out of school than 
(or bays in school. a consistent find
ing for several years. 

Marijuana use rates for boys out of 
school continued to be higher lhan (or 
boys in school; however, in three sites 
{Denver, Los Angeles, and Phoenlx), 
the rates were within .3 percentage 
points of each other. 

The median prevalence rate for mari
juana use by boys out of school {61 
percent} was lowerby 3 points than the 
median use rate for J5- to 20-year-old 
ma!e arrestees-the adult group with 
the highest rates afmarijuana use. The 
median marijuana use rate far boys in 
school was 48 percent. 

i 
OTHER DRUG tbSE 

r 
USf Of METH.u.tPHETAMIM:, 
o While methamphetamine use con

tinued to be detected mainly in 
Western U,S. DUFsites, test positive 
fares fell significantly from 1995 
levels, f, 

The eight cities (San Diego. Phoenix. 
San Jose, Portland, Omaha. Los Ange
les, Denver, and Dallas) that were cited 
in the J995 Drugj Use Forecasting An~ 
flual Report on Adult and /iJvenile 
Alrestees as having the hIghest meth
amphetamine tes~ positIve rates among 
adult arresteesall reported substantial 
declines in I 996.! In San Diego, adult 
methamphetarl'!ine test positives 
declined from 37J to 29.9 percent; in 
Phoenix (rom 21.9 to l2.2 percent; 
in Portland from 18.7 10 12.4 
percent; in San JOse from 18,5 to 14.8 
per<ent; in Omatia from a.1 to 4 . .3 per w 

cent; in Los Angeles (rom 7.5 [0 7.0 
percent; in Denv~rfrom 3.8 to 2.2 per
cent: and in Dallas (rom 2,7 to 1.3 
percent Only in. San Antonio did the 
percemage o( methamphetamine de
tections increase over 1995, from 1.5 
percent to 2.! percent, 
o In keeping with trends o( recen! 

years, adult fe:malesshowed greater 
methamphetamine use than males 

Females continLed to lead males 1M 

terms o( :nethamphetamine test posi· 
tive percentages' by 2 to 10 percentage 
points in most of the Western sites 
Only in Denver ~id a larger fraction of 
males test positive for methamphel~ 
amine than fem~les, The gap between 
(emales and males Increased between 
1995 and 1 996:ln live Western sites, 
and declined in three, Far greater num~ 
bers o((emaies~ere arrested on pros~ 
tilution charg~ than males, and drug 
leSt pOSitive rates were often the high~ 
est in this ch+fge category" HOWM 
ever. even wlien (emale and male 
methamphetamine use was <omM 
pared across !;imllar ,harge calegoM 
Ties, females were detected as 
methamphetamine users more freM 
quently than males. 
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wrioutcombinltSonlot~..., 



••• 

--

, 
;:)enu~ncilly 

Incarceration rate 

TabI.,Qa. Number of cotMcttd Federal otrll"lOtr. ..menood to tncarc:eraUtM. by Off.".., 1985-92! 

~of~itlietltHnded 

P,......; ~dlqliMo.tMriOul~ .- .... .- ".. .... , .'90S '081 '990
01"""""""" 

Table1Ob:. Number of convtcted Fede,al offenders oentem::td to InCllfCtH'tltkl:n;by type of drug, 1985-92 

Numbercf o""rsi:ncan::emrtd -..., --- .... .... ,118'1 ,... .... ."" ,.., '992, .-- ...,.. '0.'• ...... ....... ...... ....... 111 ...AD....-...... 7,77' 1.1,:&10 
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3,128..,.. ..... ..... 2.8SO ..... ..... ..2.'''' 1 

1,140 1.158 rm ,.... ..... 2.O'Z1'.00'--"""'" .- .'" 
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Tab'-1oc" Percent qf cottYIcted Federa! offenders sentenced to Inr:afC'Oretton. by of'tenn. 1985-92 
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Length, ofImposed sentence 
•Table 1,1L Average length Of Incarcerdon aemences (montha). by off.,..e, 1985-92 

I A~lft;thofttnl)OHd~ 

Mott......othtnM 
oI'c:otWiction 	 .985 ,... ,... .... ..., ,... 

• 	
,- "'00 -

Mo"'"", 	 .."'" ..... ..... $5.., "' ... 62 .... 62"", 

Dtvooff...... 
I .'....."'" ..... .. ... ,., ... "' ... .. ... .. ...It ... 

""",- 63 ff1 n 87.. .. .. 
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"'7 .. 21' 	 ,. ..55 SO SO n T.I 
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·10 have paSt ~ns for vioIem crimo. 01 the wioIont and ptOpeny cfiel'ld4llS had 
Neattf 30% of jalllnm818S ~ wtth e: ""..... _ (labI' 5)...... 65% 01 
vioIentuft.,... in 1.989 had pl'Wiausly boon U. dJ\Ig otIenders had OHn COIWic1.Id 8$ 

on probation or InI::arce1a:Jed tot a .lem 1dUtI. atmcm the &an'IO pgn;:emage as_Cllar;od ___ 1M--. IDw8rtban thtt 81% for pub~ 


irv'naUs Charged with dtUg otIenses ... Dffandef$ and U. 71% tor~ 


oil.......
...... 1..~ .....-c!Iargod
ptOp(fl'fy or putIIC-order att.J'ISmI to have 
never bI!o,. botn HMencod tor a crime 01\19 onendelS had acmewhat wnlr 
128%. compo'IICH. "'% .... 15%). criminal NCOn:!s than other otJanclefS. 
Inmatas c:nargad with drug Dffanst$ 8IId AbOUt 1~J. of the dn.Ig ott,mo..s. 14% of 

... __.20%01 .... _
tlt;)M c:hartIed 11M\'ioieM Dffens..we,. 

equally I"~ {2S%)., hav. novo,..." otIel'ldel'$. and 23% at the ~r 


~ln1htpu!. , ottel'ldlnt had m IMIt alll P1»t ..nt~ 


ID ptabmIon ar I~ OVeralL 1'1% 
In 1989 aboUt a quar'lar of N Innw:a of III JIIllnmat.ts In 1989 had IIll ar rnot'* 

"""'II" wI1~ dI\ig oft....... and 01111... MI'I1Of'A:I88 ID ptDbCIcm or ~ 
bPfo... thetr crest tor thllr eurnmt oftenae. 

T..,. S. PriOr ..........01 Jab In.... tty tht I'Iw.t.toutQll'ftll\t offm-.1. 


M\!!!.-m£!\l'l'!!!l!~... Xi v_ ........ 
 ""'"-- - """ ""'... ...... ,..... ,....
1ct1.MI.''''' ..... ..... ,...... ,.... 

, ,~ .. "... ,o., ... -- ... ... ..., ....•• .... ..., -... ...... .... ,.., ... ..., ..., 
I NlDI".,m•• , ..... ...... - ...... ,...
•, .... ,.. .... 17._, "'" ,.. ... ... .... ,u ,... 17.7... .... ,. .... 

10.1 .""... U.. '4'..Hor_ " •• .. ... L1 _.... _ '" ... ,....,....... 11.1'1 c.":-
HI:*: TC1IIlInc::\IDI 'VIhlIr.,..... 11M IIhIMn......' EdIa..,~ 

.U,11' ..",..........01' I»"ior ...... 1ftIf:nOIIh. 

-Chg-by/Oll : 
.AbC:II.IS ,~ crt aD jalllnma'I.N 'In 1989 
I'8pCI18d 1h811twy had UNCi fa: Ie-.st ene 
1Ileg0l dI\ig <MIng ...., .... IincI58% 
~ad thay hid ull4ld d~ raguletly. that 
Is. 0f'I0II or mo... a ...for mleast 1 montt't' 
_61. Among __ lnmaos....... 
had UMd dnJgs in the monm'before thialt 
amern: eft_os.: 30% daily Or alrncs: oaity 
encI27% ~me InfluencG wtwn they 
commrtted melr CUTl'9m onelWl. 

I 

Jelllnma18S we,. tMc8 8$ Hkaly as pe:rsons 
In1M g8/1lltl8J ~_on to have avar uMd 
dJug. and 7 titnU mar. Uk81y than 1hOSlin 
the V~ population ID nev. bHn amant 
uaera of dn.t;I. (Por ~ Inm.tat. ~m use 
men: lethe momtI be10rab amlIst;forthe 
OIMraI papullmon. 10 the mOnth beto,.. tIw 
bUM_.) 8pGd on fIStIm8tas tn:nn N 
19SO NaUonaI HouMhotI Si.ltv~ an Drug 
_.__ by'" Niol_,no1IW1e 
on 0nI;l- (NIDAl. 37% 01 OIl 001SO" 
flO. 12 or'" had ustel .ome lWdt drug 81 
come 1Ime. IJ"Id ~ than 8'% w.... 0JtI'0t'4 

.......' I 
, 

About half the _In ...;., IoIb In '9a9 
had UI4iId CliCIICaInu or cntCk; In 1983, 38'% 
_ .... "'"""11 .....-.._. Cocai.. 
encI crack w.,. the only drUgs tor ~ 
ptOjIOrtionBl8ty Nt9 Inm.mes l1IPD1"Ied UN 
In 1989 than In 1983. By.wry meuure 
II!IPiJOd -_ USIng In. d_....,._g 
""'"' rogulluly. USIng ...... ,n tho mon1I1 
pr-..;tho oft........... llIem B1 
the ttn. at the aff.nse _.use of CD::8Ine 
and cra:k lncre8SOd. I 
'NdoncI ~CAOnIo"" iatJ-J~ 
S6itw1y«lDr'loQAlNa ~Ic- fM, 
11S1Ct."'N.. J 
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!L1'" IiD...InO ""'.... '''''' ........... '7..... aom. 27.'" ..... t7A 1,. ,.,,.... 
11.1'" 
,,~ U~Ccaifttorc:rut ,.. 111., ... U ...-.... ,...... .... n" ,.. '..., .. .. .. 
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,~ 
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71.. 74.!1W. ...... ...... ,......... ....
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lut 4% of State prison inmates were not U.S. citizens 


_ I31,300 _os were_ . 
• ~ut 1 in 23 _ were not U.S. cI1lzeno. 
These aliens were !rom at _ 49 CIlUIlIries in Nolth 
Ameiica. SGU!I1_ Europe, _ and AsIa.

• 
OllIe' 
13% 

. Pe~ ot alien inmates 
14"":' 

I 
• Mexic::ans accounted for a.DOU1 haI1 
or tho iIIens

eo...uJ Po"""" 01 don iI>
c1 ortgin mates m SUM pri!ons 
Momr:i 47% 
CUba I 10 
OOtn.irUcatI Republic 9 
CotItnlXa .. 
JamaiCa " E1_ 4
.......mala 2· 

T~andTobago 2 
U_Klnpm 1 _ 1 

OthIral 16 

YOIUIg. HIspanic men prado_lid 
I 

• Noarty all aliens were male, more than four·_ 
were of HIspanic origin • ....., allOU! hal! WlJI1I 
age 25 11> 34. 

1 
• About a t!ti!V of aliens WOl8 maniod. nBIIIIy two
_ had tIC! =mpIeted higt1_~ ....., nBIIIIy Iou!. 
_ had a jOb at tho tim. of lI10ir curren! aftense. 

• A!lPI~'"ately 1 In 10 allons WOl8 nc>n-Ilispanic black
inmaIes. About 1 in 25_ nan-H~_ 
1nmaIes.""" about 1 in 25. Asian-PaciIic _ ... 

_,_l1li... 01811811 InmetH 
had __drugo 

• About two-Iffths 01 alien inmates used drugs 
~ the month prior to arrest fOr their C'lPT'Bnt 
oHen$e. an::J about a ftftn were uru::ter the tnftuence 
01 drugs at tho time of Itte afte""", 

Perc:ent of alien inm_ using drUgs
lANlftOtIlhbe- AtthiJtin'l9 
tot1nr.otIenu at tn. on.ftM ..... ...... 


25 12 
. 19 6 

10 6 

2 .1,2 
1 .1 

"'u 
• About 14.000 aliens were _rated ler dlug
a!fenses, incIOOing 7.900 lOr IrIIfficking and 6,100 
tor~, 

• 81'% of an eslima1ll!d 1.400 alIGns !rom Colombia and 
67% of 811 __2,7110 aliens l!!>m tho DomlnlCalt 
Aepubijc w.... !ncatcorated tor a dn.IIl aftensa. 

II""81l1li_.........rvtng limo 
tar drug. (45'lIo) or vIo_ (34") 

• A;:lpfoximaJely 10,800 aliens were iMClllC/llllled lOr 
_m crimes. inc:IUding hOmicide, _'1. IIS$OUI!. 
and sexualllS$OUl!. 

Orugolfenses
Possession
T"""'*"'9 

Public-on:ler Offenses ' 

Q% 10% 20'% 3O"J. 40% 50% 

Petcenl 01 alien Inl'nate$ 

. 

( 

"'" 




Compared to 1986, Inmates reported Increased use of cocaine 

or crack and decreased use of marijuana i , 


H1III of IIIllnmatea In 1991 had IJ8<Kl 
cocaine In eorne form 

1h111y-1wO percent had ....0 cocaine or """'" 
on a regular basis, compared fD 22% in 1986. 

G2% G3% 
52 S5 
32 22 
15 18 

>... 

AlXJUI a quartS, 0' tne Inmates In 1991 said lI1ey_ 
"""" cocaine or cracl< in tne monlhbef0r8111e oftens&. 
"""'pared 10 a fifth of inm8los in 1986. AlXJUlI4% 
commltWd !/lei' Offense un<1er II1e influence 01 cocaine 
or ........ in 1991. up f""" 10%. 

The _mage 01 inmalO$ ..sing ~ in II1e 
monlhbef0r8l11e offense d_!rom 45% in 1986 
II) 32% in 1991. Eleven """"'nt of inmates were under 
tile influence of marijuana 81l11e time of tile oHense 
In 199'1. compored to 18% in 1986. 

AlXJUl80% of inmatos in t>oIh 1986 and 1991 reported 
owr using a drug. and 62% reported regular ..... of a 
drug 81 some tim. in tnoir 1iWs. 

_In 1991 worelesall....1y lhanlho&o 
In llIIl6lO __dNIlt In the month _ .. 
or at Ihetimo oflheo_ 

~rcom of Irvnm.a using drugs 
In tNI month.,.. AI the time 

My drug iIO% 56% 3'.... 3.....,.1.Imi)uana 32c:-_ 25 "" 20 " 14 '0 
HoI!llnlOpia!o$' 6 7_._. ,. 

4

• 
" 9 , 4,. 3 4HaIIucI_ 4 7 2 3 

4fG' COII,,_d CInIq CldiO!iP'''' _ ,..". $Cl ..~ 

, 

-
.N.............. 

..,., _ _I
, ... , 

_ ..- I 
CJ ..,"'" _ Co:nI--- i-~ 

~ F...1 

AIlOUIII1e aam. proportion of inmates in 1986 and 
1991 reported USing heroin or 01l1e' opiaIes In the 
month before II1e Offense tor whiCh !lley were'sen
tented. aboUIl in 10 had "",d herein or otI1er 
opiates. and pull in 16 _ commltWd the) 
oftens& under the inIluence of th.... dtugs. I 
MarQuana _l1li11 the moll1 commonly I
_dill; 

Inmates in 1991 were more likaly tD have used man· 
juana !han any oll1er Clrug, More !han hall raponecl
..sing marijuana on a regular baSiS. and a third _ 
"""" marijuana in 111. month before the Offense,
One in 1M> inmates roported ..sing marijuanadaily 
in tI'I8 month before their Offense. I 
_,4'11.01 _commItIOd __ 
_ the InIIuorIOt 01 cocaine Of .....cIt I 

, I 
_ """""" of inmates were dally USII!$ 01 cocaine 
or crack in ttw month before their offense - l 
• 12% were using cocaine and 7'% were usir'lg crack • 

I
Inmatos ...... twice as 6""'Y to raport ..sing codalno . 
lIS 10 report using ..... - I 
• For tI'I8 month betore tI'I8 offense. 20% reported 
_ ..... and 10% reported """" use. I 
• Alt1'18 time oft1'18 Offense. 10% ....'" under tile
influence or cocaine and S% were under tI'I8 I 
_or_ • 



--

I 

2.2'>4:0 of Inmates who reported the resuHs of the test 

for the virus that causes AIDS said they were HIV·posltive 


I 
11.2% '" 1111_... had eve, ....., tealad 
lor lho human ImmUnDdollcl_ v_ (HIV) 
_ 	 riIportacl tIIa .....111 

~otlnmtto$ 
lHtod for HIV ftJ'ld 
rel)Ol1i!!l m. rHUtts 

Inmates TWI' 
All 512% 

".... 50.3 
Fe_ G6JI 

...... 52.6% 

--. ~ 
52.1 

OIlIer"""" 50.5 
46.0 

51.7% 
51..!! 

HIspanIc 
Fomalo 

White 682% 

"""" 4SJ! 

67.3 
Hispanic 62.7 -

Among a1llnma1eS
51.2% 'eported HIY·_ r_1Is
32.2 had _, beorIleSI8d 

Hiv. 

2..2'r. 
2.1 
3.3 

1.1% 
2.6 

.9 
3.7 

1
2.5 
3.5 

1.9% 
3.5 
6.6

"' .. 
9.0 did nol know n they haC .....n_ad 
7.5 haC beorIl_ but did nol know Iho ",..,IIS 

•1 	 refuSed 11> repert Whether they haC been 
1_or refused to repoI1l1lelesl '''"''tIS. 

01 _ inm8t" who ware ..... , _ for the 
pre..""" of HIY and who reporU'd IIle resuns-I 	 . 

• Women (3.3'4) ...... more likely !han men (2.1%) 
to 1II1II HIY.posl1iVe. 

• 3.~ of Hispani: inmates and 2.t\% of black
inmai8s 1_HIV-posiIMI. compared 11> 1.1% 
01_ inrn.ale$. 

I 
• HspanlC men (3.5%) ...... morelillsly titan while 
men (1.0%) to 1II1II HIY-posiIMI. HIV.posl1iVe I8SIS 
lIl>IlOUItted tor 2.5% 0I1I1e _ men Who haC lNer 
18SIDd and who reported IIl8 0_. 

• HJanlC ~en (6.9%) haC IIigI1er HIV.posl1iVe
_,tnan __en (1.9%). Black ""men 

haC a posiIMIlIIIS cl3.5%. 


Of all J..", inm-. 55.9% said they haC beorI 
18SIDd'aIt1Sr1l18 most_ admiSSion. 

lINg """'" and noodle UI8". had hlglle'
P08RIY. rill.. than other Inmat•• 

• For inmates reporting teSt results, 2.5% at drug 
usel$. compared to 0.9% 01 otl1er inmates. reponed 
that they tested HIV..positive. 

• Tho po"",mage of HIV·posi1ive was higher among 

inmates wno
used C1nJgS in the montn before their offense (2.SOk). 

_ needles 10 inject drugs imravenously (~.9"4). 


and """,,,d needles wi1!1 om,,, drug usel$ [7.1%). 


A quarter of _ .. had uNllo noodle 

to Inject drug. . 


Ewr lnjeI:Iad a urug 
tot nonm«fu:a1 purposes 

Tyl''''''dIug
, Herob»'01h8t opiale 
Cocoino 
erank(m~ 

phetamine} 
OIlIer 

Ever shared a needle 

• 40% of inmates who usad drugs in !he monlh 
before \heir offense haC in IIle past _ a needle 
11> ir'jecI drugs. 

• 1 in 6 inmates used a needs 1:0 Inject t'IefOin 
or oilier opia1e$. and 1 in 6. 10 injeei_. 

• Mora tnan 10% of an _ and 20% 01 """'" 
in 1he monlh _\heir oftensG had """"'" a 
needle. 

-Evar ..,...... 
All !!!!:m. aft8nSG 

25% 31% ~O% 

" 
17 lIB 

21 28 '"' 

•
6 11•5 7 

12% 1$.... 20'"

"' .. 

Soume: u.s. Dcp&nmc:m of lusUcc. Burc:ao. of IIDticc $n;~. $IIrwy <f$I(slt PrUM ~. 199~. May 1993. 25 



ITlbte U, CVrnnt of'IenM Of sentenced 
by criminal hIStory, 1191 
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"13 

13"" 
,12, 
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51.... 
13.' 
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'00,", '.....
..... ".n<"''''' 
• 
,. ",.,•• .1 e.' 

11 .5 
U.. ".,. " 11.3. ,., 
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O • .. '.r 
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.' 
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Criminal history and current offense 

Mool Federal Inmates without triOr 
oHenses or ¥IIith a history 01 only 
nonviolent offenses were sef'Ying a 
Jenlence for a drug offonse (tabte 12). 
Five in ten first time 'inmates and over 
4 in , 0 nOl"MOlent fecidMsts were drug 
traHiCkers. AboL4 7 in 10 Federal in
ma1e:s with no prior offenses and 2 in 10 

State inmates were In pn:.on for dtug$. 
Compared to inmates with no prior 
offense and to reeidivist$ with no prior 
viOlent cttense. Federal and State 
inmateS who were convic1ed in the pam 
at a viderrt otlense were tess likely to be 
in prison for a cunen1 drug offense, 

1n both Federal and State ~. 
inmates wnn prior viotent offenses were 

liI(e(y to be in prison fjr another viOlent 
oHen$e. About 430/0 o· these Federal 
Inmates and 55% Of State VIOlent 
reeictvists were in prisOn for anotner 
viOlent offense. 01 viOlent recidivists, a 
third oi Federal inmates and a fimI 01 
State inmates were in prison tor robbery. 
AboUt 10% of Federal pnsoners and 
65% of State inmates wrth no prevtoos 
sentences were in prisOn for a violent 
offense. i 
Drug use , 
~Ithough Federal fnmates were mLlCtl 
more Mkefy than those in Stale ptiSons to 
be aeNing a sentence lor drug olfenses. 
they were less likely than State Inmates 
to have used drugs {table 13), As\(ed i1 
they had ever used drUgs. had ever 
used drugs at feast (rice a week lor a 
month {regutarty), or ~d used drugs in 
the month befota their last arIes\. 
federal inmates. reponed less use than 
did State priSOn inmate$. Federal 
inmates were atmost hAt! as likely as 
State inmates to have been using drugs 
at the lime of the (.\INem offense (17% 
and 31%). I 

Marijuana was the drug most common 
tor both federal and State Inmates, 
tolioweo ~ cocaine-baSed dl'ugs and 
heroin and other opiat.. A fifth 01 aU 
Federal inmates and almost a 1hird of 
State inmates had used cocaine at least 
orv:::e a week tot a mont'h or more. Just 
uJder 10% 01 Federal iIlrna1e5 and 15% 
of State inmates had uSed heroin 01' 

other opiates regularty, l 

.....An, "'" t.o.l'\fo ,..... <12.;'" ",..,. ....... 31,(1% 

~rIII 
,.. ". "2 ""'" 19. W ... 
".. ..g,,, ".. ,~. ,... ,.r ,... " 
1,'.1 """- ".., " 

'53
.. 55 e. u ..."'.... ,... ,.
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! Amount of drugs Involved in the current offense, 

by ,racelHi8penlC origin at MrttenCed Federal inmates, 1991 

A~~ H!njn ~ CQcaira "J!rii"e!! 
d _Irdttpe """'* ~ Nurm:!M ~....., Gf"iiii$....., ~i Grams 
of~ !!¥SotMnse ct imWG ~ M4iii d~ UiCiiii a IM'\IU8S ~n (l( 'nI!\iMS MIl'Q.a1I ......, 
A"~m...• ..... .. ..... n., 8.015 100.0«1 ,......",IT"" ~"" .." 
T_ "" ~rn ..... .. "" ,,. tUn ...., <1..420 136,080 3.35J.!I!ll,."" """ 12."'"""". '."" 50 .., ,."" '.000 "'..., I.SOl ....., ~100.560'" '" IWhJ---*1IapmkDtmllttf. 

ITNi' ." ..., ... .,. 4..525. 1.000 &UlfO ,."" ........ <I.,oaa.M 


T_", ... 50) .,oo .." '{m ".SO> '.w "".000 "'" '" .,. 4,1$81.000 

""""- ..'" '''' '" ...' w • """",, .,. ,..... ..'....."'"''" ..JIIOMiIaPtftl; in",*"TcoI' 1,156 ,.... ., .., ...... 13.50 .., ..g'.m, ,..""" ., "" ,., '" 
64' .00 ,'" ,." ... 17,1SO ... 7til,O£/)

T_ 

.., ., 


I ." OJ "" 100 '""" "" "'" '."" ". ." ".4Ol'-- "" 
,col' 1,3,,, ,.... ,.. ,.... 1:m 3.o:xI 106.9GO ,.m 129.130 z.~.m --- ",• .., ,,. SO> "" ,..., 5,111 ".000 1 t6.340 ,m '~,I$(J 2,H'11.1~ 

PosMaaion 351 '50 '.... "" "" . 3.000 auto ... ".0l0 3,13lJltiO 
1 "''' 

• . • The, ~ flUMbeI' !:If ftt'IIdI!IS. was t» IfIIIII ~J~~ot.~~d'WIIC~l.:tt. 

b~thII~.thelMdlln.cnd__. 
 ~ rtYhIItn corwaIId CII ~~ ottw1:han, ~n~ 

F~ inmate$ in prison tor drug$ had In estimating the weight of orugs • White offenders were sentenced lor 
committed crimes thet usually inVOlved invoNed tn the eurrent offense. the latQer aMolJMts ot heroin on average 
&arge emOtJnt$ of illegal drugs and large offender may have bea1 eharged with than bLack or Hispanic inmates. Half 
amounts Of money. The &moum of aD the drug$ irI me entire operation. Of the wtliteS In heroin eases were 
drug$' invoMtd in a cue cat'I 181'V8 as AIl oftender who seNflld a sentence invoNed with at ieast 600 grams of 
one measure of the senousness at the tOf ~undering money from iUegaI drug heroin. wtllie hall of tne blaet.s were 
airneS. Fot example. at least haJJ of saies, for example, could have been convided for 230 grams and half or 
the cOcaine ttaffiekers n ~ pris ctw;ed _ ... toW """'''''' _. the Hispanics lor 170 grams. 
ans in~ 1991 had' been convicted in a Three ~;risoners eonvicted 
GaA WhiCh had coru::erned 3 Of more in the ume case couid also have died • In offenses involving crad(. haJJ of 
pounds of cocaine (500 grams • 17.$ the total amount at dru9$. the Hispanic inmates were COmlC1ed 
ounceS or a little more than a pound). in cases involving at feast 250 grams; 
The a~rage trafficking cas.e irrvobred • Among offendem convided of heroin haif 01 the black inmates were in cases 
QVer 180 JXlunds. oflense:s. halC were invotved with at h.l¥fng a11east 30 grams; and' haM 01 the 

I least 240 g..",. of tIen>in. The_ white inmate$. at least 20 grams. 
According to Drug Etrion::etneJ'lt Admin case conoemed 2.!J1D grams. In ~ 
istratiOn estimates fOr 1991, me uttimate erai crack CIU1Iii$, half at the offe~rs • In c:oc:aine cases, HiSpaniC and wtlite 
value of '80 poundS of cocaine rarged were inYOtYed with at least 40 grams dn.g offenders. were invotved with larger 
from $2.9 million to $14.5 mi!tion. of crack (an average at 940 grams). amounts of cocaine that! black inmates. 
(Other;emmaleS: 1 gram of heroin. Half of the c::ocaine oftender$ were Half of 1h& Hispanics in cocaine cases 
$40-$450. and 1 pound of marijuana. aentenced tor at IGiISt 1..sso grams had at least 3.000 grams 01 cocaine, 
$4OO-S3.000.} ..... dnog(..a_ofn.S90 ball of the wtlites at least 1.000 grams, 

I grams}. and IIaJI ...... _ "'least SOO 
grams. 

Source: U.s. Depa:tmc:m of Iustic:e. Bureau of JI.IlIiticc: Sr.tmin, ~ FDlntil tad SltJk Pristns lMWu, 1991, Scptcmbcr 1994. 13 
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random s:tQWPS of inmmn In addition 10 tot dfU9$. Owor QO% at tadltles #qtt 

ltUnBl8$ &uspectCld Of drug U$I. About pat1om'lCld *uther'" tundIons. SUCh as 
'7"0% of communlty·baHd faciille1 te$1ed pr8&8ntenc::e, psychiatric. or geriatric 
tither au Inmates or random gf'OUp'$ and: toMca$ alSO "Sled their re.sIckmts. 
into.... &u~ of using GJ'\I9I. Nearty 60'% 01 facittiH for youthful 

onanclm tested IMUr\GS. 
AmO$lIlli wgft ~ taciltJf1s ras:ed 
IoftlfUgS Itor alIlnmm. f~ SUro pt'/$OnS 

leptJftSd bigtvH postrJII8 ratt.J$ than 
About 92% of tadllfes th8I. pf'OYilMld __ FttdaraJ prifJCl't:$ 
c:lBl work ,elease or prerelease programs 

1DS1ed InmCftt fOr drugs (table 10). Naticnwide, 3.1 % 01 tho testa tor c:oc:air1$ 

NlnIty4hree percem of 1ac:.11tJ8s ttmI: In me 12 months bofOnt June 30. 1990, 

upatalety hand*' on.ndGm tftineateor~ 


wtn pcrstttve, 13"" 1.2% 01 the tOIlS 
tor heroin. 1.5% tor m~amjn'$. 
and 5.8% fer marijuana. !State fad5ties 
fOponed ~hOt postUve tates tot drug wsts 
than F«ieml tadl11its (lablo , 1). In Slate 

. ~ 3.6% of umi tor c:oca!ne we,. 
p:I$itiVe. compared to O.'1f.1n F«:kJral 
pIisons. Stat_ iadllt!e$ found 2.O%c of the 
lasts. shOWIng teCMIt m~Mmpl\oWnlne 
we and 6.3'% ahCJrwing marljuMaIlN; 
Federal prisons found 0.1% and 1.1%, 
,,,_~. I 

" 
C8d for *latIng some condition Of thlllr T..... '1. JIumW of fllc:flll". tMtin; tor ~ dNp..",..".Gf __ ' 
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_ •.,..iMlp<JSItJw drug ..... 

Whonl_...!_than-dn.9 ........ _od. _ ..... SOh 

f"';lIloo __..... oquaIy JUly 10 ....
_dn.9-:In __ _ 

61n 10 d bath F«.Iera1 and Statefad1ti81 
~ tulIid tor coc::alna had BI .... OM 

Tho_of___ 
/rigIIor In IJsJpo ,_ 

L.atgo..-.. __or _Of StoIa, 

had higl10r ..... 01 positive dn.9 ta.... 
In FDra! tac::illl:ies _ UXIO or mCft 
tnmatas. 1,4% Gl'the marijuana 18$11. 
0.6% 01 Iho cocaIno, and 0..... of Iho 

twItoIn teSts .._ pos.itirIttI ttabIio 13J. 11'1 
Federal fadllia I'cIding 1GW9f than 500 
Males. the ~as were 0.5% tor 
mBrij,lana. 0.2% fOr coc:aine. and nona fOrhe""" Among Stat. prisons••110 largOS! 
ti.ciIltiM.nh 2.500 CI1 tnCIte lnm81.s had 
Iho "".... _os 01 poslIiYo ..... 
tor amphOWninis. cocaII'Io, and ....rein. 

paaIUva taIL en oyer 2' in 10 tc:lVl.iet 
tnUt'IO for ruttiamPhcamina. tIMI use at 
Iho __........c. ~ ... 

dltaldln~8in1Cf""'~ 

c.mm~t__ /WgIJM 
fill.. of dn.9 uSe man_
-I 
T$QS had poa/liW 0UICCmt$ tOf' 8.0% 
or the c:ocaIM ~ and 8.1" OC U. matf.. 
)oIna .....--lIy.......rII)'. 

_ foo:f_ Compared 10 1.0% 0I1ho 
-.. ......... 5.8'401 marfjUana ..... 
In COllflnomom f........ ~ 12). 
~ however. Wllt8found 
men otten in ~.nt tadDtfls (2.3'% 
....od pasIivoi!han In ",mmunlly·_
fod_ (1.1'" pOsmvoi. . I 
Among SOh ....._ fBt:IIlJss. __nosUits _~ 
In ...... r.,..;"p On _ .....~ . 

I 
.... tnmalo .., aa'ecltld tor tlSllngi 
Ifteel.... th8 ...Of PotltNe resub. ThaN 
_. "'nf........ ,oo:f_ t8SIlng only 
wman d1UQ uae was IUSpected I'tCIOI1t8d 
fOg""' ...... 01 ~_than.."",
1adItkls thal1&1Slird I'81Idcfruy or compre-!y. _:__onIyon 

_0Idn.9 ..... 8'401 ............ 
lind ,.'" 01 marfjUana ____ po!IlIlft. 

QOmpat8d= 1.5% or .... tor cocaine and 
5%« .... tor manj..,.". When fadAtlas. ,
_tid .v.ryont 01' .. rancIom, 

ITho ........ for __ communfIy_ 
tat.:tI:Ues ...~.1tIOH d cant. 
mGl"ll: Ie..... T~ on INrapickm only
~a_;-:'_",__than tosrlng....,.,..fIt."
--.... In comlJlUrll)'_'oo:f_ 
_ ....odon ..~ only. 4.8'4 __

•,posIttve tor coc:aI~ and 6.4" tor marl
~In~_foo:f_ ...ng 
Gttter aeledlan m~ around 9*4 of 
1eRS fOr C:r:x.Ine aM 8% for marijuana 
-pcoIIMo. 
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"' ·'TW'" FC 5' ME" ., s"" . 
Tho fcI_ holding 1.000 II> 2,499'" 
males had the higheSt rates for marijuana 
~ ftICIthamphlla.l'nina.. Among Fodoral] 
prIio....... mulmum ....,.,.,. I_his 
hall hIghor ...... tot posllM> drug ..... 
than minimum aIIQIftry ttdldes. In mav. 
mum ....,.,.,. prisons. 2.5% of ,....... for 
~ .". GI' lhe tests for coc:atne, 
anc:I 1.4% Cd tM1aStI fer' hemin wer8 
pos/tNB. in minimum aac:urtry, 0.3% tor 
marijuana. 0.3% tor coc:aIl't$. end non. tor 
hIraIn. wer, poGIlN•• 

SIal. medium _riIy fad_ go..,81", 
haG hI:ghtI' pc!IIltvO ..... than rna;d~ Of 
minimum ....,.,.,. prisons. For oach drug
" __r''''_,Iho_· 
ega postWe was as fdbws: 6.8"41Dr 
~ A.2% tot mlthal'rl:phel;ami,,*. 
i.7"JIi;1ot CCII::IUM. am 1.4% 'for herein. 
In mumum and mlnimum t.lildlllas, the 
IqWvaiam flndtrvt were 5.0% or iIss tot 
marijuana. 0.8-4 or IN$: tor methempn. 
tBmlna. 1.4% Of .. for COCSIne, and 
0.8% Of IiMs for hiI«in. 

potIotlrtJng---__ drug"""''''''''
,..-.,. 

Fecilliea which ccnflnad Inmain rawmed 
fa custody tot patoIo YI_ hall ....."".Iy iligh __ drugof _ 
...,. _ I.,. MOte than 9% of_. 
for marijuana ww. postt.ivo. as ...~ 
of testa tor tNtNlI'nph8t8mir\$$. 3.5% 
............. erci 2.9% 'or _ FadIIIes 
holding ........ _ ponjdpIIIod" work 

~ pragtaIl'J& Of WhQi were prop.aring 
fat disdIargo _ hadlOlallvoly high 
~ lest rmes: 7'% tor cc:c::aine. e.9% 
fat __ ord 1.11% lor"_ DnIgI 
atatl)l natme1lt In tactlties W8$ 8SSCId-
..od ""h _ely high paoli... _ on 
lUIS tor cecalne and marijuana use
3% fat' cccaina a"Id 7.6% tor marijuana.F_handling y<lUlNuI ctI......
11"""1'1)' had roiativoIy kIw __ 
_: 2.1% far marfjUenaerci 1.5% 
far cocaine. 

'The Sua conllMtnom: fdle$1ha:l que
_ and 1_1nm....... <id not 
~_"'_bcdr_ 

.... hIghor ..... 01 ,...11MI drug t........
_doIngoll ___ 

t'iij. Tho ..... In Ihol";_ using loss 
Qringtnt measures wero 5.2'% pas.fttve for 
cocalne, 13.5% fOr marijUana. and ,~ 
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GENDER OF DRUG DEFENDANT BY DRUG TYPE' 
(Oct...r I. 1995, through September ltl, 199» 

m4Ir\J$SC Oa!t.. -:"""tvIt>(oi'\Ip) 

DRUG TYPE' 

TOTAL 

Powdtr Cccame 

TOTAL 

J1.lSG 

,un 

MALE 

Numb~ hrrml ....., 813 

1.33' 11,1) 

FEMALE 

'Number Pel't'm! 

U19 lU 

'" nn 

I
•
I 
I 

end: C!l(airK 4,601 ",!Ol !;.i '" lU 

Heroin ,,7&6 1,471 !J.3 "' :t} 

Marijuana 4,%4$ ',1S4 liA ." 11.1 

)}))))})mH 

Methalll>hffili1lmll 

LSD 

OU)ff 

UZl 

" 36, 

;.:.184 .. 
301 

aLl 

92J 

no! 

'", .. 
:4,' 

" 
16,~ I 

, 

, 
'Of1hf4'l.~l(jc;U", 11,1m __ OI'~. 17.t10"""' ....~mdr:r SSD1.l(tnle T~, :OIl 
~I.h:u<m). 1.)15 (C¢11ilW!llQ: Cnmftl/ £n:!J"jrne;' DIS (R~r~ [.$;ahl!!ZlIrm\). or 202.1 (Sifqlle PDae:llm} C~ !?l7fJ(lU!$, lburwtl't 
odud:d~IU~~or:llb.lttwe ' 
'1Il.n~.IhfQ/ilq'pry~Mirdud=~.UIZt:n:"~..,uu!,.tcE.-l:Irlnd""fil!l:lm""~ ~a'lIlfT\I:!,1IIe 
~mdlli.lllq:fuUnlnl' ad 11:11 IndI.w:Ie ICE. 'llIel'lll'lfler:1 Itt ~(~:h "'!ft d1.,'!1 ~ fbnmm,", in \tulltJl~) iG" 1!ild1;I\\WG'li i;I tdto..:. J:Jl(J9\l6). 4S 
(l9ll!l).J (1\)\101), \1(19P1)..1I'!4J(IM1) Co:!m~oJ'I.lar~lIbIo"';UlUn I&l:telftpro~de:hn AWenDA. 

$01JRct US ScrnI:n:I~CIS'lVlU1lCl'.19\l6D11tt\1.,MCM"'l1l0 

Tabkl31 

crnZENSIIIP OF DRUG DEFENDANTBY DRUG TYPE' 
(OClober 1, 1995, 'hrough September ltl, 199.) 

1.:.5. Citiv!n Non-U.s. Citiun 

ORt:G TYPE TOTAL Numbe- ?UI.'L'fll Number Pe~f:I'j! 

TOTAL 11.120 IZ.345 12'] 4.115 'U 
Pl'Jwdtf Coeaifl!! 4,444 1,366 1,$71 :lS-S"., 
enid: Coraint 4.SS5 4.li2 9! C '13 .., 
lUNia 1,159 791 45J! ." l~jl 

Marijuana 4.244 Uii 46.6 1,4l6 :i:i..t 

Mtttra~amlU'l Lill U'P '8.3 m 2:.1 

LSD S3 91 97.1 Z Z1 

Othtf 362 317 iH 45 11.4 I
) ))) ))) ))) ))) I 
"QiUlr'll'l16-,11,WllbUemCntl!lhrnkr1JSSG.(hqUr1-.r.n o(~ 0!1b=, 17.170~~~!lDt l~1!:t~"lDL:t 
~UokW).l)!5i~ll(;nm"",~Dl3(1'\.mitlJwgl:~£AbtIM¥mJ"'lf2D1,1 ~1'<:I_m) Ofllust t1,11O:ta.H:i trurlMlJt 

~(t.;ell)mflllli~on~I1l't-_46<tie""m!:Sf!tid_J:I\Q~1' , 
"hFVl¥.W~~ne~~nm.n.~rr.~lGE,w~_~ FfI«IOf'f~.1he 
~~"~fIlllW:!~!CE Tht~ of1CECZ6(*-'dl~I:iI@lbleftwl~ml..lhlUhl~) h ew;I'l'ft1llfltU~ 1:xt(l!i9!j,4& 
(l~" I {1~l\q}.9(I9ill~.:Id 1(1992j Pc=.~.!r.;of-..mt.bl&~iaUillilieiR'p>wd::4I1AI{ICfQI!A. " 

s::m:.ct: (f~.~~CWllmZlQn, 19\1O~e,Y.CNfY% 
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Table 37 

MEAN AND MEDIAN DRUG AMOUNTS ~N GRAMS) OF DRUG TRAFFICKING DEFENDANTS 

BY BASE OFFENSE LEVEL AND DRUG TYPE' 


(October 1, 1995, IhroughSeptl!mber 3i), 1996) 

Baw onm. l»t! Md Quantity Ra~ 

DRUC ITPE " " 32 38 

Powder Cocaine Le$S than ZSC SOOG·I,999C 5,000G  14,!\99G AI. Least lSO,oooc 

Nu_ II 50' ." '" M... " 1,:n3 g,~42.1 J,i4~,~l.1 

Mtdiao " l,t:UI a,n:d <141,[:0,(1 

Crac:t Cocatnt Ltcs: Thin OJSC SC • 19G: Si)C • uSC Ac lAd UOOC 

N.-, ,. '" no .., 
M€ln '.J IU 89.3 lii1,1I1U 

Median " lit "' 2,4jt' 

Htroin U!t!lTban5C lOOe -399G I.OOG • Z,999G AI LI!'.lIt l(l,(Q)C 

NUrrDef II '" III II 

Mtan ,. 116.4 U43." i4,BQIl.: 

Mfdlln " 226,! 1,481l.S ?4,HUHl 

l.usTh.m ]oo,oooG  399,9990 I,OO(\,OooG . 2,999.999G At Least JOJ'w)O,OOOC 
M_tijuana 5,OO(IC 

Nu.r " '" lB J 

MUfl 3,ilU :!>J~,Jj{)3.1 1.742,f24.0 407,H3,D60,O 

MtjJi;an 4,DDO,0 !83.4iH 1,631,943.8 SOO,~12,63{1.0 

M~th3fl1'lh~tl)mi.nel LI"SS Than 0.5e 10-39G 100G· Z99G At LAm ],IXXIG 

NuttDer , 
'" '" "' 

M... :.3 2U :ns 317,23).6 

Mtdi:m C4 1U inS '1,792.1' 

) ))) ))) ))) ))) 
~)..O'\-.I4..I9(i'!le't"id.lI=hnil::tirugrJ'.J'4mn;G:P1 I) OtUnr:, !~,OfSI'a~tII'!lIh'kIr.&dtll/ll: 1I;lP1,,:,iI,:nmf<nmIJ.at Of'J'n:t 11OISa.a.I~.6J9 
~~ I;I)l3:D!<,aD c::xa:E,1awi,.1I1q!&!liI. !l'f~h::tIf!me CIUnr: !",639 _.6"12 t&IIf tItIl!t,lil'eI.R~erl), ~ 31, tI)1 AllII01t!.lt:atlI.&m 
~_ em.- tr=-lh>fllblerueto tnt« /IIrt Dl'fhI: t.ij<rl\lllir","~ m1/t'lllen:rl d ::a:relhlrll thI!I \1PI'~~, m.w.ngor....~ dN8lmllJ1 (Ul1.l. 1I'r~ 
0111:1\. (25) ~P.0fIII 0fYa'lables w.::d In Ltil tabJ.t:o art pro"' <kt1il\ I\pp!t¥IIx A •'M:I!1ll~.rmlrrmw.ISMdtmr¥"U".... MlC.IZt:,M~!li:amIl!AWRI.II'IdIC'E. AllWd ..rttll'lli>'lll'linlo~Am:aI. ~ot\Wlill:i1'l'"!II IU' IlbIt iR JI'O"I*'d III ......,..,wxA

•roURa as ~CMmlllco. !~\II!'!.:AMIt.MCt1'fY96 
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Tab1e33 

MODE OF CONVICTION OF DRUG DEFENDANT BY DRUG TYPE' 
(October 1, 1995, through September 30, 1996) 

PLEA TRIAL 

URUGlYPE """"',TOTAL N"",ba Number P(TCetl! 

TOTAL 17.148 15,473 90.2 1,675 9.' 


Powdu eo.:::.amt 3,988 89.3 476 10.7 
.....'" ..,Craek Cooalne: 4,598 3.951 86.0 lH) 

Hm>ln 1.163 1,641 93.1 122 6.9 

MadJU8M 4,246 ),994 94.1 252 '.9 

M-..ph......... 1.623 1,474 90.8 149 9.2 

LSD 93 92 91L9 1.1 

ooer 361 331 91.7 30 8.3 

IOfIlu:41,416-. 11,:ui1we:re1t:llWi«:oi1Ulder llSSG~T"'O.hnD(llNp" (){U-.11.l'K)w~JeWllotdulldcr ,,21>1.t (tINs 
T~,ml.l~~),:ml.S(~~Eo&crpri=I.lDl.li~DmIE.lll.bI~).QrlDl,I(S. 
~QII), Oflhuc 11, 170 _, 18 -.e~ dIl. U)~ io!ortIlatiOll on mo<ktl( a)a.~ and footdnct tQ mWilig i~ QI:! drug 
.,... i 
~F"i96. tilt ~~~r:aeth..qtbcumifKmWurt.~umaL !CE.oI.IId ~lW~ Pri«u, 
P\'96, the ~~~ did I'Id illt!udelCE. The ~ cflCE tue.! (wtl.id'l w=e.Ugihle fer illclwHm inUiiJu.ble) t« e.u:h jc:.r ~u 
fI:tiowt.130 (J996),<I'{l995).1 (t9':M). 9 (Jl}9)).&IId 1 Om). ~d¥Uie.blC;$WlCdiAWsuble&n<~m~A ' 

SOIJRCE: u.s. Sau.tDCllIg~ 1996 DudI.k,MOJl.'PY96. 

Table 34 

WEAPON INVOLVEMENT OF DRUG DEFENDANT BY DRUG TYPE' 
(October 1, 1995, through September 30, 1996) 

NoWeopon Weapon 
involY1!d Involved I 

DRUGITPE TOTAL N=ba ~, Nwnba p""", 
toTAL 1'7.166 14,672 85,5 2.494 14.5 

Powder CocaIne 4.471 3,981 89.0 490 I1,Q 

Crack CocJdne 4,603 3,466 75.3 U37 24"7 

/moln 1,766 1,676 94.9 .. '.1 

. MarIjuana 4,246 3,896 91.1 3'3 8.3 ,.,M-..p_.... 1.623 1.227 75.6 24A ,LSD 93 94' 5.4 

Other ,.1 338 93.' 23 6,4 , 
\Of lhe41;436 ¢UtlI, 11.261 W\!;ft~1lJIdn' ussr; ~TWQ. PanD (4tugt). OfUlcJc, 17.n()w.:u,~.mUII~UIDU (On.IgT~ 


101.l~l.ocIlIQQII), 201..5 (Co&ti1lUins Cri:miul ~}, 201.8 {Rim~ Drug ENbl~}.tIf lDl,\ (Simple ~eqU" 

MditiOlJl.!ly, kq I:I.tiel ~C1duded due u,l':I:Iiaiac int~oo~ lype.. ~QlUof variabId: umtin ausw.k an.!R'Yided i:I. ~A-
~da:&D~f" WAp;:l1l~(JQUIlda: I;IDl.I(b){I) ox"ooeyj~l.UIIkr IiU.s.c. .. ~14(r), ; 

lJl!FY96, tlu: ~~M~~~~1li!:&ttU.aJ.lCE. udrnetb!~*miMJDCI*mn. Pri«UJFY96. 

the QUEOt)' ~ did ~ illdudc ICE. Thc.1I'ItDlber ellCE aw::Ij...nich Ifn:II:' t!.ipbk f« illClusioo ill tM lIbk) fur u.::n }"eU &rt as fQj~: 130 

(1996),48 (1995), I (1'}!i4), 9(1993). &lid I (1992). ~elvariabluustdinltW:UIbl¢ _~dedioAppcJldilA ' 


http:llSSG~T"'O.hn


Table 3S 

ROLE ADJUS'IMENT OF DRUG DEFENDANT BY DRUG TI'PE' 
(October I, 1995,throtlgb September 30, 1996) 

NoR. MiUgating Rok Aagnvatitlc: Rule 
Adimtment Adjustment Adb!!tnent 

DRUGTVl'E TOTAL Nwnbtt p""", Nwnbtt p,=" Nwnb<c P"""" 
TOTAL 15.799 tl,lJ2 11.t 3,184 20" 1,381 U 

9.4Potnll!it Cocaine 4,051 2,133 61.4 943 23,2 ,&1 
a.d<Co<ain. 4,:137 3,446 79~ 43' uu '52 lOA 

H.- !,5SS 64.0 4S4 29.1 106 •.S _.. .., 
1,?l8 2,564 115.4 1,06:3 27.1 29. 7.4 

MethalQ{l'bdamioe1 1.511 1.138 75J 246 1<3 127 ... ,LSD 79 89.S 9.1 1 1.1.. 
00.", 333 277 S3.2 31 93 25 41~ 

-I()flhe -42,"36;::;uu. 17.267 'W'I)fe ~ul'>der L'SSG ~ 1-.-.0. Pari D (drop). Oftbr.se., 17.170wm ~ under "lDU (Drug TrdJid:i.aJ).lDl.l 

~~). WI..!! (COQ~Crimiul~).IDI.&~ llru!E$bblitl,..lel3lJ,« 2-Dl.) <Si. P~o:tlj. AddM:caUy,1.369t;u;t;S 

.-.~~ If!. ~ gIliddine IIf¥iwit.:cl W~r:ioa l.!IdtwodbalOtf<i,ftias drug type.. 

IJll F'{96, thi, ~Cl'Y~Q¢ indudum'tba,.t!'ltIinc IIIiJJ:Ilu. ~~ ICE.. &Gd ~I'i¢~. f'ft«toFY96.1b: 

~~M did DOl ~ ICE.. '1lII1lIUri:iCt d[CE~ (wbidI_tlisible fa: ID.::huiaomthlsllble} fa- ead'\ year are loS (011_: lUI (19%), <18 

(1995). i (1994),9(199J).ud I U:i9Z). ~af~wediuthisu.bU:_~i.aAppendu.A. 


I 
SOURCE: us. ~C«nrnWloo. 1996 Dwtiit, Mo..l.o"FY96. 

Table 36 

ACCEPTANCE OF RESPONSIBILITY OF DRUG DEFENDANT BY DRUG TI'PE' 
(October 1, 1995, through September 30, 1996) 

No At'a:!pUmae 3-1.... 
Adiustmlmt 2-kYel AdjusU.uml Ad~t 

DltUGTYPE TOTAL Nwnbtt p""", Number Po=n' Number """"', 
roTAL 15.799 !.."l90 145 1.115 103 J1~'9.t 74.1 

Powder Co<»ioc 4.057 6\3 15.1 355 8<' 3J.lS9 16,1 

Crack Coc.aiDe-MarijllllDAl 

4,317 

l.5SS 

3,?!8 

...5 

I ... ,.. 
19~ 

94 

10.2 

2S7 

14. 

.., 
6 .• 

'.1 

n4 

3.205 

1.,.. 
2,837 

73.9 

81.5 

724 

MethaDlPbetamine' 

LSD 

I.5H .. ". 
2 

15~ 

23 

117 

" 
'.4 

13"6 

1,148 

74 

16.0 

....1 

0 .." 333 30 15"0 1\0 33.0 m 52.0 

!OflhtU,436~. 17.l$1_U>III.t1Ice.d UlldcrUSSG~ Till'\), P&rtD(ap). O!u-:, l'1.JiO""'!n~WIdrt tUDU ('OrII8T~.2DLl 
~~), 2Dl,S (Cooliwiq: Criminal ~), 2Dl,& (bnIM~ Drug au.b1~lIt).« 2D2..1 (Sill1'le ~). Mdi\lOIIIlIy, 1 ,)69 t::Ue$ 

wm e;.dQdcd We to iM'Oll'lplm guidcl:irte Application inf«'l'lWion lA4 lwodue lQ mi.mog as t')'pe. 
It!iFY9<i.tbI!CII4guy~lIei:DdtuIa~~~aaIW,lCE.lIll4~ae~, 'f'I'Q:lOFY%,tM 
~~4i6JKt iociud4 ICE. Thlwrnbrr afJCEOIQ (-..tUd1-n: d;siblef~ mctu.ioa in lI'Ii.tutik) flX"Ud\)'Ur &Ie., (oil,*,: 1)0 (1996;, 48 
(l99S), 1 {I~), 9 (19~).aod 1 (lg<}2). J)!$::rip,iacu at TUielmu..:d in lbi.n.bie~ providediu ~ A

I 

-=r-'m_~_" 

http:1994),9(199J).ud
http:f'ft�toFY96.1b
http:Oftbr.se


Table 38 

DRUG MANDATORY MINIMUM STATUS OF DRUG DEFENDANTS BY DRUG TYPE' 
(October I; 1995,through September 30,1996) 

No Drug Five-Year Drug Ten-Year Drug 
Mandatof,r Minimum! Maodalof,r Mloimum Mandatofl Minimum' 

DRUG TYPE TOTAL N,""" P,...., N,""", ....=, N,""'" ....a. 
TOTAL 17,165 5,842 34.0 4,958 28.9 6,365 37.1 

Powder Cocaine 4,471 1.126 2S.2 1.426 31.9 1919 42.9 

Crack Cocaine 4,602 92S 20.1 1.034 22.S 2643 51.4 

Heroin 1,766 S89 33.4 616 38.3 SOl 28.4 

Marijuana 4.249 2,440 57.4 1.398 32.9 411 9.1 

Melhampbelamlne- 1,613 438 27.0 310 22.8 81S SO.2 

I.sO 93 19 20A 31 39.8 31 39.8 

Otber 361 30S 84,5 11 4.1 39 10.8 

IOf \he 42,436 ami, 11,261 ....elc Rntenced nElder USSG ChapW T ....o, Pan D (drugs). or !hue, 11,170 ....ere sentenced undtr 11201.1 (DruB Tlljficki~B)' lDI.: (ProlcC'lcd toc;au"",,). 2D1.S (Coolilllling Criminll 
I'.olecpise), 101.8 (RcnuMlllIlllc Drug E.rtablimmeol). Of lDl.1 (Simple PauU'lion). Additionally, one CL'\e ....... excluded duc \0 miMing mandalay minimum information IDd four duc 10 mi,.<sioll druglypc. 


'Include:! III cateiIIlhal had. II-month or lut drug maudata-y minimum. 

'Illcludu case! thaI had. IoeIl·yt..If or gruLa drug IlWldatory miairm.J1t\. 

'III I'Y96, the ealoe!lOl)' ~Wnioe illdude! melhi.rq:Jtld:anUne mi1rure, methaIJ"(llleWni,,~ ..:tIl..., leI!, ."d ~ea.mi"e precuucu. Pri... 10 FY96, Ihe calrgor)' methalJ"(lllea.mill£ did 1101 iQdude ICE. 
. !"e number nf ICE cues ( ... hich ...ere eligible (or illdurioa in this table) r~ udJ yt..If ue U (0110.... : 130 (1996), 48 (199S), I (1994).9 (l993)••1Id I (1991). Descrirtiorw of variablf.'l usaI in this a.ble are provi<kd 

._'. -"'IIIAppendix'A.:;---- ----~---"- -------------, : ________ ______,z_ ~____ _._______,~_.A 

SOURCE: U.S. SenleDciIlB C.>nvnission, J996 Datafilc, MONFY96. 



t;;ble40 

DEPARTURE STATUS OF DRUG DEFENDANTS BY DRUG TYPE' 
(Oclober 1, 1995, Ihrough September 30, 1996) 

Substanttal Olhifr .Sentehted Witbin Asslslun('~ Down\"lItd Uphtd 
Gutd*lI.ttt RaDle Dtl!artur-e Del!lIrlUrf ~earture 

DIIUGTYPE TOTAL H"",", "'- H,"" ....~. N",'" Ptrttnl - p""" 

TOTAL 16.735 10,038 60.0 5,US 3M 1.523 9.1 49 03 

Powder Cocaine 4320 2,623 60.7 1.372 3LH 317 B 8 02 

Cud <;ocame 4,529 2,725 60.2 1,556 34.4 239 5J 9 0,2 

Uetoin t,697 1,012 63.1 43l 2H 186 ll.O 6 0.

Marijuana 4.147 2,45) 59.2 1,055 25.4 620 15.0 19 05 

MethamphetamlneJ 1,597 895 56.0 570 35.7 125 H 7 0.4 

.",n 9fl 41 45.6 39 433 10 ILl 0 0.0 

Other J55 229 64.5 100 28,2 26 7.3 0 0,0 

'01 !he 42,U,~ cue.t. 11,261 wme KIlttIlttd l.Indlet lISSG <.'1I.tfur Twoo, ran 0 (druRJ), Of 1fIeJf, 11,110 _I: ttMtllo:d ua«t UlOLI (Drug 'ruJrtcQAg), 2t)l.2 (Proledtd Locaumu), :tIlU (COIIIl""illg Crimi"., 
fc:.lliorp-h,,), '1)1.3 (RellllM_Rc!'>Ng ~1~~aI}, oc 2D2.I (Sinvle ~oa). AdditiooaJly, 431 cuu ~e excluded dut wrnWiog departun inil'1f'rla(iou"rod (ruT dQ~ fQ miuin8..tNS type. 

1111 f'Y9fi, lh~ I:lmgttJ ~~miQe ilx:hldu l'l'riuI~ne mhl'l.lU, I'!'Ittha~!JmitH: 1!.'llJ'!' ICn, and mMalif'h(tarniJlt preoJu.u Print to fY96, Iht (;I1t.S...., memaro¢Nmiot oid !WI tldurk fCIL 
1'ht IIl1mbo, of Ice tuu (which WHit. digihk t.« 'OI:IUflOll in tN, uble) fox "'d1}'eM Ite u follnM: 1)0 (1!}911), 48 (l99~), I (I?~.),? {l99J},.Dd I (19~2). 1>uaifA.ions ol vui.bkt lid in !hit u!>lc II.U ~ 
i!)~CJd'_A, 

SOURClt: 11.5. SCllltocingCommiuioD, I~% DwfoIe.MONfi'96. 

http:l99J},.Dd
http:mhl'l.lU


Figu ... I 

AVERAGE LENGTH OF IMPRISONMENT BY DRUG TYPE' 
(October 1, 1995, througb September 30, 1996) 

Sentence (in months)
I~;===~~====-------------------------------+--' 

1lII:U" U.SA 

1:10 

100 

60 

40 

o 

._._---_._---_._--------

Heroin 
C'II",lps2) 

Marij.... 
(N =3,722) 

Melb· 
ampbetamluf 

(N '" 1,527) 

I	Of !he 4l.436 wu, i'1 ,267 ~ vurwcrd uDder USSG ChapICl' Two. Pan D (dfllp). OI~, 17,170 IenICfl¢:«! IInlkr i r othu 
th.M §l2DU, 20U. lOU. 201 "ter 202.1 "" de:piclCd in IhU fi~ Alktitionally, 1,109 ClIK$ with:ero monw prison 
MkfII:d ~ ucllldmd Oflhc -.imfiJ: i6,{l61 <:w:s. tIuee _ cu:h.,~ due 10 mWift. drug rype lind 118 due 10 ",,"ing K!luc.neins 
inrml'lltion, . I 
S()t.lRi".'E U~, 5cnl!:m:in, Commi~lion" 1996 DaW'lte, MONFY%. 

56 



.'igure J 

NUMBER OF DRUG DEFENDANTS BY DRUG TYPE AND YEAR I 

(October I, 1991, through September 30,1996) 


7000 


6500 


6000 


5500 


5000 


4500 


4000 


'" '" 3500 


3000 


2500 


2000 


1500 


1000 


SOO 


0 


I _"",,,, .••.... . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . " . - . . 

'92 '93 '94 '95 '96 '92 '93 '94 '95 '96 '92 '93 '94 '95 '96 '92 '93 '94 '95 '96 '92 '93 '94 '95 '96 
Powder Cocaine Crack Cocaine lieroin Marijuana Methamphetamine 

IOnl~ CUtS ~tQlcnced under' UD!.I (lJnlg Trwfiiekingl. 21)1.2 if'ro1em4I.or.liontJ. ~IH.:'I ~COft.I;nujn& Criminel Er:uerprist" znl g fRtllll'Manl.ttt 111'11& Euabfhhme-nl), or 2D2.llSlmple PO$.\t:sllonJ 
JIlr Ikpit1td in nUl (jgun::. Ad<:jilion.! tlJ« _n:: uchodod doe HI mi~~ing Inf.,rmllron lin dN& Iype:. 

SOURce: U.s. S~l1ll:!>C.", Commit,loa, 1992·I9096lhU1fil{S, MONF'Y92·MOHF'Y96 



Figure U 

PRISON SENTENCE IMPOSED BY DRUG TYI'.: AND YEAR HIR DRUG DE~;NDANTS I 

(Oclober I, 199I,lhrough September 30,1996) 
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HEROIN: Annual Price Data 
National Range 

(dollars) 

~" 
$""",. Illig] , 1994 199$ ,... 

Msi:c -
(U.EX) 

.50,000.1'15,000 50.000-17',000 ~6.QOO.l'$,OOO 4S'(x)O·}75.0iX'l 

South Atncricall 
NA 85,000..:80,000 SO,ooo.183,0()0 85.000..t85,OCXi

(S~) 
KilDgtUD 

Soutbeut ~ 
150,000..250.000 JOO.(K)0..260,oOQ "1),000.2(4),000 9~.COO.llO.i'.XXI

(SEA) 

Scu:hwcsl AsiaD 
70.000.200.txXI 75,,000.200,000 7().ooo-u.o.aoo SO.ooo-l6O.OCXJ(SWA) 

Powder goo.)l.OOO aoo.1S""'" 1.$00.10,000 

"""'" l,ooo.! 3.000 

BlIck Tar 1l<l-ll,O!1O 700-12.000 (,OO,l! ,O/l() 

Pcwd.. 90-600 70..500 10.800 15_ 

Ono:n 

BlaekTu ,....., SMOO ...500 60-600 

BERaN Am.IlI 'fI.rity n.m 
NI!iaIlI~ 

(jDcent) 

19!B 19'14 - 1!l!l6 , 

Qmill' - - """"" '"""'" - sma. - -l:llopo It; 7.l a; 8) 11 81 51 11 

0= 61 (II 6l 5Z 5Z fIJ 51 !JI 

(lim III ~ sa sz ~ ~ 51 sz, 

,-

i 
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I 
I 

I 
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199;;.Du~mbi!r J996. June: 199'7. I 
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HEROIN: Quarterly Price Data 
r 

, I 
r 

National Range I 

(doliaIs) I 
, ...... btQlwur "-I QIwur )r::: Qucu::r 4thQlwur 

1996 ' 1996 1096 ; t996 - , I 
(MEX) 

80.000 ~ 175,00:) 50,000 • l".O(X) $0.000 ... 175,lXlO 45,000 - 175.!lI.).) 
r 

, 
ISao.tb Amuicum ",000 . 185.000 1,>,000. 150,000

(SA) 
85,000 - lW.OCXi tlS,oeo. {30,000 

I 
!8c11lheut AsiuI 1'00,000 ,21 0,000

1-) 
95,000 • 210,000 9.5.000 _ 210,OClO 9S,ooO. ::nO,OCC 

! 
, , , 

SouUnt.'C!t A.5ia:n , 
80.000 - 160>000 &5,000 w 21C,ooo 15.000 _ 210,000 BO,OO{) - 210,000

(SWA) ,, 
I 

Powder 1,s00 • 10,000 \,500. 10.000 l..soo - Hi,OOO I,SOO, '0,000 
I 
i 
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HEROIN: Quarterly Price Data 
Na.tional Range 

. 
(dollars) 

lit QuoN< lndQuonm lid Qua:ter ~ 41h QuoN<
QuoDJiIY SO""" !9!1'1 19!n 1997 . 1991 

•
Ma.... 

'0,000 ~ 11S.ooo i
(MI!lO 

, 
, , 
. , 

I South AmeticM. 85_. l8O.ooo
(SA) · Kilcl(tUD 

Sou-.ht:ut AsiAn 110,000.__ 
(SEA) 

'_Asia!> 
I 

· 
85.00.·100_ I 

. 
(SWA) . 

i 
I · , PD . 1,500 • 10,000 , 

I 
I 

"""'" 
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8:l.114 Tar 100 ~ 11.000 , 

Po..... "·600 i 
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BW:k Tar 60 - 600 
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Federal-wide Drug Seizure ~l1~,torn 


I 
I 
IFY1994 	 FYf99S FYf996,,----- ----[.- .. 

HEROIN 1,309.6 KGS. 1,164.5 KGS. 1.S32.3IKGS• 
(2.887.2 Las.) (2,567.3 Las.) (3.378.1 ,Las.) 

COCAINE 140,484.0 KGS. 106.166.4 KGS. 115.301.0 KGS. 
(309.709.1 LaS.) (234.097.1 LBS.) (254.191.0 LaS.) 

CANNABIS 473,127.4 KOS. 607.331.8 KOS. 663.S69,3KGS. 
(1.043,049.9 Las.) (1.338,915.1 LBS.) (1.462.939.11 'LBS.) 

,, 

Marijuana 472.390.3 KGS. 592,807.7 KGS. 648,612,5 ·KGS. 
(1,041,424.9 LBS.) (1.308,895.4 LBS.) (1.429,921.8LBS.) 

i, 
Hashish 737.1 KGS. 14,524.1 KGS. 14,976.8 iKGS. 

(1,625.0 LBS.) (32,019.6 LBS.) (33,0178iLBS.) 

Tho F_",,'·wla ONg S.lzure SY$t.m (FOSS I conl.'n.,nformallen about d"'ll, 
'.'lU"'. m.~. wllhln Ihejurladlctlen 01 the Unit&<! 51.1101 by Ihe DNO Enlo';tement 
A~mlnl.lrallon, Fed.",1 Bu....u ollnv••Uoellon, U. S. Customa SeNk., end U. S. 
Border Patrol," won .. maritime ••'zur... mado bylhe U. S. Co..1 Guard. ONg , 
...Izuro. mad. by other Federal Agencies are Included In Ihe FOSS dsll!>o'. when 
custody of Ihe drug evidence w" lran.lemd 10 on8 of the feur "uencl•• Id~ntilled 
ObOV8. I*n.e. FOSS ol.ltloUc. ",flec1lhe combined Fe"""" druU ...11U'" effort. 

I , 
i , 

Note: 	 AddIUon.,lnformalion on drug••elzed sine. OClober 1993 bY !lie U. S. Borcler 
Palrol are now Included In FOSS. Thi••d~ltion ...ounlS for Ih. nollceabl. I 
incr&ase In cocaine and marijuana totallll, whIch are no longer strictly , 
com9arabiG to prior years' totals. 
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OPIATES 


DM10PMENTS IN THE UNITED STATES 
I 

Availability, Prl•• , .nd Purlly
I 

In the Qnited Statc3. beroin remained readiJy available (0 

addicts in all major metropolitan areas throughout 1996. 
Stable wholesale prices per kilogram and high retail-level 
puritiesiindkated increasing suppJies-a development 
con$is~t with nationwide trends over the pa$t several 

:~!of price. purity. and ,.it.", d.,.. and other 
intelltg;nce and abuse indicators revealed iliat there 
were twh general. but distinct, heroin markets whhin the 
United Suues, roughly divided geogruphically by the 
Mississippi River, 

In the Jst. high-purity white powdered h:eroln-~m 
South .(merica, Southeast Asia. and Southwest Asla
was the predominant form of heroin available. Edmic 
Chinese'and Wen African trafficken smuggled high
purity iJl'Oin from Southeast Asia (Bunna, l.aos, and 
Thailand) for distribution in the nonheauem UoiteO,
States. and along the East COUL 

DamObLned from DEA's Domestic MonilOl Program 
(DMPrtonfirmed that Souw American heroin was 
widely Jvaiiablc in the northeastern United Swes.. In 
faCI. in £he first 6montns of J996, at least 90 percen! of 
all identifiable DMP heroin purchases made in BoMan. 
Newark!New York City. and Philadelphia were ofSouth 
American origin. -The OMP also showed !he 
geographic distribution ()f Soulh American heroin to 

other ar-~a5, such as San Juan, PuertO Rico: Atlanta. 
Gtorgia~ Baltimore. Maryland;Miami, Florida; and New 
Orleans':Louisiana, 

I 
DEA's Heroin Signature Program(HSpr" ror 1995 
revealed~ thai 62 percent of the heroin seized was from 
South A~erica, 17 percenl from Southt!ast Asia, !6 

I 
1 

The DM? il a tcl2lt-le"d herolll putctuK progQrn 6eliJMG II) 
plO"idc fedet:t!. $wc.:nd local ;aulhoriliu Wllh inldh,1:ntt 
reLar:illl U) hemifl tIIoIrily, price, MulknollU,;uld ;w;ail"biilly by 
~h,,:: $Outt'C a.teU (l!gn.aI'Un: Zlt!iI!:rs1i) 

... The oEA HSP It (f\MlI(led 111 the UEA $pieI;illl Teuil'lg lind 

R1:~h l.abomoty ;md Il'Ivolve; tile #!WIIYI;$ of dome$lie t)~roi!) 
KlllIn:;';md purehuel Thl'O!.lgh lhill pf~ lleft'!'" Wf!pl~ 
urnkrgQ l;nennw alllIl:rm jf\d '" dmifitd ~el)n,;il'lg 10 the 
proceu by which Incy ~K m:llIu(;ctllrc,L £;eh /Kr:>itl $(Iura: 
'"" tW.. uniq\:t prodl«UM ptl'J«U Ct "Ilp;aruK," ....hi<:h is Uied 

10 aeu1m;M 1M origil'! of the :lamph:. SlIJ\'1Plt!s ltfl-:t=Jyud frum 
,,~dJmly I.cIc~ l1umbc~ or dornt~ie ~ei:.ro~:md fl'QJl'l.1.l1 
sri:tum nude at U,S. ports of !tlltty, Th¢K "'C:K lIppro11fl')f.tely 
900 ne~n $imple~ anlllytcd in 1996, 

Heroin selaur•• In the U.S. by Souroe 
A ...... 

Heroin Prtooa 

ScM.tth.tut Askm 
So••hwwat Allan 

South Am.rinJ"-. 
So..nhflut AaiAfi 

Sollfhw.a Align 

South Amotritllm 
Mo&ito:n 

s.uth.em AIIcm 
Soo.rt....st AlIOn 

Sol.lth AIh.riton 

McUton 

95,000.210,000 

80,000·260,000 

85,000.185.000 

50,000.250.000 

150,000...250,000 

10,001).200,000 

50,00(1.250.00 

150.000..250,000 
70,000.200,000 

, 50,000·250,000 

70,000·200,000 

5Q,000·250,00 

Rotall Love' Herotn Purity 

- -".---.....o--------I.~~----~- • 

.- .
I 

28 SOUttt: U.s. Dtpannwl'tl ur JU'li..~. r.m..g. EnIOr"-.llIl~nl '\4!1ril'li!l!r:ui~n. Tllr .'I.\'Icr: k"p;.wl 1996.' Tv S..pplycffJb~lt lPugt It> 1MI Ur/lltdSJarts, h.1)'1991, 
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percenl from Southwest Asia. and S percent from 
tt.{exico, ~ The high pm:entage of South American 
heroin was due, in large pan, (0 numerous seiwres 
from couriers transporting small quantiu~ of South 
American heroin into Miami and New York:, 
eombintd with the absence of large seizures from 
Southeast Asia.. the predominant source 1I.l'e3 for 
beroin seized in the: United States in recent years. 
The HSP is no( a direct measure of U.S, market 
share by heroin sourec:: of origin. 

In the WC$t., by contraSt, "black tar" and, lO a lesser 
extent. brown powderheroin from Mexico were 
predotrunant. (Black 1M heroin is so named because 
i1 resembles roofing taT or coal in appearance. Black 
tar has this unique consislC~:ncy because Mexican 
processors skip chemical treatment and filtering steps 
in the production process: steps that enable 
processors in other source areas to produce a while 
powdered form of heroin.} 

Kilogram prices for heroi n ranged widely, reflecting: 
several variables, including buyer-seUer relationships. 
quantities purchasl~d, frequency of purchase, purity. 
and transportation costs. Nationaily. in the first half of 
1996. Southeast Asian (SEA) heroin rangeU in price 
fromS95.oootoS21O.000perki!ogram. SouthAmerican 
heroinrold forbelween S8S.000and $185,000. 
Southwest Asian (5WA) heroin ranged from $80.OCIOto 
$260,000. WholesaJe~Jevel prices for MC1.ican heroin al 

the bottom end of the range were Ihe lowest of any type, 
selling for as low as. $50.000: the high for Mexican heroin 
wasS250,0C(}, 

At the street or retalilevel, purity is related directly to 
availability" Heroinpurit;.' is traded by DEA's DMP. 
These purchases are made on aquaner!y basis in 22 
major metropolitan areas of thc United SlateS, 
Prdimmary analysis ofDMP data showed that!be 
nationwi4e aver~e puriry for retail-level hemin rorlhe 
first 9 monrhs of 1996 was 35.9 percent. !Q\I,"tr Ihan Ihe 
1995 average of39.7 percent. yet milch h"lghet Ihan the 
single-digh 3vernge purity of a decade ago. 

The rise in average purity corresponded directly 10 an 
increased availability ofhigh-PllrilY South Amencan 
heroin and. to a lesser extent. increases in the purity of 
Mexican heroin, in mueh of 1995 and the firs! 9 momhs 
of 19%.lhe purity of South American samplesoblained 
througb the DMP were higher than that from any other 

HSP n::~uJts an:: not ~ly n!pR:scm.:uiw: of Ihe ~tlU.tl amOtlhl 
ofhcfl);n available in me United 5.!.lI.C5 from uth SGIln:ti ~. 
B«::l1nc HSP 11:11l1,,:u\' blued on «iIIIn: tbt;a. nlltumiaos fmm 
yu, to)Gl' in tollTtt' 1tC~ pe~l;gf:' l'My (cilect shilting drug 
law enforccment prioriliu, as well as ctlllftging mfrlcling 
pammt. In lllidition.la.ree ~!J.ure, from one IOIm'Z &iU /'Ny 
boost $A{ 1OW'tC IU'U'I fept'Ctent41ion in the H$P. 

, 
. I 

HGl"Oln..retated H_pltal SA Ep'aoctea -...- I 
I - I 

-......: 
.~~I__~~____~~____~~-+__~~___."'* 1.". ._ ._ 

Routes Of Herotn Admlnilltration 
(percemap) 

,-I ,,,., 
". 72.1 71~ 10.6 

,,... "..,.~ 5.' 1.1 1&.4I" 
i 

source, averaging 56.4 percent and 50.3 penint. 
respectively. SEA heroin averaged 44.6 ~ent pure in 
1995 and 35.! pen::ent in lhe first 9 months .of 1996. 
Mexican heroin purity averaged 24.7 percent in I995.and 
30.4 percent!n the tina 9 months of 1996, ne purity of 
Sv,. A heroin also was high, averaging 35.3 pdrccnt in 
1995 .and30.9 percenttn the nr.;t 9 monthso{ i996, 

Ab... 1 
An estimaled 600,{}(X) hard·core drug addictS use 
heroin as their principal drug of abuse. Vari~ drug 
supply and demand indicators. including se~llre 
statistics and observations by drug law enforcement 
officials and treatmcnt specialists. show that hemin use 
in the United StateS continues to increase. Use has: 
increased nDt only among existing heroin addicts. but 
also among users of other drugs of ablJSe. particularly 
crack cocaine USl!:rs, who consume heroin 10' enhance 
the euphoric effects of crack. and to ameliorltte the 
depressive effl!:Cts ~iated with crack withdrawaL 
~pite the inCTeMC In heroin abuse, however. there is 
no evidence of a heroin epidemic. 

,
i, 

Hefoin~related emergency room admissions: as 
reported by DAWN, increased during 1995.;the most 
recent vear for which information is available. The data 
showed sharp increases in combined heroin hnd cocaine 
use, which resulted in addict$ *k.ing treatmenl. The 
annual number of heroin-related emergency~room 
mentions increased fmm 42.t:ro in 1989 (01'6.000 in 
1995. an 8Q.percent increase:. The main reas<:ins given 
for seeking treatment we~ overdose and theIneed to 
detoxify" I , 

SounU: l'S D~rn~m Qr JUSli«. Drug 1:r'lror~'("~riI ,\OmiI'ltSln.l;on. Til" NNJCC Mpcrt ! 996: Th. SbppiyofJlUclf DrsIgJ 10 I;', 
U",~Sl()!II'f. July 19'n f 
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I 

Injection continued to be the predominao~ method of 
heroi~ admini:itra~ion used by patients admined co 
emergency rooms nationwide. However, the percentage 
of patients Indicating injection as their primary means 
of ~istntrion decreased from 93.0 percent in 1989 
to 77~4 percent in 1995. Mean.....hile. the propOf1lon of 
pauerus snorting beroin increased from 4.3 percent in 
1989 to J8,4 pett:ent in 1995, This mnd toward 
increJsed inttana.Sa1 use was due primarily 10 the wider 
availabiliry ofhigh~purity SEA and. more recently, 
South~American heroin, 

TRAFFICKING TO THE UNITED STATES 
I , .... _ AIl.rt<o 

The Janablllty of South American beroin. proouced •almos~ e,,;c:uslvely in Colombia. has increased in the 
United States since 1993. South American heroin 
presented a potentially serious threat to the United 
Statcslprimarily because of the ex.lensive trafficking 
resources (on[folled by Colombian cocaine mafias. 
Altho~gh undercover negotiations and seilUres· 

• 
.suggest-ed that Colombian rrafftckers were unable to 

supply multikiiogram quantities of herom on.it regular 
basis. ~rting indieated that these traffickers 
increa~d (heir efforts to supply multikilogrnm •quant;t.es at source and cransit country iocations for 
delivery to the U.s, market. Some analysts speculate 
that as~ the cocaine mafias reCognize the pOiential of,
developing Colombian heroin production and 
distrib~tion. they likely will anempt 10 eMn greater 
inf1ue~e and conrroL II would be r~lative!y easy to 
conver'( cocaine trafficking nelworks 10 accommodate 
heroinlsmuggling. Nonetheless. heroin smuggling 
curren!ly remains under the control of independent 
COlombian Iraffickers. rather lhan the cocaine mafias, 

I 
Soulh f<merican heroin was smuggfed princIpally inlo 
the U.S. East Coast by couriers aboard commercial 
airlinek Traffickers employed numerous couriers. 
each generally carrying 1 to 2 kilograms per trip, 
Ouanuties of under I kilogram were smUGgled into Ihe, 
lmited:Stales by "swallowers" who ingested lalex.~ 
wrapPid heroin pellets, Larger quanmies we~ 
smu8!l'led into the United States concealed in luggage. 
These $muggling methods made Colombian smuggling: 
networks highly susceptible to US. interdiction efforts. 
and m:y account for the high proponion of annual 
heroin 'seizures in the United States that have origin.ned 
in South America. In 1995. for example. 62 percent of 
U.S. h~roin seizures were from South America. In 
1996. 60tb DEA and tbe USCS continued!o arreSt 
nume:rJus couriers transporting small quantities of 
South American heroin, 

Miami and New York wercthe primary c:ntrypoints. for 
South American heroin couriers. 'While most couriers 
arrived on direcl flights nom Colombia. couriers 
increasingly have transited airporu in the neighboring 
countne5 of Ecuador and Venezuela. as ..... ell as in 
Central America and Mexico. For example. in Marth 
1996. Ecuadorian authorities at the in;emational airport 
in Quito seized 6.2 kilogrnms of South American 
heroin discovered in two false.-sided suitcases, In 
another example. evidence indicated a Colombian 
heroin smuggler moved several kilograms ofprodUCt 

per month through Costa Rica lO the United Stales, 
Couriers traveling through Mexico flew to Mexican 
cities Wid then crossed the U.S. border on foot before 
boarding U.S, domestic flights for New York City. 

Colombian heroin traffickers have established 
disrribution outlets in the United States. \\-'hile the 
principal U$, market for Colombian heroin was in. the 
nOnMastern metropolitan areas, Colombian heroin 
traffickers n,panded distribution throughout the U.S, 
East Coast. carving a growing niche for cheir prodUCt. 

High purity was essential to establishing a clientele and 
maintaining user loyalty in the fiercely compe1ilive 
U.S, heroin market. In Boston, Newark. New York Ciry. 
and Philadelph,a, slRet~level purity for heroin from 
other regions averaged over 60 percent, Const9uentiy, 
Colombian traffickers smuggled heroin that was RO to 

99 percent pure, 

As previously mentioned. d.ala obtained from DEA '$ 

DMP confirmed that South American heroin was widely 
available in the nOMeaStem United States. 

Colombian traffickers used a varier)' oftactic:s m 
establish mid~ and retail·levc:i oullets for their heroin. 
They offered free samples to potential distributors; 
they offered to front oUnce and mullioulIce quantities 
to nrsl-time boyers: and they insisled that some 
establtshed cocaine distributors purchase and sell 
heroin as a condition ofdoing business. FinaUy. 
Colombian traffickers undersold competitors in some 
cilies in an effon to win over customers, This was 
most evidenl at the mid· and retaiJ~level in cities where 
South American hcroin was most available. such as New 
York City. Ounce and gram prices in New York: City 
for South American beroln we:re well below those for 
SEA heroin, 

Large Southeast Asia*based heroin trafficking 
organizations, often conrroHed by ethnic Chinese 
criminal groups., organized the transportation ofhigh
purity heroin from Southeast Asia to the Uniled States. 
Distribution within the United States. principally in the 
Northeast and along the East Coast. was contrOiled 

SQIJI'C" V.S. Oq'lltlMttlL or JU'!l.k~. Drug F.nrl)r;~rn"'!11 ,Idminio<1nLi.;.n, Tilt SAKe Rtp<m 1m: 1'~ s..pply o[lfliCIl /.Il1<g¥ 191M')0 
L'IlIll':d ~'Ialt,i, July 1<)<)7. 
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largely by independcm United Stllles~based ethnic 
Chinese t1Iffickers with links (0 the!e intemational 
organizations, 

SEA heroin shipments destined for U.S. and other 
international markets reponedJy were transshipped 
through a variety ofcounoies, including Hong Kong.. 
Japan, Malaysia. the Philippines, Singapore. Taiwan. and 
South Korea, Traffiekc:rn, using commercial cargo that 
originated in source coumnes. frequenlly anempted to 
disguise the origin of the cargo by first rranS5hipp:ing 
containers through third countries or by falsifying 
container docwnentation. For example, &eme shipmenls 
were transported to the northeastern United Slates by 
way ofCanada. 

Most large heroin shipments seized in recent yearn 
ultimately were destined for New York City. the largest 
heroin importalion and distribution cemer in the Uni1ed 
States. Since 1986. roughly half of the heroin seizures 
made by DEA and the uses nationwide have occurred in 
the New York City metropolitan area. In addilion to New 
York City, other U.S.eitiesin the Nonheasl. including 
Bosron and Philad~lphia, were used as entry poims, 
AdditionaUy, traffickers used WeSt CoaSt eities, .'iuch as 
Los Angeles, San Francisco. and Seattle. as entry points 
for heroin shipments destined for the Nonheast. 

Ethnic Chinese groups are among the most sophisticated 
traffickers in the world. capablc ofdelivering 
mullihundred·kHogrnm shipments to the Uniled Siaies 
concealed Wilhin commercial cargo. Traffickers also use 
couriers as well as mail and package delivery services to 
smuggle muhigra-:n to multikilogra m quantities of'heroin. 
In l'1%.lhe largest domeSlieseizuresofSEA heroin "'ere 
made from couriers. In July. uses inspectors al New 
York'sJFK Intema~ional Airpon discovered 11.6 
kifog.rams ofheroln in wooden wall plaques belonging 10 

a Brilish national whoamved from London. This "tI:: 
followed by a seizure in Septem~r of! 2.5 ki lo:gram:: or 
heroin discovered in wood carvings belonging 10 a 
British nadonal whO arrived on a flight from France en 
route 10 New York City. In both cas6.lhe heroin 
originaled in Southeast Asia. 

•
frolll ••uco 

Mexican black lar and bro,,-'f1 pawder heroin u:ere 
smuggled into and dismbuted throughout the weSlem 
United Stales by polydrug trafficking groups operating 
from Me)t1co. The extensive U.S.-Mexican land border 
provided numerous entry painls for smug&ling 
operations. Smuggling mel hods included com;elllment Ln 

motor vehicles. public transponation vehicles. Imernal 
and e:ttema! body carry, and commercial package express 
services. Females were used more frequently than males 
as couriers for Iransponing herom and money across 
Ihe border. 

Traffickern lOok advantage of easy access 10 the border•. 
and stored large quantities of heroin in Mel>ieO. where 
the perceived risk ofdiseoveryand seizure was'low. 
When a traruaetion was arranged, the contraCt~d 
amount, usually I to 2 kilograms. was smuggled into the 
United States. frequently by illegal immigrants and 
migrant farm workern. By keeping quantities sm~lI, 
rraffickers hoped 10 minimize the risk onosing a 
slgnificam quantity ofberain in a single 5etZ'W't_ Even 
large polydrug Mexican organizations. capable ~f 
smuggling multiton quamities ofeo caine and marijuana. 
limited smuggliog of Mexican heroin into the U~ited 
States to kilogram and smaller amounts. Neve~eiess. 
during t9%. therewere several signifieMI. multik.ilogram· 
quantity sei:rurcs of Mexican heroin at the border , and 
wilhin the United States. in stark cuntrast [0 the smaller 
quan1ities typically selzt:~ in previous years. F~r 
example, in Junethe uses seized approximaleiy20 
kilograms ofblaek tar heroin discovered in hidden 

•companmems within a vehicle crossing the border at the 
San Ysidro port of entry. And in August the L'ScS iU 

San Ysidro seized t9.3 kilogramsofblackw herbin 
discovered during a routine inspection in a fals~ 
compamnentunder the floorofa vehicle. ! 

, 
•

Other significant seizures in 19% include<l22 kilograms 
stized in Del Rio, Texas. in January: 8.5 kilogra~s seized 
aline Columbus. New Mexico. pan of entry in March; 
and' 3_6 kilograms seized in San Jose. Califomla~ in July. 

I 
Aside from these cases, the size of Mexican he~in 
shipments smuggled across the Southwest horder 
generally remained small. Neverthe less. trafficki~g 
organizations were capable ofregularly smuggJi~g 
significant quamilies of heroin into the Uniled States. 
ForexampJe. acriminal organization based in Chicago 
alleg.edly smuggled 15010 200 kilograms ofblac~ tar

•heroin on a mon!hlv basis from Durango. Mexico. to El 
. I 

paso, Eagle Pass, .and Laredo, Texas. I 

Once heroin "-lIS smuggled lmo Ihe Uniled StalJ, 
transportation was arranged 10 metropolitan areas in tne 
wes!ern and southwestern States with s(zeable ~ 
popUlations of Mexican immigrants. Heroin also was 
lransponed 10 primary marke1s in Chicago. Den~er. and 
St. Louis. Mexican heroin distributors wilhin the 
Uniled Stales are generally Mexican immigrants. primariiy 
from the Slates of Durango. Michoacan. Nuevo Leon. 
and Sinaloa. Mexican organizations controlled I 
di5tributionatlhe wholesale level, white local Hi~panic 
gangs onen managed Streel sales. Me:tican bIac,k tar 
heroin usually was sold by the piece or M('Xica~ ounce. 
which weighS 25 grams. I 

I 
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Limited quantities of SWA berotn from Afghanistan. 
Iran! Pakistan, and Turlcty. were available in the 
Nortm:ast, the Midwest, and, to a lesser extent, on 
me ;'Vest Coast. Importation and distribution of, 
SWA heroin was much less centralized than thai for 
SE~ heroin, both geographically and in regard 10 

trafficking groups, A number ofethnic groups (rom 
Southwest Asia and the Middle Eas,_ including 
Afgjans. Greeks. Iranians. Israelis. Lebanese. 
Pakistanis. and Torks were active in smuggling to the 
Uni~ed States and in distribution. Mosl $WA herOin 
rraf~ckinB groups in the United Slates were highly 
cohesive and difficult to penetrate because lhey 
were, based on ethnic. familia\. religious. and tribal 
rdationships. The traffickers and wholesale distributors 
generallv

' 
were cautious. nm:ly conductin1l: 

, 
bU$iness Wllh. 

persons not of Soulhwest Asian or Middle Eastern 
ethn'idty. Due to this ethnic aspoct Hi the heroin Irade. 
imponation and distribution ofSWA heroin was more 
prc.:alern in areas with large populations ofSouthwest 
Asi~n origin. Examples included (he Northeast 
pan!cularly New York Cit); Mid·AtlatHic cities. such as 
Baltimore and WaShington, DC; cenain West COlSt 

citje~, such as Los Angeles, San Dieco. and San 
Fra~cisco: and some midwestern cili~s. includinc 
Chicago and Detroit. ' • , 

Thefunited States was a secondary target for Southwest 
Asia's largest heroin lrafflcking organizations that 
gen~raHy considered Europe their primary markel. 
Most of fhese organizations stored heroin supplies in 
sec~e European locations and only sent shipments to 
the United States after a buyer had been idetHifiM and 
pania! paymem received. By conu;),!>!. smaller 
independent SWA heroin trafficker). nnracled by thlC 
higher price for SWA heroin in the Cniled SI~Il'~ \'t.'rsu~ 
Eur6pe, sought 10 maximize profits on the sm~ll';f 
qua11ilies in which [hey dealt by smu!:!!.!hng ht:HlIll 
directly to the United Slates. In addition \(> (t'lUIL'" 
:metching through Europe and directly lrom S'lUlh\\~':»1 
Asi:, traffickers exploited Africa and Can:W6I a~ 
lran;shipmcm poims for SWA heroin d:::Stincd 't>( Ih,,; 
Uniled States, 

I 
Traffickers avoided bulk shipments to th,,; LiniteJ SUll,,;), 
inSI;ad smugsling quantities rangmg from I 1tl1tJ 
kilo~rams, although larger amounts were smuggkJ on 
occasion. Transpol1ation methods used included 
cOonfmerciaI cargoor COUrl ers on commerc i:t. nit! in~l!>, 
During 1 996. 1here were two significant «Cll:urcs ofSWA 
herciin within 1he Uniled States: Oone of 50 kiloi!1J.ms in 
MIJni .and the other of 55 kilog.rams in Spokane. 
Washington In addition 10 the reln!ln~:!r large size of 
thes~ 1woo shipmcnts. the purity oflhe heroin in both 
ca~s exceeded 80 percent, unuliu.al!~· high for this 

... .., ... ... 
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source area. More TYPical was the September seizure 
by authorities in the New York City are .. of 4 kilograms 
of SWA heroin from an individual with connections to 
an india~based smu,ggling organization, 

Smog,llng by Nigerlaa, 

Nigerian heroin trafficking Ol'ianizalions continued 10 

use counets to smuggle: heroin to the United Stales 
aboard eommercial airlines, as they have for the pasl 
decade. ~jg.erian heroin trafficking organizalions wen: 
..monS the largest trafficking groups involved in the 
imponalion of SEA herem imo the United States. 
--:-ypicaHy. couriers contrOlled by Nigerian lraffick.ers 
emered the United Sutes al airpons wilh connections 
10 several intemalionallocalioos, Couriers used body~ 
carry lechniques and ingestion to conceal heroin, 
smuggling between 1 and 10 kilograms per trip. 

Over the pasl 10 years. Nigerian drug trafficking 
organiz811ons ha\'e posed an increasingly sophisticated 
threat (0 the United Slateli. Their usc of couriers of 
diverse nationalities, backgrounds. genders. and ages, ali 
well as their continuous alec ring ofcourier TOUles an<! 
methodli of concealment serves as evidence of Ihelr 
adapu,bility. Nigerian-controlled couriers have varied 
the roUtl:s as circumstances have demanded. For 
example. until the U.S, Governmenl suspended direct 
flightli between Nigeria and the Uniled Stales In August 
199), Nigerian~comro!led heroin couriers limuggled 
heroin into :-Jew York.'s JFK Jmernational Airpon on 
~irect commercial flights from Nigeria. Traffickers 
adapted 10 ,he suspension of flights by flying into JFK 
from neighboring West African eounmeli, liuch as 
Ghana and Senegal. Nigerian lrafflckers also 
increasingly used South Africa as a ttansil poinl by 
laking advaTuage ofdirect flights between South Africa 
and Miami international Airpon. and indirect flights 
between South Africa andJFK, In addition to JFK and 
the Miami airpon. Nigerian-controlled heroin couriers 
expanded their TOUtes \0 include entry pointli on the 
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U.S. West Coast and tile Southwest border. as weI! as 
Puerto Rico and tbe U.S. Virgin Islands. Hawaii also 
has been U$Cd, as demonstrn~d in January 1996. when 
uses officials at Honolulu airport discovered 700 
grams of heroin on the person ofa Nigerian woman who 
had arrived from Vietnam by way ofTaiwan. 

Wholesale distribution in the Uniled States usually was 
handled by Nigerian traffickers who had estJblished 
themselves in the United States, Typically. Nigerian 
traffickers left distribution at 1he retail level 10 Stree! 
dealers such as members of African-American streel 
gangs or Jamaican pos$es. Nigerian traffICkers were 
mOSt active in U.S. cities and areas with well
establi:shed Nigerian populations. such as Atlanta. the 
Baltimore-Washington metropolitan area, Dallas. 
Houston, New York. Newark, and Chicago. {Chicag'O is 
the hub of heroin lraffieking ac;iviry by Nigerian groups 
in the united States.} Nigerian traffickers supplied 
between 70 and 90 percent ohhe SEA heroin available 
in Chkago. Operation GLOBAL SEA, a joint uses. 
Federal Bureau of [nv«tigation (fBI).DEA 
investigation iniliated in June 1996, cargeted a Nigerian 
heroin trafficking organization that successfully 
transpOrted several hundred kilograms of SEA heroin 
from Bangkok. Thailand. 10 Chicago beN.ten 1993 and 
1996. In October 1996. this investigation culminated 
in the aITeSlS of24 individuals in Chicago, Detroit, New 
York City, and Bangkok. and the seizure of2 kilograms 
of heroin and $200.000 in currency. Operation 
GLOBAL SEA abo led to the seizure ofan additional 
n kilograms of herom by authoriues in france. 
Mexico, and the Netherlands. 

GLOBAL D£V£lOPMENTS 

Heroin is refined from illicit opium. Burms. Afghanistan, 
and Laos remained the three larges\ producers ofillici! 
opium in Ihe world in 1996with Pakistan. Colombia. 
~exico. and Thailand producing lesser amounts. Heroin 
is supplied to the t;nited Siaies from four soul'('c area~: 
Southeast Asia (principally Bunnal. South America 
(Colombia}. Mexico. and SQuthwest ASlafMiddle E;Jst 
(Afghanislan, Turkey, Pakislan, and Lebanon). 

Maximum potential worldwide opium produaion in 1996 
amounted 104.285 mefric tons, ao increase from 4.165 
metric tons in 199$. The amount ofheroin and morphine 
base seized oLltside the United St:l.Ies. meanwhile, 
amounted 10 some 23 metric tons. According 10 
preliminary figures gathered by the federal+wide Drug 
Seizure System. U.S. Federal au!hori!ies seized 1.5 metric 
tonsofheroin in fiscal Year 1996. ApprOXimately l..2 
metric tonswereseizedln fiscal Year 1995. 

S••tllo... Asi. 
, 

Illicit opium produc1ion and. by extem.ion. heroin 
conversion activity. continued at record lev~ls through 
1996. On the periphery oftile traditional opi;un source 
areasin Burma. Laos.and Thailand, illicit opium 
production continued in Vietnam and proba61y to a 
lesser extent in China. China was no! indudtd in 
worldwide assessments in 19%. and only a p~nlal 
estimate was completed for Viemam. due to alack of 
reliable estimates for opium poppy cultivatioh within 
their borders. Cultivation was believed to be relatively 
modes!. although it had the potemial to expand to meet 
any increase in worldwide heroin demand. i 

. I 

Burma was the world's largest producer of·illicil 
opium and heroin in 1996. Most cultivaliont,was 
located in eastern Burma's Shan SUlie in re~()te 
mountainous areas controlled by armed elhn'ic groups. 
Other areas ofcullivalion were located in th~ Slates of 
Kachin and Kayah. An estimated 163.100 hecUlTes of 
opium poppy were under cultivation. with ani estimated 
opium yield 00.560 metric tons, This was k increase 
from 1995. when lhe opium yield from an e~tjmated 
154.000 hectares of CUlm'alion was placed at 2,340 
metric tons. Indeed, in 1996. traffickers reportedly 
encouraged an increase in cultivation by oTg4nizing 
growers, purchasing fertilizer for crops. and Paying 
advances. This expanded cultivation more thin made up 
for lhe 2.000 hectare$ the Burmese Gove~enl 
claimed to have eradicated in 1996. ; 

Heroin refineries were loc31ed primar{ly in the Shan 
Stale near the China border, as well as on Burma's 
borders with Laos and Thailand. Traditionall}", this area 
has been controlled by ethnic groups. such as· the 
Unlled Wa Stall! Army (UWSA), the Kokang,Chinese. 
and Ihe Shan Uniled Army (SUA), rather than,by Ihe 
Burmese Government. Cease-fire 3IUeements mched- ,
between the Burmese Government and the various 
ethnic insurgen! groups in the region since 1989 have 
had little effect on lrafficking activity, Rath~. these 
agreements have encouraged such activity by granling a 
large amount of local autonomy to the groups'that are 
engaged in trafficking in the region for c;ul1hple. the 
UWSA, with which the Burmese Govemment1reached 
an accord in 1989. operated their own heroin~reftneries 
near the Thai-Burmese border and permined ; 
independent Iraffickers to operate refineries farther 
oorth in exchange for "taxes" for "prOiective services," 

I 
Heroin production and trafficking t;Ontinued in ) 996. 
Essential chemicals. including acetic anhydride, were 
smuggled into the region primarily from China and 
India Heroin. on the other hand, was lransponed oul of 
the region 10 imernational markets along a variety of 
routes across the Chinese and Thai borders ~, to a 
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January. Two otherrraffickm, mest~ in 1994 as pan of 
Operation TIGER TRAP abo were extradited to the 
United States in 19£>6. 

Laos maintained itS position as the third largest opium 
producer in the world, and the second largest in 
Southeast Asia. Opium poppy cultivation in Laos 
actually increased in 1996. rising to 25.500 hectares 
compared to 19.650 hectare::: in i99S. Consequently, 
potential opium production in Laos increased from ISO 
metric tons in 1995 to 200 metric tom tn i996. 1'1lc 
increase in opium poppy cultivation was centered in 
traditional growing areas in the nation's 10 northernmost 
provinces. The merease in cultivation has betn 
attributed to favorable weather conditions. as weI! as to 
an increase in opium prices at a lime when Lao income 
was ~ing banered by rising inflation. 

In addition to irs role as an opium producer, Laos also 
served as a transit point for heroin shipments being 
transported along rOllles stretching from Burma through 
Laos and such third counnies as Cambodia. China, 
ThaiJand.andViemam. 

In response to drug traffickins ae:tiv:ity in Laos. the Lao 
Government organized several coumemarcotics pOlice 
unilS. Two such UnitS, based in Savannakhet and Bokeo 
Provinces. were establi$hed in 1996. These units. along 
with the previously estnblished Vientiane 
unit. were responsible for the 16 kilograms 
of heroin seized in Laos in the firsl9 months 
of 1996. Other significam government 
aClions in 1996 included the approval of 
changes 10 the Lao decree dealing whh 
narcotics violations. which officially banned 
the production of opium. herOin. and other 
drugs. and Which increased the possible 
prison sentences for rrafficking nom a 
maximumofg yearstQ life. 

WeSl African herOin couriers transited 
Cambodia en route to Western markets. In 
addition 10 flying directly to Phnom Penh. 
couriers also traveled by way of Kaoh Kong 
Island. using somecombinalion ofaircrafl. 
boal. or land conveyances. Cse of the 
Phnom Penh route was hIghlighted in early 
199(i when. in february. Phnom Penh police 
seized g kilograms ofheroin and, in MarCh, 
seized 100 gramsofheroin from Niserian 
couriers. A total of4Q kilogrnmsofherotn 
were seized in Cambodia in 1996. 

\ 
Cbina continued 10 sel"Ye as a major tranSShipment 
country for heroin en roUte ftom Southeast Asia ItO 
Western markets. Chinese authorities seized 3.5 metric 
IOns ofberoin in 1he first lOmonthsofi996, Heroin 
shipments rouled through China typically were sfnugglecl 
atrosS the Chinese·Burmese border into Yunnan I 
Province. and then transported lhrouJh Guang)(i . 
Province to Guangdong Province, In Guangdong, heroin 
was stOCkpiled prior to shipment to international markets. 
typicaHy in containerized maritime cargo roUted throUgh 
major container ports located in nearby Hong Kong and 
TaiwaD. Evideru::e ofsuch stockpiling surfaced iri April 
1996, when Guangdong police discovered a cache of600 
kilogramsofheroin. In addition 10 supplying the' 
international markel, heroin from Guangdong st~kpi1es 
also was supplied to Hong Kong for use by that 

tenitOTy'S local heroin addi~t population. 

Small-scale opium poppy Cultivalion probably CO~linued 
to take place in China's Yunnan Province. althougn no 
estimates were available in 1996 forthe extent ofSuch 
cultivation. In J995. cultivation in Yunnan was placed at 
1.215 hecwes, with a potential opium yield of ; 
approximately i 6 metric tons. Accurding10 some" 
enimates. between [Oand20 percent of'he3.5 m~tric 
tons ofopium seized in China in the ftrsr 10 months of 
1996 was produced domestically. principally 10 m'eet the 
dem,nd, of!helo,,} addict popu}"ion, I 
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I
In 1996. traffitkers continued to transship heroin through conditions for ¢plum poppies. while hampering detettion 
M.'aista. Aumoriticsseiud 167 kilogramsofheroin in 
the firs! 9 months of 19~ compared to 119 kilograms in 
1995. There wuconsiderable smuggling in the area of 
Penang. Malaysia's second largest port. Traffickers 
blended into the active coastal trade between Malaysia. 
Burma! and Thailand, carried QUI by the small. wooden 
..barter~boats," fishing vessels, and coastal traders that 
operau::d in the Andaman Sea. In addition to itS excellent 
air anlsea facilities. Malaysia also has fail cQJltlee.ions 
10 Sinppore, and highwaysleadtng to Hat Yai. Thailand. 
the pri~ipat transportation node in southern Thailand.,
Other factors influencing traffickmS activity in Malaysia 
were th~ presence of a large ethnic Chinese pOpulation, 
and,. mJre importantly, organized criminal groups, such 
as the Slew Sam Ongol" Three Lime emperors Triad. 

In 19%~ couriers for West African heroin smuggiing 
organizations mailed heroin shipments from Malaysia 
to Afric;. Europe. and North America. under tbe: 
assumption that packages from Malaysia would not be 
subject !o the customs scrutiny given to packages 
originating from drug source coontries, Couriers 
typically entered Malaysia through the $edao border 
crossing'in southern Thailand. This trend was evidenced 
in March 1996. when authorities in Kuala Lumpur 
arrested Liberian and Zimbabwean nationals. who 
anempt~ to send heroin·laden packages to Brooklyn. 
New Yo~k, and Alicante, Spain, by a commen:ial 
paCkagejdeliVery service, 

Aunralia and SingapilTe also served as transit points, 
tn these toumries, signifIcant ethnic Chinese •populations hosted well..enrttnched Chinese criminal 
organiza{ions. Generally. couriers smuggled heroin 
through Austraifa on flights through Melbourne 
lnternali&tal Airpon. Selzurt"s in Australia amounted to 
85 kilo~s. compared to 122 kilograms in 1995. 
Singaport meanwhile, served as a uansit point for 
maritime:shipments of heroin. due. in large pan. to the 
coumry's,position as the main transshipment hub for 
containerized sea freighf between Asia and the Uniled 
States, This was demonstrated in March 1996. when 
authorilicl. in Singapore seized a record 72 kilograms 
of herointdiscovered in a container shipmen! of air 
compressors en roule from Bangkok, to Suva, fiji. 

South AJarica· 
I 

In Ccdombia. O'pium pOppies Wert cultivated on an 
estimated!2.100 hectares O'fland in 1996, However. 
since three: crops can be harvested per year. annual 
O'pium popPy cul1ivation in 1996 was placed at 6.300 
hectares, The most significant areas of cultivation were 
tocaled in'the Andean Mountains in the DepaT'tl'nenls of 
Cauca. Hu·ila. and T olima. The higher elevations and 
rugged terrain ofthe ftgion prO'vided ideal growing 

and access by coumerd:rug forces. 

Potential opium yieid in Colombia in 1996 was placed 
at 63 metric tons, although the accurocy of this 
tsrimate is unc-ertain. given the absence of yield studies 
in Colombia. Yield figures fO'r other cultivatiQII areas 
arc unlikely to rran$Jer well to Colomb-ia given factors 
such as the small size of opium poppy capsules, which 
makes opium collection difficult, and the relative 
ine~perience of opium: collectors and laboratory 
operators. The Operation BREAKTHROUGH" 
initiative in CO'lombia is expeCted to provide the drug 
inteJligence cormnuniry with the technical data 
necessary to make more exact estimates of opiate 
production efficiencies. 

Colombian authorities reponed spraying ;.400 hectares 
of opium poppy in 1996, which would surpass 
Colombla's established goal of 4,000 hectares, 
although the amount ofpoppy actually killed is nol 
known, The government maintained the eradication 
campaign despite civic protests over the aerial chemical 
spraying of drug crops and weapons fire from 
insurgents who prO'vided protection for illicit drug 
crops. 

Colombian opiate conversiO'n laboratories produced 
heroin primarily for the U,S. markel. lnformation 
suggests the existence of portable heroin laboratories 
in CQlombia, located in urban areas in Cauea, 
Cundinaman:a. Huila. Risaralda. T olima, and Vane del 
Cauca Departments; hO'wever, relatively few opiate 
labonllorie$ have been seized. In 1996. Colombian 
authO'rities desltoyed nine heroin laboratories. All of 
these heroin-production operations were relatively 
limited in scope, involving only small quantities of 
drugs, chemicals. and equipment. This suggesled that 
Colombian chemim remained unable to' product heroin 
in the bulk quantities seen in traditional heroin source 
areas. In 1996,Colombian authorilies seized J6kiiopms 
of opium and !83 kilogramsofhcroin and morphine hase. 
This was a decrease from me 78 kilograms of opium and 
419 kilograms ofheroin and morphine base seized in 
.99S 

• 	 U"derOpel'11ioo BREAKTH1WUGH. U.S. and Coloml»&!'1 
officiab lit auempt,n,l! 10 delermll!e actua! opium JUm. ~ine 
bU!:. and hen»" produclion le~l, in Co!ombia, lUi", tedmiques 
originally developed m qU.lntiry coca crop yields, CI)I;.I leaf 
ali;alold tOlUeM, ~ cocaine pl'1:lteUin£ tffv.:iencie5 in Bolivia. 
Colombia. !mI f"ttU. Tht nujot componemt ofltIC- pmgram 
IOciucle c.:mfidenl.i&1 $¢lim lnlervi1!'¥"1, scientifIC field IiUl">'1tys, 

lind IAboralory analyK$, Ttl¢ $tJ'nttgic oojtttiw at mil inltialive 
;t IQ qtoar.tify lIN! Scum Amrrican COC&lM LDd htmfn lkcau for 
U.S. (io<Itrnme:ru policy maUn.. Ope;f'llioI'l9R£AKTHROUGH i~ 
dirwe4 by DEA <lilt! runlkd by the Offj"t of Nal/Dnal Drug 
Corurol Polity. The U.s. ~!ll or AgnclI!llI~ WOIh:r 
Ft:dc,..l agencies PfO\'idc ."wort (m till. Jll')j.ert. 

, 

~e:	1I.s.lXp&n~:H orJu~ic~. ilnIl Enfo!'('~mc,.,t A(im;n>flnlion. 'Thi! .lIf/lCC fUlxm 1m.' T~S"pplyc{IItUM DrulllC l~ 
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Bangladesh. and Lao borden. I 
Traffickers also continued a trend noted 
last year of nnsponing heroin through 
central Blinna to Bwmese ports such as 
Rangoon and Mouimetn for shipment by 
sea to Singapore or Malaysia. 1 

I
In late 1995. under prt'$$ure eaused by 
tne arrests ofI3 high-level SUA J 
associale5 as pan of tbe joint DE;A~Tha.i 
Royal Police OperationTIGERTRAP, 
the cutting of supply tines due td the 
closure of the Burmese-l'hai border. ,
attacks by the 8unnese Army and the 
UWSA. and -the defection of ~\Isands 
of ethnic S~ troOps, SUA 1ead:er 
Chang Chl-fu (aka Khun Sa}cnternd into 
negotiations with the Burmese I 
Governmenl A settlement was ~hcd 
in December 199$. and by early January 
1996, BurmeseAtmyttoops weri 

,gmisoned at key SUA bases. Chang. 
mc.arrwhilc. apparently was grlll.ta:S 

amnesty from pt'Qsetution or extTadition. 
, (Chang was indicted in the Easren 
DisO'ictofNew York in.Decemb¢r 1989 
for conspiring to import heroin into the 
United States.) Owlg now live.?: in 
Rangoon, where he lives u.nder: 
"protective custody" on a government 
compound. Some information suggestS 

. that Chang's illicit wealth bas of,will be 
invested in commercial infrasfl't.!Cl.\I~ 
buildinginBunna. I, 

I 
The SUA surrender d isrupted tr~eking 
patterns in the Shan State, as traffickers 
were forced 10 abandon !ong-e~tablished 
trade rouleS. Bumtese authorl~ were 
able to scize a record 50S kilogrnms of 
heroin and destroy 1 i heroin re(!nerles. a 
signifn:ant incl'We over the 70 
kilograms of heroin seized and'the three 
refineries destroyed in 1995. oPium 
seizures in 1996exceeded I me1ricton. 
As a resu.1t of such developrn~l$. opium 
prices in some locations phnnmeted. and 
refining activity slowed. Nev~hcless. 
trafficking activity continued, is 
evidenced by reportS of extensive drug 
caravan &Clivity along the Bu~ese-.'l"hai 
border, Rcmnanl$ of the SUA were able 
t(l continue operating. due panty to 

actions taken by SUA membeb, ((I 

pn::pare for the surrender once 
I 
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,0801_ began io IhdaJ! ofl99l. Th"" action, 
includ~d the dismantling and ~location of refmeries to 
sitC$ on the Burmese borders: with Laos and China, and 
the caching of weapons. Additionally, $Orne $OldieIs 
who did not surrender moved to Laos 10 CQluinue 

olYrations there. 
f'~ , 

TbaUand served as a' ttamit area for heroin shipments en 
route frOm Bu:rma to international markets. While

•Thailand .once was the main transit country for such 
shipme~ts. an increasing quantity of heroin has been 
shipped'along alternate routes in recent year:>. 
par::icul¥ly since the B1l1'r'fIese Army's occupa1ion of 
fonner SUA tenitory alongthe Burmese-Thai border., 
Traffick~rs have rome.! primarily to Chma. atthough 
Cambodia and Laos also have wimessed increased 
heroin tJ:fftcking, Desplre such developments- however. 
Thaiiandicontmued to serve as a center ofoperations for 
heroin traffickers. due. in pan,lo that nation's modem 
communi}ations and transp0r!3tion systems that 
facilitated illicit drug transactions" 

Opium Jwies continutd to be cultivated by hill tribe 
fanners in:northern Thailand. In fact nel cultivation 
increased from 1.750 hectares in J995 to 2, t70hectares in 
1996. despite a slepped~up eradication campaign thai 
resulted in'the destruction of gaO hectares ofopium 
poppies. a; opposed to the 580 hectareS deSlToyed tn 
1995, Pote'ntial opium yield in 1996 slood at30metric 
tons. an in~rease OVer 25 metric tons in 1995. These 
increases Y}ere attributed to a temporarY rise in the 
offering pnte for opium in Burmese bo~f areas in mid~ 
1996. follo4'mgtlu: destablliulionofnormallrafficking 
panems with the.capitulalion ofthe SUA. 

For the flrJcime in several yeal'S, I~re was some heroin 
refiningacuyiry in Thailand, asrefineries formerly 
Si(U4red in B,utma apparently relocated \0 Thai terrilOf)' 
as Burmese fortts occupied territory formeri:- conlrolled 
by the SUA.\ Evidence ohhls trend was provided In 

April 1996. when That .aulhorilU:S seized a SL:A hcroin 
refinery in Thailand's northern Mae Hon!, Son Province. 
This operati~n resulted in the seizure of60 I..ilogr.ams of 
morphine base and 100 barrels of ether and .acetic 
anhvdride. ,A;Uthorilies es«imated the refin... rv h3d 
produced bCI-:Veen 700 and 1.400 kilogram:> ';fheroin in 
the 2 monthS"preceding the raid. In Au~u$1, anolher 
heroin refinery was seized in lhe same arc;!.. Alto~e!her. 
in the first 9 months of 1996-, authorities seized .)70 
kilogramson~erom. compared 10 690 kilograms seized in 
aUof1995. \ 

1n other significant drug taw enforc:ement et-ents. the 
Thai Governm~t in 1996extradiled three individuals 
wanred on heroin trafficking charges tQ the United 
States, The tim nanve~bom TItal citizen 10 be e.r.lradiled

•from Thailand was turned over 10 the L:nited Sunes in' Soourm, 1__I 
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The Colombian heroin trade is 
dominau::d by indepen<ienllrafficicing 
groups that operate outside of the 
control ofeithathe Cali or Medellin 
drug mafias. To date, no single 
trafficking group bas been identified 
as a principal supplier of Colombian 
heroin to tbe Urllled Stales, However. 
some analysts anticipate thai. in time. 
certain Cali orNorthem Valle del 

Caoca ccxaine trafficking groups will 

ancmpllo exert gn:at.er control over 

the heroin trade. Should mis occur, 

these groups would be expected to 

use me transportation, wholesale 

distribution, and money laundenng 

networks they have estabHshed over 

the Int decade 10 expand the market 

for Colombian cocaine In the Uoiled 

$t;ues. 


Small amounts ofopium poppy 

cultivation ha..e been discovered in 

PeruandVenezuela.lnMacch 1996. 

forex,ample.a 12~hectareplotofopium 

poppies was discovered in a wooded. 

mountainous area near Miriam. 

Huanuco Department Peru. This was. 

the larges! opium poppy cultivation 

site discovered so far in Peru. Despite 

1he presence of sucl! cultivation. 

heroin producuon in Peru and 

Venc:tuel:a was believed to be 

negligible. 


Ecuador has been used as a transil 

point for courier.;; smuggling 

Colombian herOin to the Uniled Slates. 

Ecuadorian authorities seized 71 

kilo,gramsofheroin in 1996. up from35 kilogtams in Iqq~. 


Couriers lransited Ecuador in the hopes ofavoidinll" 

scrutiny typically given by customs officials to fH\i'"h!s 

arriving from Colombia. In some cases.couricl"$oblainl.::u 

heroin in Colombia. and then traveled overland 10 QuilO, 


Ecuador. wlu!r.e they boarded flightS 10 the United 

Stales. In o!her cases. couriers recruited in U.S, cities.. 

such!l> Ncv.- York and Miami. 'Would fly into Ecuador. 

where they would take delivery ofhcr.oin from Colombi>ln 

counefS, 


Mul.. ",,4 (••1..1Amorim 

In Melico. net opium poppy cultivation in 1996 was 

_.._
....... 

Opium Poppy Growing Areas 

Processing activity i.n Mexico remained conceAtrated 
on the production of black tar hemin, which was 
relauvely simple 10 produce and preferred by ukrs in 
the westem United States, 8ro\\r'Tt heroin :also ..tas 
produced. although in limited quanuties, AlIhoAgh 
heroin produced in Mexico and Guatema!a: represented 
only a small ponli:m of the worfdwide total. its: impact 
on"the United Stalcs was substantial because vitnlally all 
production was destined for U.S. consumers. Mexican 
alJlhonliesseizcd a lotal of260 kilograms of herOin and 
190 kilograms ofopium in the fIrSt 10 monlbsof (9Q6, 
compared to 203 kilograms ofheroIn aOO220 kilOgrams of 
oplumseizedin 1995. I 

5.100 hectares. "Iith an cslimaled opium yield of,4 
metric l.onS, Despite Ihe eradicatIOn of 7./j00 hectares The enlire heroin production process, from opium 
of opium poppie$. nel c~jtjvation failed If.; decrease due production and heroin processing 10 the management of,
to Ihe planting of new crops, 

I 
Source: U S. ~mem or111Sli:.l" ONg Et.for«mtl"ll Mmi"iwaliOJl. Tiff !;',VlC(" R..p!m 1m' The SIl/JPty 0[11/1':" D""'81 {oVtt 
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~ion and di,lrlbulioD n,fWOW in Ib, Unitod•States, was controlled by $everal polydrug trafficking 
groups ba'scd in Mexico. (These groups were refemd 
to as poj~g traffICking organizations because they 
Stnuggkdlnot only heroin. but also cocaine. marijuana. •and meml!IDphetamine.) Other trafficking orgWlizations 
operated ~ependentiy. on a smaller scale, limiting 
their involvement to specific aspects of the trafficking- .
enlerpnse.

I
four majqr drug tnfficking organizations in Me~ko 
controUet! drug smuggling across me U.s. Southwest 
border. ~ost of the heroin trade was It'! the hands of the 
same trafficking organizations-"canels" directed by 
Amado Carillo~fuel"lles, !be Arellan;rfdi~ brothers. 
Miguel Cru-o..(}uintero. and. wuiI his arrest in JanU31)' 
J996, Jua; Gan:ia~Abrego--tllat were responsible for 
cross-border cocaine smuggling. 

r...- I I - - - G .vplum poppy ell twauon In uatrmala was neghgible. 
covering an estimated, 12 hectafts. According to the 

•Guatemal~n Government manual and aerial eradicalion 
programs h:d to the destruction of virrually the entire, 
opium poppy crop in 1996, In 1995. by contrast, oplwn 
poppies w~re cultivaled on an estimated 125 hectares 
of land, 86 hectares of which w~ eradicate<t 

I 
SooIInnn Asi. 

Despite t~ country's political shift to Islamic 
fundamen!llism, Afghanistan maintained its position as 
the second largest producer of opium in the world, 
Official C]S. estimates indicated thaI in 1996, :n.950 
hectares of opium poppies were under cultivation, with 
potemial ~pium production totaling 1.23.0 merrie tons. 
This was dowtl slilZhllv from 1.250 metric tons 
produced in 1995.~ These figures represent a 
stabiliuJliJ"n of the cTOp--al least fQr the momtnt
after 6 Str~ighl years of increases during which the crop 
more Ihan~lripled" According to the United NatiOrts 
Drug Connol Program (UNDep), total .opium 
productim\ is much higher. Relying Ort an in-counlrY 
surVey of Afghan opium poppy farmers, the UNDeP 
eSlimates i potenllal opium yield of 2.336 metric tons 
from 56.81-l ~ec'8res of .opium poppies. 

The absent of a universally recognized central 
govemmertt in Afghaninan made opium poppy conlrol 
programs. ~uch as eradication. impossible to enforce. A 
number of~f3CtjOns continued to contend for power. 
Alth()ul!h ~ne raetion. the Taliban. has gained connol 
overm;jOrjportions .of rhe country. it has yet 10 form a 
g.ovemmenL Moft'Over, despite early pronouncements 
on their aV~Bion to drug cultivation and production. the 
Taliban 3PPears to have reached an llCcommodation with 
opium poppy f.anners. lndeed. there have been fe ..... 
reports teaching the West from Afghanistan concerning 

eradication and punishment for opium fanners and drug 
traffickers, 

Reports indicate that opiate processing aClivity in 
Afghanistan isincreasin·g. Most laboratory acdvity 
involved the processing of opium to morphine base for 
local consumplion and for trans:port to Turkey. 
However. there are indications that minot heroin 
iaboralory activity. possibly to supply traffickers ~ing 
routes through Cenmd Asia ~d Russia. increased, 

In 1996. potential opium production in pakistan feU to 75 
metric tons, a sharp drop from 155 metric tons in 1995. 
Officially, this decrease was attributed to government 
eradicatiQn programs and the eXJension of a govemmen[· 
imposed poppy cultivation ban. The estimated 867 
hecw'tsofcultivation eradiclned in 1996. however. 
accouOled for only a small part of the drop I1'l net 
cultivation from 6.950 hectareS in 1995 to ],400 hectares 
in 1996, The decrease in opium producdon instead was 
likely more attributable to a considerable droOp in Ihe 
price of opiwn due to increased Afghan production, and 
to aconcurrent rise in the price of food crops making 
them attr.lctive allr:matives to opium production for 
fal'tl'le1"S. While tess opium. and. by txlensiOrt, heroin was 
available. less also was seized. In 1996. the Pakistani 
Government rr:polted seizing 5.4 merric tons ofopium 
and 2.03 metric tonsofheroin. dQwn ftom21 $.5 metric 
tons of opium and 18 metric tons of heroin reported in 
1995. 

Major opium conversion laboratory activit)' in 
Southwest Asia was concentrated in the North;WeSl 
Fromier Province {NWFh Pakistan. ascmiaulonomOU1 
region governed by tribal jlrgaJ' or councils that wtre 
fairly independent of the Pakisu.t'1i GOlICrnment, Thus 
the cenrrai Pakistani Govemment had little control 0'0'« 

the region. Pressure on triballeadm: from the Pakistani 
Government. the UNDeP, and DEA, however, reportedly 
led to the eViction ofsome laboratory operators. 
Additionally, in iXcembcr 1996. tribal forces moved 
against a drug buaar in the NWFP and rued the entire 
faciliTY. Since: laboratories in the NWFP were generally 
crude. "kitchen" laboratories. usually situaJed in remote 
areas. mounting any type ofraid on lhese facilities 
required eXlensive planning and logistical support. which 
usually led to a compromise oflhl! mission. 

Much of the heroin trade in and from Pakistan IS 
conrrolled by a loose consonium of three Quen8 w based 
families. referred 10 as Ihe Quena Alliance. While 
these groups appear to be independent. they cooperate 
with each other when such cooperation is to their mutual 
benefit. For example, they often have bought and sold 
raw materials and drugs through each other. established 
clandeStine opium conversion laboratOries in proximity 
for mutual protection, and. on occasion, pooled their 
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, 
" resources 10 meet muhiton drug orners.. Meatlwhile, the northweSt. And in Sept~mber. Turkish authorities $Cized 

Quetta AUiance has shielded itst.:lffrom drug law approx.imately 150 kilograms ofmorphine base ~mf\\.'O 
enforttment through payoffs, bribes, and the pollricai 
pO~"er afforded the wealthy. Payoffs and bribes have 
ensu.red advance notification of raids and virtual veto 
power over plans to e~pand local drug law enforcement 
capabililies. Members of the alliance also nold district· 
and provincial· level polilical offices, whieh provide 
access to federal officials. 

India remained the world's largest supplier of 
pharmaceutical-grade licit opium gum, produced under 
the direct control of the Indian Government Reports 
of licit opium diverted to the illegal ma.rkel pen;isled. 
with some estimates placing the portion oflicit 
production djvened to illicit markets as high as 30 
percent. Opium al.so was supplied to the illicit market 
from illicit cuhivation in nonhern and nonheastern 
parts of me counny. Both diverted and illicit opium 
were deSlined largely for the local South Asian heroin 
market, with opium usually convened to a 10"'-grade 
heroin. refem::d to as "brown sugar,'" in sma]! 
clandestine laboralOries believed to be located near 
licit opium poppy cultivation sites, Brown sugar heroin 
had no real markel outside of the region. Although 
limited quantities of PaidStani- produced heroin. 
iotended for the international market. "'ere routed 
through fndia.lhis heroin usuaUy was destined for 
Europe. rather than Ihe United Sta:es, Smaller quantities 
of heroin were smuggled tnto India from Surma. then 
smuggled to !he international market by Nepalese 
traffickers. ill addition. Nigerian traffickers continued 
to use India as a transshipment localion. In the first q 
months of 1996. !l1dian authorities seized a lotal of I 
metric Ion of heroin and 2.2 metric Ions of opium_ 
compared 10 1.7 metric tons of heroin and 1.3 metric 
10m of opium seized in at! of 1995. 

Iran claims that opium production has been elimioated; 
however. actual condi110ns in the counuy are unknown. 
The Iranian Government did lake steps to address the 
country's drug problem. For instance. the governmem 
constructed elaborate walls and dug pits 10 block 
traftiekinJ; routes. N(melneless. drug smuggling by 
caravans. private automobiles. buses. and lrucks 
continued without intemJpl.ion. Smuggling. from Iran to 
Turkey and Western Europe has been facilitated by 
Iranian communities in Turkey and European countries 
such as Germany. These populations include Iranian 
addict!> ..,,'ho ned the draconian treatment meted OUI by 
Ihe new regime. These new communities have formed 
an e~ce!len! baSIS for ethnic-based trafficking networks. 
Significam 11)% seizures lied !o Iran included the June 
seizure b)' Pakistani authorities in Chagai Dislrict. 
Baluchistan. 0(2 melric tons of morphine base 
apparemly being transported across; the Iranian
Pakistani border en route 10 KurdiUi areas in lhe 

tractONtailen; crossing the Iranian~Turkish border. 

n.. Mlddl. E." I 
An inspection of traditional opium cultivation ams by 
United Nations representatives in 1995 confirr(lcd Ihat 
opiwn poppy culll\lation In Lebanon has been " 
eliminated. However. heroin processins continued in 
laboratories in the Bekaa Valley. Opium and morphine 
base were imported from Afghanistan. Iran. and" 
Pakistan by way ofTUI'keyand Syria. while herJin was 
exported through Lebarte$C pons, or through I~e!i 
ports after being smuggled Ihrough the Israeli ~urity 
zone in southern Lebanon.- Couriers aboard ca:nmercial ,
ajrline flights also smuggl~ heroin OUt of the' country. 
In some instances. couriers transited African and 
European airports en route (0 the United States; 
Authorities in Lebanon $eized 51 kilograms of heroin in 
1996. I,, 
Syria was a known transit country for heroin. In 
addition to ser.·ing as a transil point for opium iruI 
morphine base en route to !he Bekaa Valley. S,.pa also 
was a transit point for Lebanese-produced heroin en 
route to the Arabian Peninsula. Europe. and tbejUnited 
StateS. Moreover. smuggling allegedly was IOlerated 
and even faeilitated by Syrian military offICials,~ (Syrian 
troops controlled Lebanon's northern Bekaa Valley 
where heroin was produced,) In 1996, heroin s~izures, 
by Syrian authorities totaled 10 kilograms, compared to 
17 kilograms in 1995_ 

C."".I AsI. 

The major opium poppy-growing areas in Centtal Asia 
Were located in remote and mountainous regiorls of 
Kazakhstan. Kyrgyzstan, Tajikblan. Turkm+istan, 
and Utbek!stan_ Although no estimates were available , 
as. to Ihe ex.tent of cultivation, opium poppy plots were ,
belie\'ed 10 be small. Most illicit opium selzed1was in 
Ihe fonn of dried opium poppy bulbs and stems, 
refem::d to as opium poppy straw, (By grinding'poppy 
straw intO a ftne powder. boiling Ihe powder. adding 
chemicals. and fmally filtering. addicts are able! to 
prepare an injeclable solution with a high morphine 
coment) Kilogram quantities of opium poppy maw 
were seized throughout the region. All five Ce~mll 
Asian nations have instiruted antidrug progmn5~ 
Unfortunatelv. efforts to eradicate illicit crops h~ve met 
with limited ~uccess due to sbortages of person~el and 
equipment. Although this opiate activity has little direcl 

, impact on the United S~les, the U.S, Govemmerlt has 
become involved in the training and equipping of 
,"."",orug rom. in the region. f 

4\ 
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Re~ indicated thaI opiate 
processing activity in 
Tajilcis~ lOcreased. Most 
labor3t~ry activity involved 
the prOCeSSing ofopIum to 
morpbilie base for local 
consumption and for transport 
(;)Turkey. However.there 
were indications ofan increase 
in mine: heroin laboratory 
activity'in Tajikistan, possibly , 
to supply traffickers using 
fCUles through Central Asia 
and Ru1sia. 

I . 
Trafficking through Central 
Asia wa$ facilil4ted by loosely 
controil~d bordm among the 
Central Asian States and 
Afghaniltan. This traffic may. ,
Increase as Afghan traffickers 
respo~d;10 a tightening of 
secuntyLalong the Afghan
Pakistani border. especially 
given the growing economic 
and culcItral ries among 
Afghanistan and the Centra! 
Asian states. In thls Context , . 
mluggh!lg !hrough Uzbekistan 
emerged as an altemadvt (0 

tr3dilion~l smuggling. routes 
through Imn and T urkev. The 
Silk Roaa. which once~e 
Uzbeldsian the cemer oftrade 

between!Asia and Europe, now threatens TO make {he 

COUOf?, the ce~ler o~ resional drug trafficking. given 11$ 

smuegIC\I{)(!;aUQn adjacent to Afghanistan. 


(ufOp. 

Turke~' piayed a major role in the traffickin" of $WA 
heroin 10 Europe. Heroin labomories proc:ssed larl!c 
arn~unlstof morphine base imported from Soulhw<.:SI 
AS1.a .by 'I':a), ofITan. Alone lime. heroin laborntory 
aCIIVlly 'tal' concentrated in remote areas of eaStern and 
southea$~em Turkey, bm increasing: civil unrest 'ed.lo 
the Shifli,flS of operations to the Istanbul region. Still. 
some lab,oratory aCllvit)' In Ihe eas!em and northeastern 
areas continued. as illustrated by the December IQ96 
'ieizurt:: i? Yalova. Turley, of an operational heroin 
laboratory, along with 240 kilograms of morphine base 
and appr~ximalcly 1.2: metric tons of acetic anhydride. 
LabOTatoJY seizures in the Istanbul area. meanwhile. 
included the February seizure ofa facility in T ckirdag 
Pto\·tnCel ...... herc authoritJes found 234 kil~ram$ of 
5USpeCt~ heroin. 16 metric tons of acetic anhydride. and 
ass()t'led labotaloryequipmenl. Altogether in 1996. 
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Opium PoPpyGrowing Areas 

Turkish authorities destroyed seven laboratories, and 
seized 1,2 metnc Ions ofmorphine base and 2.6 metric 
tons of heroin, 

According to some estimates. between 3 and 1(I. metric 
tons ofmorphine base were sm'uggled into Turkey 
monthly. Morphine base was smuggled using thrtt 
methods: by sea (tn mercham ships that sailed into the 
Ports of Istanbul. ismir. Samsun. and Trabron after 
loading heroin consignments (tffthe coasts of Pakistan 
and Iran; overland by motor vehide from Baluchistan 
Province. Pakistan. into nonhweslem Iran. and then bit 
vehicle. horse. Qr backpack across fhe bQrde( inlo ' 
Turkey; and finally. oVerland by vehicle from 
Afghanis!3n through the Central Asian States. across 
the Caspian Sea by ferry. througb Georgia into Turkey. 
~uch of the morphine base and heroin mIDc in Turkey 
15 controlled by ethnic Kurdish eierru::nts, Iranians living 
Inlstanbul also comprise a major drug trafficking group. 

Heroi~ was shipped from Turkey primarily 10 European 
counmes and. to a mueh smaller extent. the United 
S1$.le5. Butk heroin shipments destined for European 



markets were transported along (l combination of lIOuthweat ...lan Heroin .......... 

numerous land and sea routes colleetively (ldIOO.........) 
known as the Balkan Route, Smaller quantities 
deslined (or the United States were shipped ,
directly, or tr"IlMshlpped througb Europe. The I,UI 

Balkan Route encompasses·higbways running 
from Turkey through Gn:ece. Bulgaria. the 1,'.' 
fonner \'ugothlvia,ltomania., tbeCucb artd ... 
Slovak Republies, and H IIngar)' • to Austria. 
Germany, and Italy. as wen as (erry routes ... 
between Greeee and Italy. From Italy. heroin 
shipments were routed to markets el$Cwhert in 
Western Europe. 

tU, 

Nigerian heroin smugglers in Italy sought Out •__1"_............. .,...
U.S. servicemen b:tsed there to ae! as eouriers .......' k ...flu. ,_ 


bringing heroin from Turkey 10 Italy (or 

distribution there and elsewhere in Europe. 
 ,•... 
Seventy-five pem:n! of the heroin seiud in 
Europe in ruent years. however. was transponed bv 
way ofthe Balkan Route. Sign! ficatll 1996 seirures ~f 
heroin en toute from Turkey to WeSTern Europe included 
190 kilognuns seized in January by Turkish pollee from a 
tractor~trailerbound forGennany;ll7 kilograms of 
heroin seized in May by Italian authorities from a truck 
aboard a passenger felT)' that arrived in Venice, Italy, 
from [miT; and 65 Idlograms seized in June bvGerman 
customs authoritle!. from a truck that had arrived from 
Turkey by .....-ayofBulgaria, Romania. Hungary. and 
Austria. 

Drug trafficking organizations composed of ethmc 
Albanians from Serbia's K050vo Province wen: 
considered \0 be second only to Turkish groups as the 
predominant her'oin smugglers along the Balkan Roule. 
These groups wete panicularly aclive in Bulgaria. the 
Former Yugosla\' Republie o( Macedonia 
(FYRO~f). and Serbia. Kosovan traffickers were 
fIOled for their use of violence and rOt their 
IOvolvement in international weapons: IT;]ffid:inc. There 
is increasing evidence that ethnic criminals fr~ [he 
Balkans are engaged ineriminal activities In the United 
States and some of that actiyiry involves (her! of lidt 
pharmaceutical products ror midt street distribution. 

Destination countries for shipments of SWA hcroin 
included i:"rance. Ctrmany. lIaly. tbe Nethtrbnds. 
Portugal. Spain. ,switttrland, and Ihe United 
Kingdom. Seizures reflected lilt flow of heroin to 
these markets. A total of 4.89 metric Ions of hemin 
Uo'ere seized in :hese eight countries in 1996. In 
indh-idual countries. 4'7 kilogl7lms were seized in 
Ponuj;1aJ, 360 kilograms in the Netherlands. 405 
kilograms in Switz.!risnd, 533 kilograms in Spatn. 612 
kilograms in france, 780 kilograms in [he UnilCd 
Kingdom. 900 kilograms in Gennany. and 1.25 meTric 
Ions in haly. By comrast. in 1995, a total of4. 78 

, 
mettic IonS of neroin were seized in these eight 
countries. This included 6'7 kilograms seized in Po:rrngal, 
212kilograrru>in Switzerland.35I kilograms inthe 
Netherlands, 499 kitograms in France. 546 kilQgrams in 
Spain, 933 kilograms inGermany, 952 kilogtafflsin italy. 
and 1.3 metric \ons in the United Kingdom. 1 

European drug law en(orcemem officials often cited 
Turkish groups rortheirconrrol (wermid-Ievel wholesale 
dist!ibution of heroin in cOnsumer countries. lin many 
cases, iranian. Kurdish, and Turkish criminall 
orgaOlzanons worked with members oflocal ethnic~ 
Turkish communities!o control distribulion.f Jtalian 
organized crime ramilles also played a largetrole in 
heroin distribution. In addition. Nigerian trafficking 
organizations were responsible for a growing amoum or 
heroin smuggled imo Europ~ using commercial air 
connections. 11lese Nigerian erimi1Uils have traded. on 
occasion. heroin for cocaine in 1m United Sdtes. 

I 

Neitber SWA nor SEA heroin was abused to ~nv 
signilicam eX-k:nI in Russia or olher mcmbe'r ;tates of 
the Commonwealth of Independent Sl.3tes. Ralher. drug 
abuse.consisted mainly of the consumption Of opium 
poPPy straw tea or injecttiblc mOIl'him: Solutions, bOlh 
of which were m.ade from opium poppy straw smuggled 
into the region by l7lil rrom Central Asia. Utiaine, and 
Larvia. Russia served as a transit poinl for k!logram 
quantities ofSWA and SEA heroin smuggled th.rough 
Moscow's Shermeryevo International Airport by 
couriers en route to Western EllfOpe. In the past, 
Russian criminals have been involved in shipping heroin 
to the United States. However. no such arrests. wert 
made in 19%. In one February 1996 CllS(', authorities at 
Shennetyevo seized 6! capsules ofheroin fro~ a Liberian 
courier en route from Malaysia. to Switzerland: 

i 
! 
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Opium poppy straw and opium were: smuuied by 
()rgani~criminal groups afthe region. Afterinirially 
expanding their activities on the periphery of Ihe former 
Soviel Union and in Eastern Europe, ethnic RussUm 
eriminJls were more active throughout Europe and in the 
Gnile(Sti!tcs, Other ethnic criminal groups tied to drug 
trafficking included groups composed ofA.rmenians, 
Azeris,;Chechens. and Georgians. Ethnic gangs " 
continued to e~pand glQbally in 1996. In fact. increased 
organil~crime activities in Russia. Ukraine, Belarus, 
and the:Central Asian Stales led to ~ater contacl 
betwee~ smuggling organizations regionally and 
internationally.

I . 
Elsewhere in Eitstem Europe, the Crimean PottS of• •Odessa and Scvastopol were used to Stage shipments 
through~ Ukraine and Belarus to Poland. according 10 

a EUROPOL study. Pole and Czech trafflckefi wert 
mentioZ:cd freque~tly. along with traditional smuggling 
organiz.itions composed of Iranians. Italians. Kurds, 
Turks. and• Yugoslavs. 

seiZure! in 1996 indicate that some opiates. (0 include 
heroin. ;re being smuggled by Nonh Korean criminals. 
mainly irilO China and Russia. Sam<' reports suggeSt that 
such crifuinal aClivirv is tied to a cancefted tlOovemmenl.' .
effoft tOtearn hard currency. Methamphetamine also 
aUegedly is manufactured in North Korea and shipped to 
markets in Japan. 

Ahl'., " 
~igerio _was a major Transshipment coumry for SEA and 
$WA heroin being smuggled 10 Europe and the Uniled 
Slales. Trafficking organizarions based in Lagos 
capjtaliz~d on a lack of law enforcement !esou~es in 
fleighhofing countries to transport heroin {mo Nigeria 
and SUhs~quenlly on 10 major U.S. and European 
mar'keuL! Another factor in trafficking througb Nigeria 
waS:l p<tceived lack. of commitment in the Nigerian 
Govemrriem to fighting drug trafficking. For example. 
tn DeceJ,be:r 1996. the Nigerian Anamey Genefal's 
offict: ortJered the release on bail of ninc Nicerian 
cilizens ;·bo were being held pending eXltad;,ion 10 1he 
UnitC'd S:arC's to face druB trafficking charges. These 
suspecls.vnre among II alleged drug traffickers 
arresled.!>y Nigerian authorities in )995. Two of the I J 
evcnlU31!y were e:(pei!ed 10 the United States. 

Nigerianl,rafficking groups also were successful 
because of lhcir methods of openl1ion. ThC'se groups 
\I.·ere org~niZC"d along familial and Irtballines. and 
rr:lfficke~ seldom dealt with outSide perwns. 
Trafficke'rs employC'd such security~conscious 
measure; as using multiple identities and 
commun~calif1g only by pay IdephonC's. Moreover. 
~,gh'levell trnm,k", ,o>ul"ed themselves from d"ecl 

involvement in traftlcking activity by assigning tasks. 
such as recruiting couriers and organilirtg courier travel. 
to lower~leveJ members. 

Since the late! 980s., Ntgerian drug trafficking 
organizations have obtained much oftheir heroin from 
sources in Bangkok. Thailand. Opemrions ln Thadand 
wen: faeilita.ed by a Nigerian oommunity in Bangkok. 
which in December 1995 wasestimatcdto number 
approximately 2,OOONigerian nationals. Nigcrian
controlled couriers transiling Thailand en route to Africa. 
Europe. or the Uniled States primllrily used Bangkok's 
Dan MU3ng International Airport. However, some 
couriers also transited airports. in Phuket and Chiang Mai 
in order to avoid increased drug taw enforcement activity 
al Don Muang. In addition to using direct flights from 
Thailand 10 Africa. Europe. and Ihe United Stares, 
reportedly, West African neroin couriers also used 
routes that passed through Phnom Penh. Cambodia. 

In the early 1980s. Nigerian traffickers dealt primllrily 
with SWA heroin Obtained in India and Pakistan. 
Although Thailand has since assumed a large'!" role in 
Nigerian trafficking activities.. smuggling from 
SouthweSl Asia continues. In April 1996. for example, 
Pakistani cusloms authorilies seized a total of over 15 
kilograms of heroin from two couriers who arrived at 
Lahore International Airport. In April. over 12 
kilograms were discovered within 25,000 buttons in the 
lugg3ge of a South African male who was en roule to 
Johannesburg. South Africa, and 3 kilograms of heroin 
wen: seized from the luggage of a Nigerian male en 
route to Lome. Togo, by way of Bangkok. Additionally. 
in June. customs officials a1 the SUsl border croSSing in 
mlnhem Pakistan seized 5 kilograms from a Nigerian 
national destined for China by way of the Khunjarab 
Pan. Interestingly. Ihis was the firsl documented 
heroin seizure in this area and the first incident of a 
Nigen"an courier arresied attempting to cross iOlO 

China. 

Aside from Nigeria. African countries used by 
Nigerian-con!rolled couriers as transit locations 
included Ghana. Kenya, Tanzania. Uganda, and 
ZimbabYte. While these countries served as transit 
points for smuggling operations destined for Europe. 
South Africa may have served as a transit poinl for 
beroin couriers en route 10 the United States. 

Sourer U.S O.epatBYletl\ err Jtmx-.: DnI!j Enr()rNm~nl Adrn"u$lr.ll\"n. T", tiNtee ~P<!'" 1996 TIt<t S~ycf}(fIl:1I DntgJ fQ rIut 
u"./tUJ &.:JrI"J July \99't 
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tons of cocaine in 1996, a slight inerea"" over the 1995 figure, In 1996, 
for the flrst time Mexic811 authoritW! also reported' £mding and 
destroying a cocaine procel!Sing lab, 8Ilother sign that Mexiciw 
organizations are continuing to uaurp the power of the ColombiSll 
syndicatee, 

, 
The usa added Ar1Iha to its list of major drug trlUlSit countries in 1996, 
Becauoe of its !!eographic location off the coast of Venezuela, Aruba 
serves as a maJor transshipment point for cocaine and heroin from 
Colombia, Venezuela, and Suriname to the US and Europe, Indications 
of significant increases in large-scale smuggling and trafficking, and 
slow ~,;;:ress on implementation of ",oney laundering legislation and 
esten' extradition to Arubu nationals, raised the level of US 
concerns. The usa was also' concerned over credible reports that 80me 
members of the Aruban government ",et regularly with individuals 
associated with drug trafficking and money laundering syndicatee. IBy 
the end of 1996, the Aruban parlilllDent had enacted.some measures to 
address money laundering and had begun considering bills to strengthen 
law enforcement measures against drug trafficlring and money 
laundering. I 
The USG estimatee that over 150 metric toIl& or more tr8llsit 'the 
Caribbean annually enToute to the US. In 1996, there was substantial 
drug trafficking through the Eastern Carih":!"teways to US portS of 
entry in both the main island and Vieques lsi of Puerto Rico and ,the 
US Virgin Islands. The USG has designated Puerto Rico and the 'US 
Virgin IsI8llds as a high intensity drug-trafficking area, and has 
provided special funding to combat the problem. Large quantitieS of 
cocaine are regularly smug~led into Puerto Rico from the LeSser 
Antilles, which includes territories of the United Kingdom (UK),lthe 
Netherlands, and France. Because of British, Dutch and French links 
with the region, the Eastern Caribbean has become a transit route to 
Western Europe, British authorities believe that approximately 30 
percent of the drugs brought into the UK come from or throughi the 
Caribbean. 

HEROIN AND OPIATES 

A deadly partnership between cocaine and heroin has been develo~ng 
over the past few years. Though cocaine long ago displaced heroin as 
America's moat dangerous illegal drug of cboice, heroin has been 
gradually creeping back onto the US drUg seene, not as rival, but a. a 
partner. Taken along with cocaine, it can moderate cocaine's stimUlant 
effects. By itself, it can provide a mallow euphoris. Once declasse. as 
the drug of dead..,nd derelicts, heroin unfortunately may be acqnJring a 
false respectability among younger drug user.. I 

Though just 8S deadly and addictive as coc~et heroin, ,BS an opiate~ has 
a special property that appeals to the drug trade and the addict alike: it 
permits mWly addicts to develop a long-term tolerance to the drug.
Whereas constant cocaine use may kill a regular user in five yem, a 
heroin addiction can last a decade or more, as long as addicts ihave 

. I 
,• 
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heroin needs. Production in Laos also increased by 11 per cent, for an 
estimated total of 200 metric tons, or about 7 per cent of the Southeast 
Asian total. Prnduction in Thailand increased in 1996 despite an 
snressive eradication campaign. but remained minimal, aecounting for 
only about one per cent of Southeast Asian production. From these 
figures it is clear that Burma remains the leading producer of heroin 
worldwide, and it remain$ the main overall source !or heroin sold in the 
U.S. The USG's.first survey of drug .cultivation in V_ revealed 
3,150 hectares of opium poppy, potentially capable of yielding 25 metric 
tons of opium gum. 

(Tpium poppy cultivation dropped by 9 percent in Sootbweat Asia, after a 
45 percent risa the year before. Afghanistan's poppy crop, the largest in 
the region, declined marginally. pamstan's cultivation, on the other 
hand, fell by more than half following extension of the poppy ban in the 
Northwest Frontier Provinces. Afghan opium is the 8O\1l'Ce of most of 
Europe'. heroin. Sophisticated Pakistalll trafficking organizations 
operating out of Quetta, Pakiatan, smuggle beroin base and morphine 
out of Afghanistan to the international market. These groups place 
orders with the AfghaDi processors and arrange for transshipment of the 
drugs from Afghanistan through Palristan and to IraDian Or Turkish 
buyers who move it through Iran and into international drug channels. 
Moot Afghan opium is destined for proeeasing into heroin in Turkey. 
The finished heroin is sold primarily in Europe, while a limited quantity 
goes to the UlIlted States 

Southwest Asian heroin continues to pour into Eutope along the Balkan 
Route. With the branching of the route-northwards to RomaDla, 
Hungary, and the Czech and Slovak Republics; southwards through 
Croatia, SloveDia, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedollla, Greece 
and A1baDia.....aeh of these countries now faces important domestic drug 
problema. Turkish trafficking groups, with distributors in etholc 
enclaves in major European cities, control much of the Balkan Route 
heroin trade. 

au"';a is playing an increasingly pivotal role in Europe and Central 
Asia. Criminal organizations that had successfully operated under the 
Soviet regime entered the post-Cold War era with smuggling and 
distribution networks already in place. Using heroin sources established 
during the Soviet UlIlon's war with Afghaniztan, etholcally based 
gangs--many from the Caucasus-·have burgeoned into major players in 
the European drug trade. They can use their networks to move 
Southwest Asian heroin through Central Asia· to Russia and then onto 
destinations in the Balti.. and Western Europe. Russian authorities 

. noting a rampant increase in domestic drug use helieve that there are 
now over 2 million drug users in Russia, with the numbers growing 
every year. 

The Central Asian countries of Ku-a1mtan, KYlgyrcd hi Tajikistan, and 
Uzbekistan, formerly important poppy growing regions for the Soviet 
UlIlon, are wall placed to be conduits for much of this drug traffic. 
Kazakstsn provide. a bridge for Southeest Asian heroin to move to 
Europe and Russia from Asia. The other countries offer profitable access 
routes for Southwest Asian, primarily Afghan, heroin into Russia, 
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access to a maintenance "fix." Some heroin addicts on maintenance
doses have been known to preserve the facade of a normal life for years.: 
For the drug trade, this inaidious property holda out the long te~ 
promise ofa steady customer b...... ! 

I 
Unfortunately the US custemer hase may be on the rise. Estimates of 
the us heroin addict po,p.uIation, which for two decades had remained 
steady at 500,000 indiVlduals, are being revised upward. Evidence of 
combined drug use suggests that more of the US's 2 million-piuS 
hard-core cocaine addicts are using heroin te cushion the "crash" that 
follows the euphoria of using crack. Moreover, the heroin addict no 
longer need be the archetypal junkie shooting up heroin with a dirty
needle. The high purity Colombian heroin now available in the US ~ 
he snorted Iilre cocaine. This not only frees the user from the need for 
syringes but from the fear of contracting AIDS from infected needles. In 
order te develop an assured and profitable market in the United States. 
the drug trade seems to be countmg on a new generation's ignorance of 
the devastating consequences of heroin use. i 
Heroin's popularity elsewhere in the world seems assured. Since OPiw!. 
poppies can grow in almost any country, there is no dearth of heroiti.. 
The USG estimates for 1996 place potential opium Foduction at nearly 
4,300 metric tons, probably a record amount. Sixty pm:ent of that 
quantity grows in Burma, which by itself probably conld satisfy world 
heroin demand. A bumper crop in Southeast Asia more than offset 'a 
drop in Southwest Asian production, which by itself meets most Of 
Europe's heavy heroin needa, while satisfyilig important domestic 
demand in many of the source countries. As the chapters in this report 
indicate, heroin availability-and addiction-is rising throu.,l!t~t Europe
and the countries of the former Soviet Union. The B Route's 
northern, central, and southern branches form the artery carrying high 
9cuality Afghan heroin into every importani market in Europe. With 
Nigerians controlling much of the intercontinental heroin trade, Africa is 
an important region for not only heroin trafficldng but for transshipment 
te European destinations. Southeast Asia, the world's largest source 'of 
heroin, not only contributes te the bulk of world supply but ;" an 
important COnsumer of heroin itself. AI!, the region's economies boomj we 
can expect to see an even greater rise in heroin consumption. Even 
China, which once had all but eJimin"ted heroin addiction, jis 

. experieucing a serious rise in tesnBge addiction. In short, except m;m 
the vantage point of the heroin trade, the near-term outlook is not 
encouraging. r 

Smm:e and T.nmsit Country HighIigbt.s. 

In Southeast Aaia's ·Golden Triangle region, the world'. major source' of 
opium. opium poppy cultivation increased for a second consecutive yenr. 
Burma remains the bread-basket of the opium trade, since it accouhts 
for 65 percent of estimated tetal world opium poppy cultivation and 160 
percent of estimated total potential opium gum production. Estimated 
production in Burma increased by nine per cent in 1996, for ;an 
estimated tetal of 2,560 metric tens, sufficient to produce 256 metric 
tons of heroin-probably mOre than enough te meet most of the world'. 

i, 
I 
I. 
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Europe, has been a tempting source of cash to MMce the civil wars in 
Afghanistan and Tajikistan. 
I 
~ is critical to the heroin trade. Nigeria i. Africa's most 
Significant transshipment point. But Nigeril1Jls elsa surface as the 
heioin traffickers par excellence on every continent. Though they are 
among the principal smugglers of Southeast Asian heroin into the 
United States. NIgerians are regularly arrested in Bangkok, Rio d. 
Janeiro, New York, Moscow, Riyadh,' Bombay, etc. Unfortunately, 
rampant corruption at all levels of government in Nigeria virtually 
assure. Nigerian trafficking organizations a favored place in the heroin 
trade. 
I 
.Colombia is the We~ternHemisphere's largest grower: of ~pium pop!,ie •. 
ColombIan herem LS being sold m greater quantities 'm the Umted 
States, and poses a particular threat because of well establisbed 
marketing strategies and channels developed by cocaine traffickers. In 
addition, Colombian heroin is of high purity. For 1996, USG estimates 
Showed Colombian opium poppy cultivation at 6,300 hectares, four 
'percent leas than last year, but enough to yield an estimated 63 metric 
tons of opium gum. or 6.3, tons of heroin, assuming no losses. 
JVenezuela'8 border with Colombia has made it a potential poppy growing 
country. So far, however, USG·aaaisted eradication efforts have kept 
'growth to insignificant levels. Over the past three years, the eradication 
;program has destroyed over 3,000 hectares of opium poppy in the Sierra 
ide Perija region along the Colombian border. 

"Mexico is Latin America~s second largest cultivator of opium poppies. 
The 1996 crop was almost identical to the previous year's. After 
Mexican government eradication operations destroyed 7,900 hectares of 
poppy, there were 5,100 hectares available for exploitation by the drug 
sYUdicates, witb an estimated potential yield of 54 metric tons of opium 
gam, or 5.4 metric tons of heroin. Though most of this heroin is destined 
for US markets. " USG-supported national drug use survey revealed a 
significant rise in intravenous heroin use in Mexican cities along the 
northern border with the US . 

• 
INTERNATIONAL ORGAN1ZATIONS 

International organizational efforts continue to be a key component of 
the overall US counternarcotics strategy. Throll\fh multilateral 
organizations the United States has the opportunity to multiply 
contributions from other donors and decrease the pem>ption that drugs 
are exclusively a US problem. The US participation in multilateral 
programs also supports iodigenous capabilities in regions where the US 
is unable to operate bilsterally for political or logistical reasons. 
Moreover, the US contributions to UNDCP have had significant impact 
on the operations and expansion of UN counternarcotics programs and 
policy. . 

UNDCP has increased the number of projects as well as expanded the 
scope of its effort to include emerging drug source areas such as 
Vietnam, Cambodia, and the Central Asian states. US contributions to 
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UNDCP have had significant impact on the operations and expansion of 
UN counteruarcotics programs and poliey, In the past year, the leVel of 
US contributions has also led to increased commitment from 'other 
donors, whose primary vehicle for international drug control clrorts 
continues to be the UN, Recent US contributions to UNDCP bave led to: 

I

• 	 an expansion of the Sontheast Asia program wbicb targets the 
largest opium producer, Burma through a cooperative prOgram 
that includes China, Thailand. and Laos. In addition to new 
programs in Vietnam and Cambodia the program now includes a 
pilot project in the Wa-controlled area of Burma and a project for 
the Kachin-controUed area; I 

• 	 development of a prov8m to support the eradication campaign in 
key opium cultivation areas in the second largest opium

• producer, Afgbanistan; 	 ., 

• 	 provision of UNDCP chemical control investigative tr.un;,lg and 
admjnistrative advice in Southwest Asia and Latin AJ:nerica'; 

• 	 continuation of 8 maritime cooperation program; I 
I

• 	 establishment of a regional training project in the Caribbean to 
train prosecutors and judges in order to improve conviction rates 
on narcotics-related cases; f 

• 	 tbe continuation of a demand reduction training center for 
Central European nations; I 

• 	 proviSion of legislative advice whicb led to significant cbruiges in 
antidrug laws in Central Europe and the Newly Independent 
States (NIS) in order to implement the 1988 UN Convention; 

I 

• 	 coordination of bilateral and multilateral assistance to Esstern 
Europe and the NISI and provision of trajnjng and adYice to 
bolster law enforcement and customs institutions. 

lNTERNATIONALDEMAND REDUCTION 
, 

Our international demand reduction programs are designed to help 
I 

• 	 Strengthen tbe ability of bost nations to conduct more effective 
demand reduction efforts on their own; . I 

• 	 Encourage drug producing and transit countries to Iinvest 
resources in drug awareness, demand reduction. and training to 
build public. support and political will for implementing 
.counternarcotics: programs; I 

I 
Source: u.s. Ikp~nmenl ofSl..W:. fntfrmt4CIlci Ncr:ct1t:!; COfflNltSrrareg;. Repon 1997_ 



-10

• 	 Improve coordination of and cooperation in international drug 
awareness and demand reduction issues involving the US, donor 
countrie., and international organizations; and 

. • 	 Utilite accomplishment. in the international program to benefit 
US demand reduction services at home. 

Because of JNL.funded training and teclurical a••istance, host 
governments have been able to engage their own national institutions, 
communities and resources to reduce their demand for illicit drugs. 
INL, moveover, has been able to convince other donor countries and 
international organizations to provide support to priority USG 
international demand reduction programs. 

Sigoificant demand reduction accomplishments include the following: 

• 	 Countries in Latin America and South kia continued to 
developed and stsff their own drug treatment/prevention 
programa. 

• 	 Countries in South America implemented their own national 
level drug awareness campaigns, in addition to conducting their 
own national levcl. epidemiological surveys .. 

• 	 Countries in South America and Asia conducted their own 
bilateral and regional demand reduction training, based on 
informationed learned in JNL.funded conraes. 

• 	 The European Community, UNDCP, OAS, UNICEF, Colombo 
Plan, and host ~vemments co-sponsored with INL regional 
training events m Latin America, South Asia, and Eastern 
Europe, and the development of specialJ:ted drug prevention 
projects for high-risk youth in Latin America. 

CHEMICAL CONTROLS 

The diversion of chemicals from legitimate commerce to illicit drug 
manufacture cannot be prevented on an individual country basis; there 
are too many alternative source countries for adept traffickers to turn to 
when effective controls deny them chemicals from one particular 
country. Nor can chemical diversion control be only the responsibility of 
chemical source countries; importing countries where diversion takes 
pisco mnst cooperate in efforts to ensure that their imports of drug 
precursor and es.ential chemicals are for legitimate pnrposes. 

Developing the necessary cooperation amont.:~mical sou:n:e countries 
and between chemical source countries and c . cal importing countries 
to curtsiI chemical diversion has been the principal international 
policy-level objective of the USG in chemical control. We are seeking to 
increase recognition of the need for cooperstion, and working with other 
major chemical source and importing countries to develop mutuslly 
agreed procedures to achieve it. . ' 
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tracking-whether it be the size of the US wheat crop, population figures, 
or the unemployment rate-that must be'revised year to year. Forlthe 
present, howev", , these &tatistics represent the &tate of the art. As new 
information becomes available and as the art improves, SO will the 
precision of the estimates. 

STATUS OF l'OTENTIALWOBLDWIDE PRODUCTION 

In evaluating the figures below, one mUst bear in mind that they. are 
theoretical. They represent estimates of potential production.;-the 
amounts that the USG estinlates could have beeo produced if, and only 
if, all available crops were to be converted into finished drugs. Since 
these estimates make no allowance for losses, actual production is 
probably lower than our eatinlate9. The figures shown are mean pOints 
In a statistical range. : 

Potential Opium Produt:tiIm. In &mtheast Asia,.' estimated ohum 
cultivation and production in the Golden Triangle countries rose in 
1996. According to USG estimates, in 1996, growers in Burma, Laos, 
and Thailand cultivated an estimated 190,520 hectares of opium pOppy, 
potentially yielding 2,790 metric tons of opium~. This is an eight 
percent increase in estimated cultivation and a nme percent increase in 
production over the 176,745 hactarea and 2,564 metric tons eatinlate<l for 
1995. I 

In Barma, estimated opium poppy cultivation increased by aom4 six 
percent to 163,100 hectares over the 154,070 hectares reported for 1995. 
In 1996, estimated production rose by nine percent to 2.060 metricjtons 
compared to the 2,340 metric tons reported last year. Weather 
conditions were largely responsible for the increase in the crop. In Laos, 
estimated cultivation increased s1r.:ificantly by 28 percent to 25,250 
hectares from the '1995 figure of 1 ,650 hectares, estimated production 
rose by 11 percent to 200 metric tons from the 1995 figure of 180 metric 
tons. Estimated opium poppy cultivation in ThailaDd increaseC! by 
approximately 24 percent to 2,170 hectares from the 1,750 heei:ares 
observed last year. Thailand had an estimated potential productinn of 
30 metric tons-20 percent more than the 25 metric tons estimated in 
1995. In 1996, the USG's first survey of V.....am revealed opium poppy 
cultivation of 3,150 hectare. yielding an estimated 25 metric tons of 
opium. The USG did not conduct a survey in China's Yunnan ProVince 
in 1996. . I 
Opium poppy cultivation in Sonth_ Asia declined by nine percent in 
1!i96, after rising for the two pnovious years. A significant reduction in 
opium poppy cultivation in Pakistan accounted for the drop. Total 
hectarage for Afghanistan and Pakistan fell from 45,690 hectares in 
1995 to 41,350 hectares in 1996. Total potential production for. both 
countries declined from 1,405 metric tons to 1,305 metric tons. Afghan 
hectarage fell from 38,740 in 1995 to 37,950 in 1996. The estimated 
yield fell by two percent from 1,250 metric tons in 1995 to 1,230 metric 
tons in 1996. Pakistan's hectarage dropped from 6,950 hectares in [3,400 
hectares in 1996. Estimated yield fell more than half from 155 metric 
tons of opium in 1995 to 75 metric tons in 1996. India's illieit cultivation 
declined &om 4,750 hectares of opium poppy in 1995, with a potential . , 

I 
I 
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yield of 77 metric tons of gum to 3.100 hectares potentially producing 47 
metric tons of opium in 1996. We have no finn data about poppy 
cultivation <>r oplUm production in I:ran. The USG estimated in 1992 
that Iran had approximately 3,500 hectares of opium poppy with a 
poteotia! yield of 35 metric tons to 70 metric toIlS. TheN has been no 
new information in 1996. 

The USG is still uamining the illicit drug crop situation in RWlsia and 
the Centra! Asian countries formerly part of the Soviet Union. While 
some of these countries may be able to produce significant opium poppy 
harvests, the USG still lacks sufficient data to identify and measure all 
suspected cultivation areas. 

In the Western Hemisphere, the opium po,Ppy growing countries have 
maintained active crop control efforts despIte continning campaigns by 
crimina! org:an.izations to expand the areas under cultivation. In 
Colomlria, USG estimates showed Colombian opium poppy cultivation at 
6,300 hectares, four percent less than last year, but enough to yield an 
estimated 63 metric tons of opium gu.Dlt OT 6.3 tons of heroin~ assuming 
no losses. In l\fecico, the 1996 crop was almost identical to the previous 
year's. After Mexican government eradication operations destroyed 
7,900 hectares of poppy, there were 5,100 hectares available for 
exploitetion by the drug syndicates, with an estimated potentia! yield of 
54 metric tons of opium gum, or 5.4 metric tons of heroin. aw.temala's 
poppy cultivation remains at minima! levels after government efforts. . 

Coca Cultivation. Worldwide coca cultivation dropped from last year'. 
record of 214,800 hectares to 209,700 in 1998. Despite an active 
eradication program, Colombia ex:p-m.enced an increase in coca 
cultivation to 67,900 hectares at the end of 1996. This was a 32 percent 
increase over the 1995 total of 50,900 hectares. In Bo&ria, government 
f<>roos eradicated 7,512 hectares. leaving 48,100 hectares under 
cultivation. This is a negligible decrease from 1995's estimate of 48,600 
hectares. Some coca is cultivated in inaccessible areas of Brazil, but its 
extent is unknown. Ecuador has only neg ligible amounts of coca. 

COCAINE YIELD ESTIMATES 

The cocaine yield figure is offered with the same caveat as the crop 
harvest yield data: it is a figure representing potentia! production. It is 
a theoretical number. It does not in every case a.llow for los.es or the 
many other variables that one would encounter in a "rea! world" 
conversion from plant to finished drug. In fact, the amount of cocaine 
HCI actua.lly produced is probably lower. A USG team that atudied 
cocaine processing in Bolivia'. Chapare region in 1993 found that in the 
laboratories under observation processing efficiency was lower than 
previoWlly thought. The estimate for Bolivia was reduced accordingly 
and the figure published as a point estimate rather than as a range. 

In 1996, taking into account estimates of local consumption and local 
sei-tu:res, the USG calcnlate. that if virtually every coca leaf were 
converted into oocaine HCI, and there were DC losses because of 
inefficiencies, bad weather, disease. or the deterrent effects of law 
enforcement, 760 metric tons of cocaine HCI theoreticaily could 'have 
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1The Availability of Southwest Asiari Heroin 
in the United States 

Recent seizures 01 suspected Southwest Asian 
(SWA) heroin in the Unijed Stat ..s ha ... given 
nse to speculation that increasing amounts of 
SWA heroin now aM available domestically. 
However, investigative intelligence and indicator 
programs suggest thaI it is too soon to determine 
ilth_ seizures represent a concerted effort by 
SWA heroin trafficking organizations to expand 
their operations and market share in the United 
States. 

Overview of Recent Seizures 

Three significant seizures of SWA heroin have 
occurred in the United States in the past 5 
months, two of which resulted from an 
investigation of one SWA heroin trafficking 
organization: 

• 	 Fimt, on December 8, 1995. 68 kilOgrams of 
SWA heroin base (approXimately 58% 
pure) were seized in Lubbock. Texas. 
According to the delendarrt. the heroin was 
destined for the New Yori<-New Jemey area. 

• 	 The other seizure related to this investigation 
occurred on December 11, 1995. when 24 
kilograms 01 SWA heroin base (57.2% 
pure) were s ..iZed in New Yori< City. 

• 	 On March 20. 1996. approximately 55 
kilograms 01 suspeeled SWA heroin were 
seized in Spokane, WaShington. The heroin 
was smuggled into New Yori< City concealed 
in a shipment 01 art handicrafts lrom Karachi. 
Pakistan. Signature anatysis of thIs seizure. Is 
pending. (SignatuM analysis is • chemical 
process to determine the geographic source 
area 01 heroin.) 

I 
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GeOgraphic Source Area D~::~~:~~~)
(Based on Net Weight of Heroin 
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. 	 . 
These aM the first major seizures 01 SWA 
heroin; in the Unijed States since August 1994. 
when 14 kilograms were lound buned in San 
Bernardino County. California. The 6s-kilogram 
seizur~ 10 lubboCk, Texas, is the larges1 U.S.. 
seizu~.of SWA heroin and the sixth ,largest 
U.S. seIZure from any source area. It shouki 
be noted. however. thet these """,ni domestic 
seizu~s resulted from investigations10f major 
traffic!<ers in Southwest Asia. No significant 
seizures of SWA heroin have been made 
domestically as a result of random or "cok::r 
interdiction efforts. This indicates th~1t there is 
not a ready supply 01 SWA heroin in:the Un~ed 
States. I 

http:seizu~.of


swJ Heroin Trafficklng in the United Stales 

Froml l980 through 1987. SWA heroin was the 
precidminant form of heroin avaitable in the

•Unite? States. as evidenced by Its promjnence in 
DEA Indicator data and the large number of 
iTl\ltlStigatlons that were conducted against SWA 
heroin traffickers. However, since that time. , 
heroin• from Southeast Asia has dominated the

•domestic ma",.t This shift occurred for \Wo 
primary ....ason.. Find. drug law enforcement 
investigations successfully dismantled much of 
the smuggling and trafficklng operations of SWA 
heroin' organizations in the United States. 
SecoOd. heroin production in Southeast Asia had

•Increased dramatically during that time frame.
I ' 


Never1,he!ess.large. well-organized SWA heroin 
trafficking groups and small. independent 
trafficl{ers remain capable of supplying heroin to 
the U.s, rna",et, All available indicators, 
howev~r. show that the largest organizations 
trafficking SWA heroin continue to supply,
established diStribution nelWOri<s throughout 
Europe. the primary mar1<et for SWA heroin. 
The United States remains a secondary target 
for theSe tmffickers. Most of these 

organizations store heroin supplies in 
secure European locations and only send 
shipments to the Unfied States alter a buyer 
is identified and has paid a partial payment. 
Generally. the balance due is payable upon 
delivery in the.United Slates, 

Most SWA heroin trafficking groups in the 
UnHed States are cohesiVe and difficull to 
penetrate because they are based on ethnic. 
familial. religious, and tribal relationships, 
The traffick"'" and whotesale distributors 
generally are cautious, rarely transacting 
business _ outsiders. SWA heroin 
trafficking and distribution generally are 
more prevalent in 'cities with large 
populations fTOm Afghanistan, Greece, 
Lebanon. Pakistan. and Turkey. such as 
Chicago. Detroit, and New Yo", City, 

, 
1994· 
.~ - , 
950, 

India -, 	 68: 
:-=.:.----~----,-,,--
Iran 	 -.-....------- --- ....._- - ... ----~ ~- ,
Pakistan 130 165 180 175' \40: 

.,,'_ .. 
Burma 2,430' 2,255 2,350 2.280' 2,515 

China 

!.ao. 	 215 285 230, 

Thailand 50 " 40 35 24 42 ;
f:c,..o'.o--m""bj,.-'a-------- --_.- ..._- " ..~ , -, 
f:-Lo"b"'a-no-n-- -'-5-;---ii:'" 34'---::;' 4' 

. 	 , ... 
Guatemala 12' 13 17, -'• 4, 

.. , __ " ,_,_ __ " w .. ·_,~_. 

Mexico 65 62 41 40: 49. 
b,----,----'-.. --.. ---.. -"--',-_. -
Tola' 3.698 3.251 3.492 3.389 3.145' 
Opium 

1995 -
1.250 

82' 71 

.~.----.. '" - ... 
160 155 

2.030 	 2.340 

25 16 
, 

85, 180 

11 25 

65 
1.5 

-' 
80 53 

3.409: 4.157, 
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DornesIic Heroin Avall8billly and Ab ...... 
Indicators 

Two progtams used by the Intelligence 
Division 10 monitor heroin availability in the 
Unfted States are the Heroin Signature 
Program (HSP) and the Domestic Monftor 
Program (OMPj. The HSP employs an in
depth chemical analysis to determine the 
source region lor all heroin seizures made al 
U.S. ports 01 ently (e.g., international airports 
and border crossings) and a random samp5ng 
of seizures and purchases made domesticaily. 
In general terms, the HSP pl"01lides a glimpse 
01 heroin ttaliicking at the wholesale level. 

The OMP, on the other hand, is an inlelligence 
program locusing SPScificaliy on retail· level 
heroin distribUlion in the Un~ed Slates. 
Through the OMP, retail.jevel heroin purchases 
are made in 20 dOmestic metropoJitan areas. 
These heroin samples are analyzed lor price, 
puriiy, aduHerants, diluents, and source region. 
Although these programs have several inherent 
limftalions, they can be used to help form a 
genetal picture of the domestic heroin s~ation 
and to identify emerging trends--lor example, 
both programs were use1o1 in tracking the 
emergence of South American heroin in the 
Unfted States. 

The HSP, the OMP, seizure data, and abuse 
indicators all suggest that &NA heroin market 
share and purity in the United Slates remain 
low. According to the 1994 HSP, Southea$t 
Asia was the prevajent source area for heroin 
seized in the United Slates, accounting lor 57 

Heroin-Related Emergency~... 

....... 


... ... ... - ..."" 

percent of the totai net weigh! 01 herein 
analyzed within the program. South 'American 
heroin accounted for 32 pe<cenl, SWA heroin 
accounted for 6 percent, and Mexican heroin 
accounted lor 5 percent. Prefiminary figures for 
the HSP for 1995 indicate that-as alresult of 
the two large seizures ettec!ed In Oecember
the proportion of SWA heroin rose to:16 
percent, still less than the proportion for both , 
Southeast Asian and South American heroin. 
The representaoon of SWA heroin inlthe HSP 
for 1995 Ukeiy will remain dose to the 1995 
level due to the large seizure made in March' 
1996. . ) 

Pun:hases of SWA'heroin made through the 
DMP continue 10 be minimal. For eXample. of 
the 660 heroin exhibits purchased in 11995, only 
4 were determined to be 01 Southwest Asian 
origin with an average purity 01 26.5 Percent 
(OMP figures for 1995 are preliminary.) By 
comparison, dUring the late 1980's, the number 
01 SWA heroin exhibfts in the OMP rimged lrom 
30 to 36 per year, out 01 a total of between 230 
and 325 pun:hases per year. I 

, 
Owg abuse and treatment officials ,eport that 
the overwhelming majority 01 heroin users 
e~erare injeciing or, to a lesser exienL 
inhaling the drug; To date, only a very small 
percentage of users are smcking it.; According 
to repotting from the Drug Abuse Waming 
Networl< (DAWN), smoking as a rouie 01 heroin 
administration oeeun-ed in only 2.1 Percent of 
afl heroin-related hospital emergency room 
episodes during 1994. I 

HenoI......01 AdmiIlislnlllOll',o 1994 
[PerMI) 
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I 	 . •
This fact poses a serious question regardIng • The recent seizures consisted 01 relauvely 
the SWA heroin base seizures listed 
previ6usty. Because heroin base is not water
soIubie (Le., ~ cannot be injected nOr inhaled 
like h~roin hydrochloride (Hel) and can only be 
smokSd), ~ is unclear what was to be done 
with these large shipments. Although heroin 
base Can be converted for use by injeetion, it 
requires the user or distributor to pertorm a 
crude 'and not widely known procedure that is 
rendeled un""""""aJ}' by the ready avai1abil~ 
of'herOin HCI at the retail level. It is not i<n0WTl 
il the heroin base was to be conveJted to 
heroinlHCI in clandestine taboratories within 
the Un~ed States. Between 1978 and 1985.8 
clandestine heroin processing laboratories 
were seized in the Uniled States by DEA. AI 
most, Only 2 of these laboratories simply were 
converting heroin base to heroin Hel. There 
have ~en no heroin laboratory seizUres since 

1985'1 
Conclusion 

I 
Although the recent seizures are significant, it 
is too sOon to conClude that SWA heroin 
traffickers are attempting to expand their share 
of the h~roin market in the United States. All 
investigative intelligence end indicator data 
show th'lIlhe availabilily 01 SWA heroin in the 
Uniled States remains minimal. Some 01 these 
intelligence indieators are described belOw. 

• 	 To Lte. the investigations involving· 
SoUthwest Asian traffickers have yielded 
herOin provided on demand and have not 
genl;rated intelligence thaf SWA heroin 
eanfbe supplied in butk quantities on a 
reg~lar basis. It is possible that the 
limit~ availability of SWA heroin reponed 
throUgh drug law enforcement operations 
may;1le the resuh of the greater focus on 
South American heroin and a general 
inability to penetrate clannish Southwest
Asian trafficking organizations in the 
Unit6d States. 
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low-purity heroin base. a product that 
would be diflicun to mari<et domestically. 

• 	 The low purity of SWA heroin generally is 
not competiiive with the high1>urily heroin 
from Southeast Asia and South AmeriCa. 

• 	 SWA heroin accounts for only 16 percent of 
the heroin analyzed by the HSP. despite the 
la'll" quan1ities seized recently. 

• 	 The exhibits consisting of SWA heroin are a 
small fraction 01 the total purchases made 
through the DMe. 

Nonetheless. domestic SWA heroin trafficking 
warrants increased attention for several 
reasons. First. opium production in Southwest 
Asia has been increasing since 1990. implying 
that more heroin from thaI region will be 
available lor smuggling to the United States. 
assuming stable heroin supplies and 
consumption rates in Europe. Second, declinrng 
heroin prices in Europe and higher prices in the 
Uni1ed States may prompt SWA heroin 
trafflckers to ta'llet the U.S. mar!ret. Third. the 
recent seizures prove that large quantfties of 
heroin can be smuggled successlully into the 
United States. 

This repor1 was prepared by the Domestic Unit of the 
Strategic Intelligence Section. Requests for ~ 
are wek:Qme, and may be directed 10 me Intellfgeoee 
Production Unit, ImeUigence Di:Yistort, DEA 
Headquarters. at (202} 307-8726. 

Sounx:: c. S. D:ptutmcntoCll1S1:ice.DnIg Enfarcrc:mcnt~, 1M ,4r.r;U1obwly qf~.A..I.iIJa.H~ in 1M lJlJi~ 
Surw:May 1996. 
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Native American (American Indian or IAlaska 	Native) Ll 
Other 1.0 

Not Reported, by Ra<:elEthnicity 3.3 


A comparison of tDIal drug client admissions with rota! alcohol client admissions in ierms of 
race/etJmjcity during FY 1994 indicates that Black persons represent a higher proportion'of other 
drug treaunent atJmjssions than of alcohol admissions (.38 and ,17 respectively), Similarly. 
Hispanic persons represent a higher proportion of other drug atJmjssions (,12) than of alcohol 

, atJmjssions (,07), White persons represent a higher proportion of alcohol treatment ailinissions 
than of other drug admissions (.65 and ,44 respectively). i, 

, 	 I 
4. 	 Drug Client Mmissions Data by Primary Drug oJAbuse (Toblell) . 	 , 
Each State Alcohol and Drug Agency was asked to provide information on the numher!of clienr 
admissions by the primary drug of abuse, Forty·nine States, the District of Columbia. and 
Puerto Rico provided data in response 10 this question (see 'fable 18), i 

, 
The largest number of treatment atJmjssions for drugs other than alcohol for FY 1994: was for 
cocaine treatment atJmjssions, which totaled 326.031 (43,1 percent of drug atJmjssionsl'. Of the 
28 States reporting the percentage of coeaine admissions that were crack cocaine. Alabama 
reported, the highest percentage with 91 percent of its coeaine admissions being f!,r crack 
cocaine, Texas reponed the highest absolute number of crack cocaine atJmjssions ('16.577), 
South Dakota had none, Heroin treatment atJmjssiO!:s accounted for the second largesi number 
ow treatment admissions with 169.754 (22,4 percent). The third highest number of oi-eatment 
admissions during FY 1994 by primary drug of abuse was for marijuana/hashish arI137.564 

,admissions (18,2 percent). The fourth, fifth, and sixth highest primary drugs of abuse specified 
related to tieatment admissions were. respectively, amphetamines ar 38,531 admissions (5.1 
percent), other opiatesisYnthatics (beyond heroin and non-prescribed methadone) .1 13.139 
admissions (1.7 percent). and tranquilizers at 4.259 admissions (0,6 percent), AlthOugh the 
national statistic. on primary drug of abuse as related to treatment admissions an: 'as noted 
ahove. it is important to recognize that there exists tremendous variance among States:as to the 
primary drug of abuse. For example. among the 51 jurisdictions that reported, relevant data. the 
findings with regan:! 10 the most frequently reported primary drug of abuse, exclJding the 
"alcohol." "other." and "oot reported" categories were as follows: I 
• 	 Cocaine was the primary drug of abuse related 10 treatment admissions in 24 S~tes. and 

the District of COlumbia;, ' I 
• 	 Marijuana/hashish was the primary drug of abuse related to treatment admissions in 14 

~. ,
• 

I 
Souroc: GuItA£aon. JOM $" euL $tdU B~~smid Sr~s RtlLJud w Alcohol aNi Othrt Drug Prookmu for FIScal 

Y#ar 1994. Mardi 1996. . I 
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• 	 Heroin was the primary drug of abuse related 10 treatment admissions in 8 States and 

Puerto Rico; 

• 	 Amphetamine abuse accounted for more lrealment admissions than any other drug in 
Nevada; and 

• 	 No other single drug of abuse was ranked lim among treatment admissions in any State. 

IA careful review of Table 18 demonstrates that during FY 1994 different States had very 
'diffi:rent drug abuse patterns. at least as related to the primary drug of abuse for client treatment 
'admissions, 	 . . 

b subrracting information from Guam. which ·provided admissions data in FY 1993 but did 
not do so in FY 1994. a comparison of the national treatment admijsions totals by primary drug 
l,f abuse for those 2 years indicares the following: 

.I• 	 Substantial increases (defmed as over 10 percent from FY 1993 to FY 1994) in 
admissions related ttl ampbetamines (35.1 percent) and marijuma/bashish (15.5 percent). 
It simu1d be noted that. although the percentage change may appear to be large. it is not 
likely to be statistically significant in view of the relatively small real numbers involved 
in some of these individual categories. 

• 	 Substantial decreases (defined as over 10 percent from FY 1993 to FY 1994). in 
admissions related 10 over·the-counter drugs (38.0 percent) other sedatives/hypnotics 
(34.7 percent), barbiturates (32.8 percent), other hallucinogens (20.9 percent) and 
inhalants (12.0 percent). It should be noted that, although the percentage change may 
appear to be large. it is not likely to be statistieally significant in view of the relatively 
small real numbers involved in some of these individual categories. 

• 	 'From FY 1993 to FY 1994. the State data systems continued to improve signiflCall!!yas 
indicated bY cllanges in the "other" and "not reported" categories. After subtracting 
infonnation from Illinois. which for FY 1994 reported a substantia! number in both of 
those categories due to lack of availability of information in their data system relative to 
Medicaid admissions. "other" admissions decreased from 15,40910 13.653 (12.9 percent) 
and "not reponed" admissions decreased from 33,098 to 22.759 (45.6 percent). 

5. 	 Comparisons of Client Admissions Data for Fiscal Yean 1989-1994 
I 

This subsection includes comparisons of alcohol and other drug client treatment admissions data 
~rted for FY 1994 with that reponed for FYs 1989-1993. It includes data only from those 
~tares that reported in all 6 years. This material is organizi:d under two IOpic headings as 
fonows: 

•I 	 Comparisons of alcohol client admissions data; and 
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I 
II• Comparisons of drug client admissions data. 

Information on each of these areas is presented within the following paragraphs. Dati! analyses 
are included in this subsection only for those States that provided data for all 6 fiscal years. 

a. c.ompariS<lns of Alcohgl Client Admissions Daui" 	 , 

For those State Agenei;" that provided alcohol client admissions informatioA for FY s 
1989-1994. a number of data comparisons were conducted. FortY-seven States. the 
District of COlumbia. and Puerto Rico were able 10 provide infonnation for ail 6 years. 
The information provided follows: I ... 

FISCAL YEAR 	 TOlal Alcohol Client Admission:; 

1989 1.191.975 

1990 1.246.662 

1991 1.317.123 

1992 1.138.248 

I1993 	 1.079.444 

I
1994 1.023.725 	 I 

i 
Overall. during the 6-year perIOd from FY 1989 througb FY 1994. alcohol treatment 
admissions decreased by 168.25(), or 16.4 percent. Also, there exists cOnsiderable 
variability in both overall admissions levels and types of admissions across/years and 
individual States. I 

•Among the 49 StateS and Terrilories that provided data for all 6 years. alcohol 
admissions were down berween FY 1989 and FY 1994 for 32 reporting entities. and up 
for 17 reporting enlilies. Also. among some of the States thaI reported ma.i9r cbanges 
in alcohol client admissions from FY 1989 to FY 1994, the cbanges may be' related to 
the utili2ation of improved and more reliable reporting systems. Therefore, c6nsiderallie 
caution should be exercised in the interpretation of these data. .

I 
I 

.I 
'Dato omi io rhis "aim! d. 0'" includ, ale."'" eli,", odmissiollS for _ric.. _. Gwun. Ort8L tht Yt1iio 

Islands. Washingfon Stott:. aJJd ii)'oMinl since rMy did not npon informanon for o1l 6 ~an. 
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A number of comparisous were conducted on data provided by those State Agencies that 
submitted drug client adnUssions information for FYs 1989-1994. Forry-seven States, 
the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico were able to provide relevant information for 
.11 6 years. The total drug client admissions reponed for each flSClll year beginning with 
fIScal year 1989 were as follows: . 

Total Drug C1ienl AdmissiQ!1SJ::ISkAL YEAR 

1989 596,683 

1990 662,930 

1991 658,928 

1992 654,365 

1993 676,038 

1994 724,646 

Close examination of the SADAP data over the 6-year period reveals considerable 
variability across States in terms of increases and/or del:reases in drug client adnUssions, 
The overall trend in previous f!SC31 years of significant increases in the number of drug 
client admissions (an increase of 21.5 pe=nt or 127,963 adnUssions from FY 1989 
through FY 1994) is confltlllCd by the fact that most of the States and Territories that 
have comparable drug client treatment admissions data reported an increase in 
admissions. However, in the past few years a number of the States have implemented 
and/or begun to use improved and more reliable reporting systems. Therefore, 
considerable caulion should be exercised in the interpretation of these data, since il is 
possible that the levels of drug admissions reported by States may be related llOt only 10 

numbers of ""ntaJ drug clients being admitted to treaDlJenl, but also to more reliable 
reponing through improved data systems. Also, some of the Federal Government's 
legislative manda",. and regulations on the Substan<:l: Abuse Block Grant may have 
eocournged some States and/or treatment providers w use a diagnosis for a drug other 
tbao alcohol for those many clients who have problems with alcohol and other drugs. 

I
·!?alil lI.Ud in this ~ do M! ineiJaU tlntg CliDU cdMiJ:sitMS tOI' A.IIJ,eriCflll Samoa, Guam, Oregon, tht: Virgin11' Waslrifll"'" Stat•• twi ~"g tinulhq did : iofo""'"''''' for <iii 6 ]''''. 

Source: Gunafwn. Jol;,m S .• ct.aJ.• Stmt. R#Sf)JITc.tS <PId sU"ttius R#IazN 1Q A/coIt(JJ flJtd Other DrIl8 1'n.1bl#tu for FIScal 
y,.ar 1994, MlltCb 1m. 

http:R#Sf)JITc.tS


Another comparison of drug client ""'anent admissions over FYs 1989·1994 is focused, 
on snme specific primary drugs of abuse that are of special national interest. lofonnation 
in !be iliscussion that follows sbould not be confused with data presented earlrer in this . 
chapter on admissions by primary drug of abuse for FY 1994. The followinglanalysis 
was conducted on roughly comparable data provided by 44 States, the DiStrict of 
Columbia, and Puerro Itico on !be tOP three primary drugs of abuse (i.e." bernie, 
cocaine, and marijuanalhasbisb). The fmdiogs were as follows: 

I
CliENT TREATMENT ADMISSIONS· 

BY TOP THREE PRIMARY DRUGS OF ABUSE I 
I 

Marijuanal 
BSC;AL YEAR Herom Cocaine Hashish , 

I 
96,27919&9 122,310 , 

1990 154,091 


1991 141,992 


1992 127,935 


1993 145,495 275,292 107,384
l, 

1994 15&,353 283,107 123,535 

I 
. , 

It is clear that !be above data exhibit considerable variation from year to year, and 
caution must be exercised in attempting to extract trend data. However. the increases 
in client ""annent admissions related to heroin, cocaine, and marijuana/hashish as 
primary drugs of abuse are of particular interest. After steady declines in: heroin 
rreattnent adruissions ftom FY 1990 to FY 1991 (7.& percent decrease) and from FY 
1991 ro FY 1992 (9.9 percent decrease), admissions for bernin increased in FY 1993 by 
13.7 percent (17,560 admissions) and again in 1994 by &.& percent (12,&58). Sunilarly, 
!be treatment admissions for marijuana/hashish increased by 16,151 admissions (15.0 
percent) from FY 1993 to FY 1994 and by 13,068 admissions (13.9 percent) frhm FY 
1992 to FY 1993 after declining by 5.2 percent from FY 1990 to FY 1991 2nd 6.2 
percent from FY 1991 to FY 1992. Admissions for cocaine treatment .dmissi~ as !be 
primary drug of abuse continued 10 increase from FY 1993 to FY 1994 (2.8 percent) and 
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INTRODUCTION 

nus information paCKet includes excerptS from selecled Federal government. or Federally-sponsored 
publicatiom that contain infonnalion on ma!lJuma. These data inelude trafficking patterns. usage patterns. 
and S(:ntene:lng data. Information from !.he foUowing publications is presenled in this information packet; 

Drugs ofAbuse, 1996 Edition 

NOTicnal institute On iJrugAbuse, ""IDA Notes, Volume J Number '1,1997, FactsAbouIMarijliona 


and jJarljuQnoAbuse 

Nationol HOlJsehold Survey on Drug Abuse: Popuiatu)1I Esfimares 1996 
Preliminary Resulr:sfrom the 1996 Notional HOlisehold Survey on Drug Abuse 
Monitoring {he Future Siudy, December j 997 
Pulse (neck: No1lOne/Trends in Drug Abuse, Summer 1997 
Ep,-demi%gic TreMS in Drug Abuse, AdvanCe Report. June 1997 
Epidemiologic Trends Itt Dntg Abuse, volume h EXf!Cliliw! ~Ilmmar:v, June 1996 
Nmional Parents Resource JrtSlIlulelor Drug Education, PresS Release DndSummary Results 
Youlh Risk BehaVIOr $urveiJ/oncc··/.Jnifed Stoles. 1995 
Subsumee Abuse ond :'!ilentoi Heafrh Statistics Sourcebook 
Drug Abuse Warning Serwork. Annual Emergency Deparlmenl Dota. 1996 

'Drug Abuse Warning Seruork. Annual Medicd Exammer Daw, 1995 
Office o/NoTional Drug COmro! Policy, Policy Papers on Afar/juana, Summer 1997 
Crime in the {Jnaed SIOles. Uni/orm Crime Reports, 1996 
1996 Drug Use PlJrecoSlingAnnuaJ Rep<Jrl on Adult and Juvenile Arrestees 
Feder(11 Dntg Case Processmg, /982-9 j, With PrelIminary Dora jor 1992 
Felony Sentences in State COllrls, i99-1 
Drugs and Jail inmo/es, i 989 
Survey a/Slale prison lnnrale.~, 1991 
Comparing Federal and State Prison Inmates, 199} 
Drug Enjor:;emenl ond Treatment in Prisons. 199{) 
Uniled Stares Senflmcing CommiSSion: 1996Annua! Reparl 
AliI Associates lnc., Prices a/lllici! Drugs, 1981-1997 
11legal Drug Price'Pur;/), Reporl, Un/red SIMes; January 1993-December i996 
rederai·..,ide Drug Seizure System 
infernationni NorCOlics COMro} S;rategv Repon, ,\/Crch 1997 
The NN1CC Report 1996. The Supply a/Illicit Drugs 10 Ike United S(Dle~ 
Execulil'e Summan; fVhaIAmt'nco'.1 (.~~rs Spend on Illegal Drugs, 1988· 1995 
Siafe Resources andSen-Ices H.e/ated 10 Alcoho! (md Olher Drug Problemsfor 

j-iscal }'vor i995 

Complete c1L3.lions and ordering instructions for fu) I copies of publications used in producing this 
mfonnation packe! may be found on the las! page. 

, ' 
This infonnatlon packel \\35 prepared by Iii! SctunidUem al the Drug Policy information CleannghouSe. 
The Clearinghouse is funded by the White House Office of Nauonai Drug Control Policy (Or-.roCP) to 
riUpport dnli5: conlIol policy research. and is a componenL of the >.Iational Criminal Justice Relerence ; 
Service. for further information concerning the COntentS of this infonnatlon packet or other drug pol!.", 
issues, caJl l-80Q..66(,-3332, \Yote the Drug Policy Information Oearinghouse, PO Bo,", 6000, Rockvi!le. 
MD 20849-6000. or visit me ONDCP World Wide Web Site a1 w'Ww.whuebousedrngpolic\'"g{')V, 
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I
DEADellartment or JUltice 


Enforcement Administration 


Marijuana 


Marijuana is the most common1y used illicit drug in America today. The term marijuana, as cohunonly , 
used, refers to the leaves and flowering tops of the cannabis plant: . 

A tobacco-like substance produced by drying the leaves and flowering tops of the cannabis plant, 
marijuana varies significantly in its potency, depending on the source and selection of plant nu!.terials 
used. The form of marijuana known as sinsemilla (Spanish, sin semil/a: 'Without seed), derived from the 
unpollinated female cannabis plant, is preferred for its high THC content. I 

I 

Marijuana is usually smoked in the fonn of loosely rolled cigarettes called joints or hollowed out 
commercial cigars called blunts. Joints and blunts may be laced 'With a number of adulterants including 
phencyclidine (PCP), substantially altering the effects and toxicity of these products. Street names for 
marijuana include pot. grass, weed. Mary Jane. Acupulco Gold, and reefer. i· 
A1though marijuana grown in the United States was once considered inferior because of a low 
concentration ofTHC, advancements in plant selection and cultivation have resulted in highly'potent 
domestic marijuana. In 1974, the average THC content of illicit marijuana was less than one Rercent; in 
early 1994, potency averged 5 percent. The THC oftoday's sinsemilla ranges up to 17 percent. 

I , 
Marijuana contains known toxins and cancer-causing chemicals which are stored in fat cells for as long as 
several months Marijuana users experience the same health problems as tobacco smokers. su~ch as 
bronchitis, emphysema and bronchial asthma. Some of the effects of marijuana use also include increased 
hean rate, dryness of the mouth, reddening of the eyes, impair~d motor skills and concentrati~n, and 
frequently hunger and an increased desire for sweets. Extended use increases risk to the lungs and 
reproductive system, as well as suppression of the immune system. Occasionally, hallucinatio~s, fantasies 
and paranoia are reported. 
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DEAu.s. Department of Justice 
Drug Enforcement Administration 

ControUed Substances 
Uses and Effects 

IDrug:: !Marijuana 

IClassification:: ICannabis , 

ICSA Schedule: ISchedule I 

ITrade or Other Names: IPot; Acapulco Gold; Grass; Reefer; Sinsemilla; Thai sticks 

IMedical Uses: INone 
IPhysical Dependence: IUnknown 

Ipsychological Dependence: 'Moderate 

ITolerance: IYes 
IDuration (hours): 12-4 

IUsual Method: ISmoked; Oral 

Ipossible Effects: IEuphoria; Relaxed inhibitions; Increased appetite; Disorientation 

IEffects of Overdose: IFatigue; Paranoia; Possible psychosis 

IWithdrawal Syndrome: IOccasional reports of inso;nn.ia; Hyperactivity; Decreased appetite 

1 of ! 
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IDEAof .Justiu 
Administmtion i 

Formal Scheduling 


, " 
The '(SA places all substances which were in some manner regulated under existing federal law into one 
'of five schedules. This placement is b~ed upon the substance's medical use. potential for abuse. and 
safety or dependence liability, The Act also provides a mechanism for substances to be contr~ned. or 
added to a schedule; decontrolled, or removed from control; and rescheduled or transferred from one 
schedule to another. The procedure for these actions is found in Section 201 or the Act (21 V.S.c. 811).

I 
Proceedings to add, delete, or change the schedule ofa drug or other substance may be initia~ed by [he 
Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), the Depanment orHeruth and Human Services (HHS), or by 
petition from any interested party: the manufacturer of a drug, a medical society or association, a 
pharmacy association, a public interest group concerned with drug abuse, a state or local government 
agency. or an individual citizen, When a petition is received by the DEA, the agency begins it~ own 
investigation ofthe drug. I 
The agency also may begin an investigation ofa drug at any time based upon information rec~ved from 
law enforcement laboratories, state and local law enforcement and regulatory agencies, or other sources 
ofinformation. 1 

i 
Once the DEA has collected the necessary data, the Administrator or the DEA, by authority bf the 
Attorney General, requests from I-lliS a scientific and medical evaluation and recommendation as to 
whether the drug or other substance should be controlled or removed from control. This recNest is sent to 
the Assistant Se<retary ofHealth ofHHS. HHS solicits information from the Commissioner cfthe Food 
and Drug Administration (FDA), evaluations and recommendations from the National Institute on Drug 
Abuse, and on occasion from the scientific and medical community at large. The Assistant Secretary, by 
authority of the Secretary, compiles information, transmits back to the DEA a medical and scientific 
evalua~ion regarding the drug or other substance, a recommendation as to whether the drug should be 
controlled, and in what schedule it should be placed. f 

The med~cal and scientific evaluations are binding on the DEA ,"-,th respect to scientific and Ledical 
matters. The recommendation on scheduling is bindi:1g only to the extent that ifl-ffiS recommends that 
substance not be controlled, the DEA may not control the substance. : 

, 
Once the DEA has received the scientific and I!ledical evaluation from HHS, the Administra~or \\,,11 
evaluate all available data and make a final decision whether to propose that a drug or other substance 
should be controlled and into which schedule it should be placed. i 

, 
The thresho'd issue is whether the drug or other substance has potential for abuse. Ifa drug,does not 
have a potential for abuse, it cannot be controlled. Although the tenn "potential for abuse" is not defined 
in CSA, there is much discussion ofthe term in the legislative history of the Act The fonowing items are 
indicators that a drug or other substance has a potential for abuse: i 

1, There JS evidence that individuals are taking the drug or other SlIbstance in amounts s4fficient to 
I 
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1. 	 There is evidence that individuals are taldng the drug or other substance in amounts sufficient to 
create a hazard t6 their health or to the safety of other individuals Or to the community; or 

2, 	 There is significant diversion of the drug or other substance from legitimate drug channels; or 

3, 	 Individuals are taking the drug Of other substance on their own initiative rather than on the basis of 
medical advice from a practitioner licensed by iaw to administer such drugs; or 

4. 	 The drug is a new drug SO related in its action to a drug or other substance already listed as having 
a potential for abuse to make it likely that the drug will have the same potential for abuse as such 
drugs, thus making it reasonable to assume that there may be significant diversions from legitimate, 

, channels, significant use contrary to or without medical advice. or that it has substantial capability 
of creating haz.ards to the health of the user or to the safety orthe community. Of course, evidence 
of actual abuse ofa substance is indicative that a drug has a potential for abuse. 

In detennining into which schedule a drug or other substanCe should be placed. or whether a substance 
should be decolllroUed or rescheduled, certain factors are required to be considered, Specific findings are 
not required for each factor, These factors are li"ed in Section 201 (c), [21 US,C 81 J (c)], of the CSA 
and are as foHows: 

1. 	 The drug's actual or relative potential for abuse" 

2, 	 SCientific evidence ofthe drug's pharmacological effect. The state afknowledge with respect to 
the effects of a specific drug is, of course, a major consideration. For example, it is vital to know 
whether or not a drug has a hallucinogenic effect if it is to be controlled because of that. The best 
available knowledge of the pharmacological properties ofa drug should be considered. 

3. 	 The state ifcurrent Scientific /mowledge regarding the substance. Criteria (2) and (3) are closely 
related, However, (2) is primarily concerned with pharmacological effects and (3) deals with all 
scientific knowledge with respect to the substance. 

-'. 	 Its history and current pattern ofabuSE, To determine whether or not a drug should be controUed. 
it is important to know the pattern ofabuse ofthat substance, including the socio*economic 
characteristics of the segments of the population involved in such abuse. 

S. 	 The scope, duration, and significance ofabuse In evaJuating existing abuse. the Administrator 
must know not only the pattern of abuse but whether the abuse is widespread, In reaching his 
decision, the Administrator should consider the economics ofregulation and enforcement attendant 
to such a decision. In addition. he should be aware of the sociaJ significance and impact of such a 
decision upon those people, especially the young, that would be affected by it 

6, 	 What, ifany, risk there is to the public health lfa drug creates dangers to the public health, in 
addition to or because of its abuse potential, then these dangers must also be considered by the 
Administrator. 

7, 	 The drug's psychic or physiological dependence liability, There must he an assessment of the 
extern to which a drug is physically addictive or psychologically habit-fonning, if such infonnation 
is known, 

g, 	 Whether the subslance is an immediate precursor ofa substance already controlled. The CSA 
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allows inclusion of immediate precursors on this hasis alone into the appropriate schedule and thus 
safeguards against possibilities of clandestine manufacture. 

After ccnsidering the ~bove listed faotors, the Administrator must make specific findings conctming the 
drug or other substance, Tms will detennine into which schedule the drug or other substance ~n be 
placed. These schedules are established by the CSA. ! , 

When the Administrator of DEA has determined that a drug or other substance should be controlled, 
deccntrolled, or !'!scheduled, a propo.a1to talce action is published in the Federal Register. The proposal 
invites ail interested persons to file comments with the DEA. Affected parties may also request a hearing 
with ,he DEA. If no hearing is requested, the DEA will evaluate all comments received and pubush • final 
order in the Federal Register, controlling the drug as proposed or with modifications based upon the 
written comments filed. This order will set the effective dates for imposing the various requirements 
imposed under the CSA. I 

Ifa hearing is requested, the DEA will enter into discussions v.ith the party or panies request~ng a 
hearing in an attempt to narrow the issue for litigation. If necessary, a hearing will then be held before an 
Administrative Law Judge. The judge will take evidence on factual issues and hear arguments on legal 
questions regarding the control of the drug. Depending on the scope and complexity of the islsues, the 
hearing may be brief or quite extensive. The Administrative Law Judge, at the close of the heanng, 
prepares findings of fact and conclusions onaw and a recommended decision which is submitted to the 
Administrator of DEA. The Administrator will review these documents, as well as the underlying 
material, and prepare hislber own findings of fact and conclusions ofJaw (which mayor maYlnot be the 
same as those drafted by the Administrative Law Judge). The Administrator then publishes alfinal order in 
the Federal Register either scheduling the drug or other substance or declining to do so. : 

Once the final order is published in the Federal Register, interested panies have 30 days to appeal 10 a 
U,S. Court of Appeals to 'challenge the order. Findings of fact by the Administrator are deemed 
conclusive if supported by "substantial evidence." The order imposing controls is not stayed Iduring the 
appeal, howeve" unless so ordered by the Court. I 

SofJ 
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Marijuana Update 


Marijuana remains Ille most commonly used illicit drug in Ille Un:i~d StDtes. According to preliminary data from the 1996 
National Household SW"VC)' on Drug Abuse. bbout 685 million Americans (n pereent) had tried marijuana at leas! once in 
their lifetimes. and 18 tttillioo (8.6 percent) tuld used marijuana within Ille past year. The National Association of $tak 
Alooho: and Drug Abuse: Directors reported thal in 1994, 137.564 people wert" admiuea to U'eatrnent because of marijuana 
abusc. 

Monitoring the Future Study Data 

NInA's Monitoring the Future Study iniually assessed dru.@:useamonghighschoolseniorsandyoungadultsacrossthe 
country', but in 1991, the survey was e":panded LO incluclc daLl on 8lh~ and IOth~g:rnders_ 

From 1979 to 1992lhere was!! downward trend in marijuana use among youth. bUllhe l!'end w.ersed in 1993, and US(' of me 
drug «mtinued to increase in 1994, J995. and 1996 

Pe,.~cnt(1J:c 0/8t1,·crflflen who havc useil mnrijJlona 

1991 1991 1993 1994 1995 1996 

£ver Use!] 10_1% j 1_2% 12.6% 16_7% 19.1f#1n 23.1% 

U5ed in Pa~t Year 6.2 7.2 9.2 13.0 15.& 18.3 
Used in Past Month ' ,,, 3.7 S.l 7." 9.1 11,3 

PcrcentaGe of IOtI'-grad(!r'S wl,o lIa!'e u.w.ul marijuana 

':; 
199 I !992 1993 1994 199.5 1996 

E\(,'r UM!O :;3-4% 214% 24.4% 30A% 34.1% 398% 
Used in Past Year 16.5 IS. '1 19,3 25.2. 28.7 336 
Un~d in Pft~t Month &.7 &.1 10.9 IS,8 17.1 20.4

PercentaGe of 12tb..grader.'i wlro Ilff)'e uscd marijuana 

: 1979 J9N:, 1991 1992 1993 1994 19%199~ 

$4.2% 36_7% 41.7%60A% 32.6% 35.3% 31D% 44,9%E"t'r Used 
40.(;Used in Past Year ;;:1-9 26,0 30,7 34.750.8 21.9 35.8.,;",- .]6.5Used in patl Month 2:D 13.8. 11.9 19.0 21.2 21.9 

Effects of Marijuana On the Brain 

Si~if:.c;:ml progress h<:l.5 been nlade by NInA g:"llntces i:J c':lennming how nuuijuunn <:lets on the bra;n. One study found !hilt 
!ontt-tenn use of mmjuar.a produces changes in the hrain similar 10 tho~ Sttn after long-tc:rm use of other major drugs of 
abuse SlJcl1 as coc<:lmc. heroin. and alcohoL Morea\ >!l". \.h~ changes mny increasc a ust:r'~ \,ulr..e:ability 10 addiction to othCl' 
aousabk: druV by "priming"lhe brllin to he more easily chflnged by drug,s in the fuiUr~. 

bttp;i1w"...w.nida.nih.gov/N1DACOlpJ;U!esJNCMuriJUlm~.html 
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Another study found IDal chronic exposure ofrnlS to THe (Ih~ .active ingredient in marijuana) dpmages aPd. destroys nerve 
cdls and. causes other paIDofogieal chanttcs in the hippocampus, In fnct, Several animal srudies have focu.scd aUetnion on the 
hippocampus. the major component ofthe brain's limbic syStem that IS crucial for learning, memory;and the imeSntlon of 
sensory experiences with emotions and mOli\'a.iwL Taken 1D~. these results may provide clues lQ the mechams 
underlying marijllflIUl.induced euphoria and LOSS ofmemory, ! , 
RescaTChers have firund that THe changes IDe way in wh1ch sensory information 8m inlo and is acted on by the i 
hippocampus_ Investigations have shown !.hat neurons in the infonnatioo-processiog system of !.he hippoclUltpus and the 
activil)' of the nerve fibers I)..."e suppressed by THC. In addition. researchers have discovered that learned behavlo!s< which 
depend on the, hippocampus, also. deteriora:e. 

Effects on the ,Lungs 
I 

Scientists a:. the Ur,iversil)' of Californitl, LO$ Angeles, found that the daily usc of one (n three marijuana jnints appears (0

i'I'oducc approximately the same lun~ d.amtl~ and potemial cancer risk as ~ok:n~ five times as many cillNenes. The study 
results sug~st that the v."lt}' smokers inhale ma..,juana. in addition to hs chemical composition. increases the adverse physical 
effects, The same hms cancer risks associnted whh tobacco also apply. to marijuana users, even though they smoke far less, 
The study findings refute the argument !ha~ marijuana is safer than tobacco because users smoke only n fC'W join;s a day. 

I 
Effects on He~rt Rate and Blood Pressure i , 
ReceOl findings indicate that smoking: marijuana while shoo!in,g up cocame has the pDtential to cause severe increascs in 
heart rale and bloOO pre$$Uf!:. In one SIOO,I', e.\perienced marijwma and cocaine u~s ~ere g:iven marijuana ;!lonle, cocaine 
alone. and then a combination otboth. Eac.h d~ alone prodUC\.~ cardio\'a5Cu!ar eE"ects: when they were combined,the 
effects were pea(c;r and lusted lonper, TIw hean rate of the $u\1.ieCtS in lhe study mcrensed 29 bents per minute with 
ma..";_iuana alonc and 12 bents per minute with cocaim: alone. When the drugs were rJiven together, the heart fatC iru;reasecl by 
4,9 bcals per rr.mUle, and the increased Tine persisted for .. long:cr limc. The drugs ""'ere £!.iva'l with the subjects sining quietly. 
In normaL circumstnoces. an indit'idual mtty smoke marijuana nru! injecl cocaine and then dQ somelhins physically stressful 
that may si{Zl1iflcantly incTense ri~s of an overload on the cardiovascular 5}lslem. l, 
Effects of Heavy M~rij uana Use on Attention and Memory 

A study of college students has shmm that critical skili .. relOlCed 10 at!.:nllOn. memory, Md h:amintl' arc impaired among: heavy 
users ofmanjuanll, even nlier discominuing its use lor ,n kos. 2.:i hours Re~archers compared 65 ~hcavy used,:' who had 
smDked mariju:ma u medlun 01'29 Ctf thl:' Ptl5t 30 day:>. and r..:i "li);[hl U~Cf:>.n who bad smoked a median m1of dic past 30 
days. After a clost!ly monitored 19-!(J 2.f-hoUf period ot" .:!1'>slfnence from mari.iuaJHl and other mien druss and ~lcohol, the 
under!!TaOu;Jte!l were gwen 'Scveral sllIndard tc~t~ mC:.l:-luring aspeCl.. of all<mtion. memory, and lell."'Tlmg. Comptred (0 the 
ligbl users. heavy manjuan;) use\'~ mnde more crror~ ond had more: difficulty suSlam:ng altentlon. shifting ot1ention to meet the 
demonds ofcbnnges in the en\'lronmcnl, 3nci in rcgi~lcring, processing. and using information The fmdings suggest !.hal thc 
gr;:at.:r impairment among hcavy user~ i~ likely dl1~ to lm nil';:rnlirm ofhrain activit), proe:Jeed 1'>y marijuana, a residue of the 
drug in the hroin, or an actual drug v,1lhdrowal ",-:1lCfOme Ii-om mariJuantl. 1 

I 
Effects on Pregnanty 

Sciemists hav¢ d'Jterrntnoo. a link hct\\'ecn ae!i\';,:non ,\f lI:c bio:ot=ical r.:ceptors that respond m cannabinoids. tl,e 
p.'i\'Cnollctj"c ingredients m man,iuanll, and ahrup~ in!enupiion of p:-cgnancy at 3 very early stage. Studies con4ucted on 
m(ju~ anbryos have demonstrated thllt when the cllnn.-,1'>izhnd :,ec~T'lms were .:Jctiv.:Jted:n the emhryos, embryonic 
d.;vdopment 'J!>'.Jally ended. on or b<:lorc Ib<: cight-c;:lL ur }-day 5tll~. Wh;;n a oompOU1'ld was added 1(.1 block activation of the 
receptors..lhe emhryos do:velor>ed normally. Tbe..-;c tlnding!,> ~ug:g.1!'St that ~'j'\O$ure ofembryos 10 the cannabincfids can often 
pn.::n:m !.he embr)'O$ from ;machi!lg 10 the ule-nne wnll. ~ 

f• 
Failure To Confront Prob)ems I, 
A serle$ orindeplh case studies by Jl reSr:lIrCh learn llt IheCo;,:nlo:r for Ps.\'chosocilll Sludies in New Yorl.; found/that adults who 
"moked mariJuana daily belic\'ed it hel(!Cd Ihem ruoclioo hc;[e" ir:1p-roving se!f·a\l1Ucoess and relruioo$hijlS ~th othent. 

hltp;Ji\\.'w\\',nida.nih,~o\'fNIDACnpsulesINCMari.Juana.h:m! 
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However. researchers found that usm \I.'ere rnorcwjJling 10 tolerate problems. sU{!iesling tha! lhe drug served as a buffer for 
!.hose who would rather IIvoid confronting problems than make chao!,cs that might met"C8.S.e their $Alisfaelion with life. The 
study indicated lhallhese subject'!: used rnarijuan>l to avoid dealin!i! will1 their difficulties and !.he avoidance inevitably made 
their problems. worse. The most striking observation is the d~5tfepancy bet'\\'Oen what study participants ~. and what is 
octually 80m!? on. Allhough users believed Inc drug enhanced undersumdin$' of themselves. it actually sc:rved as a barrier 
8@:ainstself-awareness. 

Research on .he THe Receptor 

In 1988. it was discovered thot the membranes of certain nerve cdts contain protein receptors that bind THe, marijuana's 
aClh'c ingredient Once secun::ly in place. THe kicks o1f a series of cellular reactions that uhimalely lead to the high thll! users 
eA-per.enot when they smoke a manjuatlb cigarette, It was reasoned th:n a THC~m.:e compound must CAiM in ilie body and 
bind (0 these ~tonL In 1992. researehers identifIed jl naturall)" occul'ring ehemicut in the body iliat -binds (0 these same 
receplors. Named arutndarnide.this compound bcltaves chemically like THe. Studies will continue with lInanda.rnide Lo 
understand how it inleracts with THe receplor:> to affeci memory. movcmcnl, hunger. pain, lind other fur.ctions \.hal are 
altered by manjuana use. 

A Genetic Basis for Marijuana Abuse 

Scientists MVC found \.hat whe\.her an individual has posilive or nej!3!lve sensations after smoking marijuana IS heaviiy 
influenced by heredity. A recent study demonsU':lIed (hat identical male tW1flS were more likel~'lhan nonidentical maJe {wins 
to repOrt similar responses to manjuan:: U:i.t. mdicldng II genetic basis for thelr sensations:. ldenttCtil twins share all of their 
genes, and froternallwins shure abom half Environmental factors such as the H\'a:!lIbilit:, of marijuana, expeetations about 
ho'"'" the drug would affec\ !.hern, the ini1l1en~ of fri<!Od' and social contllcls. and other flldoN that woold be different even for 
identical twins al$O were four.d (0 htl\'e{ln irnportnnt l!'!1ecl; however, 1: also was discovered thal the twins' shared or femily 
environment before age l8 hoo no detCJ;tOlble influenc.: on :heir fesflon~ to rl'UIn.iuana. 

http://v.'V.v:.nida,nih,gov1N1DACllpsul.:slNCMan.1 u:mll.hl.ml 

http:u:mll.hl.ml
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l. MARIJUANA AND BASmSB USE 


o 	.In 1996, an estimated 10.1 million Ame!i<:ans were CUlTont (p1lSt month) marijuana or bashish 
........ This represents 4.7 percent ofthe population aged 12 and older. I 

; 

o 	 Marijuana is by far the most prevalent drug used by illicit drug u......inee approximately three 
quarters (77 pereent) of CUITO!!I illicit drug users were marijuana or hashish users in 1996. 
Because of this, trend. and demogrnphic differences are generally similar for any illicit use and 
marijuanalhashish use. I 

I 
o 	 The rate of marijuana use among youths age 12-17 was 7.1 percent in 1996. While this i. not 

significantly different than the rate in 1995 (8.2 percent), it indicates a possible shift in the 
trend. From 1992 to 1995, the rate ofuse among youth more than doubled. Similaritrends are 
eMdent among both boys and girls, whit... blaclcs, and Hispanics, in all four geographic 
regia,"" and in metrOpolitan and nonmetropolitan areas (Figure 8). ~ 

I 

Figure 8. Past Month Marijuana Use 


Among Youth, Age 12 - 17: 1985-1996 
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, 	 I 
o 	 In 1996 there were an estima~ed 6.1 minion frequent marijuana users, defined as u~e on at 

least 51 days during the pI!St year, This represents a rate of2.8 percent of the poliulati<fn age 
12 and aider, and was not significantly different from the estimate for 1995 (5.3 million users. 
2.5 percent). but was significantly lower than in 1985, when there were an estimaU:d 8.4 
million frequent users (44 percent of the population). ! 
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Marijuana 

o 	 An ommated 2.4 milliou Americans used marijuana for the 5m time in 1995, about the same 
IlWIlbcr .. in 1994, The number bad b..., increasing sinc. 1991, aI\Jer aloll8-terDl deer.... 
!hat bad be<:n oc:cw:ring since 1975. It is imeresting to note !hat the decrease in prevalence of 
marijuana use !hat oc:<:UlI'ed ill the 19805 did uO! begin to occur until several years after the 
peak in inciden<e. The rising incidence during the 1990, aeems to bave be<:n fueled largely by 
the inereasing rateofnew use amoll8 youths age 12-17 yean (from 39 per 1,000 person years 
in 1991 to about 75 per 1,000 person years in 1994 and 1995). This is in eonuast with the 
epidemic ofth. late 1960. and early 1970" which involved substantial incr..... amoll8 young 
adults .. well .. youths. The rates of marij...... initiation for youths in 1994 and 1995 are 
similar to the estimated rates in the late 1970., the peak yean for marijuana ineideuce and 
prevalence amDll8 youth (Figure 13), 
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Figure 13, Age-specific Rates of First 

Marijuana Use: 1962-1995 
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10611 (II'A) PREUMINARY DATA· AS OF JUNE 1997. ADJUSmD 1919-1993 EstrMATES 

Tablf IJ, r.tuhotaC" Rt'lmrtlng Plli.t' Moe,h lin of M.riju.... hy A.... Group. R.cI!lEChnklty~ and Sel: l"9-1996 
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r.,ltv_ .wa '-ft /lOt w!l~ « ~} IhJ: data f« u....., dNp ~ IIue-d <m mtUliln tn..t dotfC'l", .~ty I'I:Ilm !hose ..fed in Iht ... JI;I1"'f')')'tW" C~ly, ldjus!mmU lQ 1M 1m a.M 19*1 dIU; wert
nudl: \lilly Ibr !how dNgs »<hoM: mu,,1><u "'tft co-mparAbh: Ie a.e.. m Iht nIh..- lIIf"lI')' yt'~ 

<8«_ oflbemdllodolog;.' 1I,~d 111 .dj"rllht 1'J19l.brwgh 19n fflim&ln. f<Wllt Jotitd ~irlmq ml.y u:''<1 ~~f~' rat'''~.hlwithi" ~s_ JUI"'.., j'~&l. Fort~k. •"Im' ~ 
tlltlmUc! "rll~ 'Y1'U 1IW1 tn" -rpc.v to II<Ilt\'tll<'J thm ~rlcd lifetilllii ffliJN1u. 111ue i_NimTKintend III bc:-imIlt. TIIt¢ IItld nul ttIlmiull~ !it,ftil'l<::a.nl 

'IXfh"qw:t bdwet:n mimalt IItld 199£ tdim.ttt it Itdinltall'y lif1\lfreant at tht 0-1 "'v~t 

'DiWrrrn"" bdwecnc:rtim&l.t M'!d 19c9~ tdff-n.ak j, ltatiotltally """liu",".t 1M: ,QI 1.v~t 


Source: SAMHSA, om.... "r l\W'i~ !h••"ii~ N.h"""llIou••""'ld sW"'~ \lf1 ""'II A\n.iM, 
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10617 (4 Ill) PRELIMINARY DATA· i\SOF JUNE 1991 

Tabh! 21. Pertent.~tt fUpotiil1t, P.,t Mon1b'U.t or ~btfJu.n•• by Aa" Group and Dmwgtapblt Cbaranetf,Uu: 1'99$ and 1996 

AGE GROUP (V.ars) 

12-17 18-25 26-34 35 andOldtr Tolal 
Uma••pbk 
Chulllthtbtk 1995 "96 1995 1'96 1995 I ... 1m 1m 1".5: 1m ,., .., 

.. 
,.,'tOTAl. '.1 '.1 1%.0 Ul I.' 1.0 '.'

Me'" 
E'tIiHICITY 

S., U....... 
 I,U 1.' 6.' ... U '.1 
1.' n III '" UJI 1.4 ... '.1 ", ..Ill"" '.9
1.7 ,.Hn,-ic .,1.1 '.l '.9 l.' '.1 .. .., u "U l.1 '"'I""'" "" SEX " ,.,...... 11.4 M •., •.,'.1I.' '"•., ,., ,.,1.' ,.1.'f_" '.1 '.0" '.1 ., 

I.! 
POPVLATION 
D!HSlTY' 

t...,.g~ Mdr~ 1.] 1.1 ,.,U.S1.' I" 
U ,., '.',.I '0,.,Sm.lt Mctro ,." 7.' IL' 1",6 " '.1 

" 1.7 U'.1 I.' I.! '.0"-,-> " ""00 kIF,C;IOH 
7.1 IU'0 '0I" I.' I' ,., ' .. '.7,.,""""'...NdCtfllllf liH' ,.,'.0 ..,I" I.',.,IG,}'" 1'1.1 1.1S~'" ...•• 

I.' '.1,., ,." 6, ,.• '.1 6.0 ..," '.1 " U.J 1:'-9'W'" 
ADULT 

P.OIICATIOI'(' 


<HiF Schoolol 
 NIA IS.l 11.1) 11;;'& '.0 

Uigl\ Sd!ooI ClOd 
 '.'<,NIA Il.} 1.0 1.<"'A"" U 1.1I" " " " ,.,S-Co~ lt6 n:.6 n '.1 ..""'. "'A
C,,"* Guwalt NIA ,.. ,.,.'" ].,"'A 1.' 9.' J.O J.''.' 

CURRENT .
EMPLo¥Mlttw 

fu!l4n¢ 
 IOJ> U., OJ OJ <., 
f'cJ1:·tiJne 

"IA HIA '0.., '.'NIA U.ON" II J.' " 1.' 
HIA 11.11 :2:U IU n.1~ "IA .U 10.0"'" 
 " '"I., ,.,NI. HIA 9.' 11.8 0.7 ...'.t H " """" 

-lAw p«Qlim; no erulUk r~«t 
NIA: NctAp9!ieablt . 

• PDpIIlltio:n dem;ty it tla;o;d on 1990 MSA dUlit~dkom It!d their 1990 cCN\II.orpvpu\M.lOf'l courttl. 
1 0.11 on _dull edut.ltion It!d CUtnl'l'l c:mplo)'lK'll not dto_ r..... pcnQl'l'l 1ged 12·17. Estima~ rot both ldull tdutltioa lind cunei'll empklyment are (01 pmon:t Ilcd Z. II. 
• Retired, diJlbled, bOlllllllla1elr, rtudenl, or ~ather.W 

1>ilrerence bd"'een 19!U It!d 1996 it ....,tiltitaJly,ipUfttanl II thr .as Irlel. 

~oar~~ 199j.&1'!d '996 it t\ltistk-.lly,ignitit:t.rrt:utllll' .Oll~...ri 


~; SAMHSA. om« of A9Plio;d SfUdia, NI~ Uou",ld ~ on DNI Ab.ae, 199' ud 1996. 



-- -
MarijlUllW ~ T~ Popul4tit1" 

Table 3Ao. ~.!'Iull" Vat ~Sa WlthiD ~Grou!: for Total P!E,utatioD in ]996 ,, 
£_UtCCI UMd Put Year UMd r.,tMonlb: 

AGrm,. 
tmdilSS ts%S;JI 1.dI- 95%", Irtim'" ~'.II""'''''' , 

llATE£ST1MATES_1 
I 

J2·17 1&.1 (1$.2 • IH) Il.O (1J.5 ~ U6) 7.1 (6.1 • S.2! 

MaJ. ,<.5 (1M • 18.5) 13'> (1J.5 - 15.2) 7.6 (6_<1 ~ 9.1) 

Female 17.J 1iJ.2 • 19.3) 12-7 (10.9 • U8) ... Is.<, • 80) 


l 
1&.25 (<1/,5 ~ <16,6) 23.. (2/.8 ~ 26.0) 13'> (11.7. /<1,9)"AI...., 49'> (46.0 ~ 52.4) lU (26.9 • 32.8) 17.. (15.1 • J9,9) 
F-' 3Il.9 (16.0 • 41.9) 1&.0 (/6.0 ~ 20.i) '.1 (U • 10.8) 

'*34 - (<18.6 • 52.1) 11.3 (10.3 - 12.<1) 6.3 (3.6 • 7.2) 
Mal, Wl ($2,2 ~ 57.7) 1'.5 (12,8 ~ 16.<1) .... 17.3 • 10.2)...,

F-' "-I (d8 - <18.5) (7.1 - 9.6J 4.1 iJ.4 • 5,i) 

,)$ l7A1 (25. J - 29.0) 3.8 (3.2 - <1.5) 2JI (J.6 - 2.6) 
Mal. 32-. (30,0 ~ 35.9) ... (<1.8 ~ 7,3) 3.1 (2.<1 • <1,2) 
P-' ,... (19.6 • 14,2) ... (1.J • 2.6) L. (1).6 • 1.$) 

I 
TOTAL 32,0 (10.6 ~ J3.6) ... (7.9 • 9.3) '.7 (a • 3.3)...., 37,0 (14.9 • J9,1) 11.4 (10.3 • l1.6) ... (.5.7 • 7,4) 

Femal, (25.8 • 29,J) ... (5,<1 - 6.7) '.1 (2.7 • 3.$) ".. 
I 

POPUl..A.nON f.STIMATES (l1l1'bouNadl) 

12·17 ,.m (3.<125 - <I.J69) 1,92, (2,599 • 3.285) 1,600 (1,378 • 1.853)I..,.
Mol, 1.901 0.687 • 2.JJ8) (J.331 • 1.750) 871 (73$ • 1.1)4<) 

Femal, 1,880 1I.66-f • 2.//8) 1,396 (J,/96 • 1.625) 7lJ (393 • 871)
,-

18·2' 12,lJ9 (11,54<1 • /2,942) 6,618 (6.OJ5 • 7,2)6) 3,678 ().'266 ~ 034) 
Mol, w.o (6.J78 • 7.271) 4.118 (1.736 • 4,5<13) 2.-411 (1}/OO - 2.758) 
Femal, 5,415 15,007 ~ $,83<1) 1.500 (2.222 • 2,803) 1.167 (}!()60 • J.5()9) 

11...,. I 
20-34 07,255 • 18,553) 4.011 (3.658 • M15) (j~977 • 2,.563),,,... '.m


Mol, (9,061 • 1(),021) l.!lO (2.2 26 ~ 2,8#) 1.501 (1.272 • 1.765) 

F..,.." ~I (7,9.2 ~ 8,782) 1.5Cl (1.292 ~ 1,7<I/j 751 (610 • 925) 


,)' 34,645 (32.258 • )7,UfJ) 4.825 ((,0<15 ~ 5,741) (2.00' • J.276) '.s>!I 
Mol, 1'.'169 (18.()18 • 2U92) (2,859 ~ <I,)7lJ) 1,894 1I.41'l ~ 2,52.5)'.... 

I 

F..,.." '4,876 (1),)1) • 16.501) (916 ~ /,798) I~~J ~ J.OJ7)'.laS 671 

TOTAL (65. <105 ~ n8J'J) 18,398 (16,986 ~ /9.9J6) 10_ tf;,0.59, • lJ,U2)68.5"...., - (35.916 ~ <I/).lJJ) 11.716 (10.602 • J1.9J{)) ...83 15,87) • 1.596)....., 
~dlafemale: 30.531 Gt6J4 • )11507, (61°)5 ~ 11JW '21950 ~ 3,~<llJ. 

" I..cw pn:ddon; m C$lU'!'JCt ~ I
S.,••" ~«r:~~~~~dminimcion.OfflOtorAppldSUwhcs 

I 
I 

I 
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Table3Jl. :MariJU8a8 UN ~ Age Gnru2 and Sa" for Wblta In 1996 


E...rUM:d UMdPulVnr UMd Put Mouth 

""...... ..........0 ....... 0 ....... 

Ersje,lS 95%"'. F..tsImllt Qq. Ettimm 2S% c'L . 

IIATEES11MAn:.s(Porm>') 
AGE 

tl-17 (15.5 ~ 19,5) 13.3 IlI.S • 1S.3) ,.) 16.0 • 8.8)1'" 
15-25 49.1 145.5 • 5U) :wi (22.9 • 18.9) ...- (l2.• • 10.8) 
26-l4 51.9 155.7 • 1JC.1) 12-' 1108 • 13.9) ... ($,6 • i,8) 
.l> :l8A (262 • 30.7) 3.1 (3,0 • 4,1) 1.' (It. - 2.6) 

SEX 

Md. 3&' (36.2 _ 41.3) llA 110.1 • IU) M (55 • 7.5) 

FemaI, 30.) (28.2 • 32.6) M (5.2 • 6. 'I) :t.9 (2., • 3.6) 


TOTAL .... (32.$ • J6.J) ... (/.8 • 9.5) .u 1'-0 • J.J) 

POPULATlON ESTIMAT'ES{b: TJloaNalh)
AGE 

112·1 ; l.66O a,3'10 • ],977) 2.Ol5 (/,754 • 2.331) l.lle (9J9 • },1d) 

'8·25 (8.S<l] - 9,93<1) U4! (005 - 5.426) 1,110 (2,120 - 3.153)',>3'
26-34 '<A55 (lJ.89Q • IMIl) .,t)5!I (2,698 • 3,46J) (1,395 • l,9J<I) 
,;5 28,'188 (26,,563 - JU22) 3,1lll) (3,044 • <1,185) (Un - ],678)'IH'

SE.X 
Mol< 1.,9(;4 (2B,f)26 • 3J.95()) Il,BJ6 (i.81<1 - 9.973) ..... ,.,2$8 • 5.828) 
Fomok 15.,7' (23.162 • )7.1)67) (if,m - 5,597) 1..<.. (1,997 • 2.9<19) 

• ..." 
!2TAb ~I!I! (52 J2t, • VJ.l91l 1~I'a &4~ . l;!lliU, 7dl~ '~47~ .,<IS}! 

Table le. Marijuana U. by Ag! G:ouP.nd Sex for Hispauict m 1996 

E....r U\Itd UMCI , ... tVItI, tlJcd Put Month 
AC%EX 0 ..._ 0 ..._ 

EiJim.tt "%c'I, El.limlll ""C.I, £!It!ml" meL -
RATE ESTlMAn:.s(_t) 

AGE 
1:2·1' ,U (U.8 • 20.0) ,3.0 110.7 • JH) ... (5.1 • '.1) 
(8·25 31.6 (]8.J • JH) 1M (13.8 • 19,J) 16.5 • 10.6) 
26-34 ... (5.3 • 8.1) 

8.3 
(2'.' • 3M) 3.6 (2.5 • $.1)

,;5 " l'7.1).. (14.4 • 20.0) l.$ (1.0 • 2.5) 0.' m.s • 1.7)
SEX 

Md, 2'7.3 (24.9 • 30.0) 8.8 17.5 • 10.J) .., (J.8 • 5.8) 
Femal. 'M (U.7 ~ 18.4) 5.1 (4,J • 6.4) 1.' (21 - 3.5) 

TOTAL :t:l.O ao.• - 23.7) '.0 (6.2 • S,C) 3.' (3.2 ~ 4.4) 

POPUlATION ESTIMA.TES (la TllooModl)
AGE 

12·17 50' (419 ~ 582) ,." (312 _ .54) >00 1m • 1M) 
'8-25 1,ll6 (J,()99 • 1.3611) m ($J6 - 149) III (252 • <1J) 
26-J' 1.1l4 (J,099 • I,J19) 306 (2]7 • 391) 163 (114 ~ 233)
,JS 1,619 0.369 - 1,9()2) ,<6 (YI • 1J6) 90 1<9 • lti6)

SEX 
Mol, 1,18' (2,623 • J,/6f) ,:16 (787 - 1,086) ... (399 • (13)
F_, J.(iW O.5JJ • 1,891) $3' (444 - 652) lSI (nc . 358) 

TOTAL 4.519 (4,{4/ - 4,9}6; IAH Q,29.t • L6W m 'AAJ • ?Om 
• Low ~,iDn: no ~ tq:!oncd 
5cnzr;:x: f=~~:.=w Hc:aIIiI ~ic:cs AdminilC'ltion, Off'1I;lt' oC Appli«' Shldlcs 

, Surwy on DrII,s AbUK 
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MarljlltUlQ - R"c~thnk/ly 
I

Table 3D. Marijuana Use by Age Group aDd Scx for Blacks io 1996 I
• ,

u.d Put YClir Vied Put Month 

0 ........ ObMnrd I
0""'''[mm.ts Ettim." 95% '.I. 
I 

RATE ESTlMA TES (Pcru:al) I 
AGE I 

12·17 ,4.6 (11.3 - 17,3) 13.0 (/0.8 - JJ.6) 7.3 (5.7 - 9.<1) 

IS·2!! J6.! (33.2 - 40.0) 14•• (21.0 - 27.1) 13.8 (11.5 - /6.5) 
26-34 '12 (37.9 - <1<1.6) 13.. (11.5 - /6.0) '.1 (i2 - IJ.J) 
,35 27.4 (14.3 ' 30.8) ... (<1.<1 - 7.9) 3.3 (i3 - </.8) 

SEX 
M~' 37.3 (33. 9 - 40.8) 15.3 (13.2 - 17,5) '.1 (7:6 - 10.9) 
Feml..le >3.3 (21.0 - 25.8) 7.7 (6.5 9.1) ... (3:6 - ,5.7) 

, 
TOTAL 29.6 (27.5 - 31.7) 11.1 (9.9 - 12.<1) (5; 7 - 7.5)••• 

" 

POPULAnON ESTlMA YES (la Tbouaaacb) I 
AGE , 

12-17 (<106 - 568) (355 - 5U) :uo (lB.6 - 308)48' 
(794 1,025) ,>3 (<13.6 625) 

26-34 1.765 (1.624 - 1,91 I) 
18·25 '.379 (/,253 - 1,510) 

(<192 - 687) 392 (3/0 - 491) 
,35 (3.087 - 3.91<1) (561 - J.002) ." (189 - 6/ J) 

SEX 3"" I 
M~, ',014 (3.6JY - 4.<103) 1.... (/ ..00 - /,89<1) 981 (817 - 1.175) 
Fcml.!c 3,087 (2,783 - 3,<114) 1.019 (SS9 /,206) (471 - 750),.. 

•
TOTAL 7,111 (6.624 - 7,6181 2·66' (2.375 - 2,990) 1.576 (J.374 - 1.8061 

• to. pn::dsion; no CS1i1l\l1l. n::portI:d 

SoYlU: Sub5t&nc;e .... buse IIIId Man,aI Hcallll SC1'\Iiccs AdminimUion, Office ofApplied Stlldies 


1996 National Household Survey on Dru' .... busc I 
f 
i 
I 

I 

• 
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MtJrlj_ • R.,km 

Tablel:£. Marijuana Use by AI! Group aDd Sn: tor Northeast Rtgioll III 1996 

Eftf'UMId Uatd 'au Ynr Uatd Palt Month 
ACr,w,. 0_""""'.. 	 """"'.. "%C.I, [,Il;m*1fr..tjm·IJ Elttmut 	 "%eJ.

"" Cd, 

KATE ESnMATES (Pe:ruut) 
AGE 	 ... (1.3 ~ 8,5)12·17 	 (117 • 2Q,') 12.0 (B.9 - 16.0)I'",&." .... «U . 31.9) 25.1 (lO,i ~ JOtl) 13.2 (10,3 • ,,~ 

,..34 ru f18.1 - 56.9) .0" fB,3 • JJ.I) ... (3,$ ~ 6.8) 
:wi OJ,S· 19.') 3.0 (2.0 - 4.5) ... (1;8 • H) 

SEX
," 
M~. 33.0 (18.8 • J7,5) 	 (itS. In) 4.l !!,J • ).8)'.l 

29,9 (2M • 33.') ... (4." • 7,1) 3.3 al • I.S)'emaI. 
TOTAL lU (28,' . Y.2) 7" (6,1 • 8.7) ,., (3,1 * 1/,6) 

POPULAnON ESTIMATIS (In Thouufl4,)
AGE 

12-17 6l. (514 • 764) (331 - 5(1) l2Ii (l60 - 3J7).., 

18-2!! l,'66 (1,916 - ],119) 1.170 (96-t • 1,4"") ... (</8/ • 783),..,. 3,Sl9 (Ul0 . J,9IJ6) m 1m • •20) 337 (142 - 467).)' 6Jl67 (j,87. - 7.965) .,4 (5n - 1.2H) oIOJ (128 • (11) 

SEX 
1,779) 	 •MIl, ....., (5.980 -	 r.911 (U6IJ· Vl.li ... (IU) 1.198)F_ 

'All /J,699 - 7./91) ...... (1,001 • 1.$50) 70' (JJJ • '''') 
mI6L J;Y!J a~lJ.7 - 14,"61 1 il:.la ,,7&J. . ~9, 1= (l,298 • I.'.'. 
Table 3F. Marijulna UR by Ale Group and Sex ror Nortb C~DlrIIl Region tD 1996 

llMd Put Maath 

t!,.. 0, 

RATE ESTIMATES (Pemnl) 
AGE 	

'.712·1 i 15.3 (12.0 19.2) 1M (9.7 ~ 16,1) 	 (4,8 • 9.$)w 

18-2' ...7 «0.2 • ".3) 200.8 GO,j 19.8; ,4,0 (10.9 • J7.8) 
26-34 .... ()1.8 • 60.1) .,.. (J l.5 

w 

16.5) ... (6.5 • 11,0)w 

l6.7 (2U • 31.6) 4.3 (J.8 ~ 6.5) 2.5 (U - 0)
SEX

," 
M~, 3U (3JJ . <H) 13.2 (JO.4 • 16.5) 1.8 (3.•• 10,3)
F..w, 11~ (J4.J • 3U)) 	 (j.D - 7.8) 3.4 t1.6 • 4.5)'.3 

TOTAL 32,6 (18,1) • 36.5j 	 1'7.8 JU) U (:1.3 • 6.9)',' 

POPUlATION ESTIMATES (In Tbovundt)

AGE 
12·17 .95 (i05 • 1.116) 13. (169 . 944) '96 (279 • 556) 
18·lS 3.016 f2.7J1 ~ 3.325) 1.614 (1,378 • 2.0(9) ... (';J6 • J.J98) 
26-)4 ','/1)4 (4.399 • UK)3) 1.152 (%Ii. J.J75) 708 ("'4 .,. 9J6) 

8,2004 (6,895 • 9,7$0) 1.310 (861 • UK}7) .,..,. (~6J • 1.19J)
SEX	," 

Mil' 9.130 (i,92J • 10.396) 3,116 (].~68 • 3,9(3) !.11S6 (1.404 • ],~J7)F_, 7.730 (6,831 • 8,(98) J.766- O,tlJ5 • 2,J97) ... (JJ~ " 1,]72) 

W"L 16.860 (U,969· 18.867; :4.811 (.i,M! • 1862) l.8M aU] • 3,U6,! 
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MarIj,.,}"a • Rq/Qo 

T.bleJG. MlnJOan8 Use b1 AI!: Crou~ nd Set for South RegIoIJ fa J996 I 
EVII'r tiled Uaed Pari Veat Vloed h", Month 

AGl1So; .
0"""",, 0 ......'" 
halMt!' 9!% Cd, tmmllS; 	 """"'''' ~%',I,~::a "'I, &lI1D1lS 

, 

RATE ESTlMATES (PucIot) 	 I 
AGE 	 i 

11--17 15.' (/3.3 ~ /8.5) 12.' 110,7 • IJ.1) ... {S.4 • 8,4} ..." (38.3 • 45.9) 12" (i9.7 • }S.4) Il.% (1.0.2 • /4..1)':1.1 
26-34 45.' (42.3 - 48.0) ,.. (7.9 • 1l.3) ... (f.4 • 7.0)..., 121.0 • 11./) 	 (3.1 - -,,]) .., (U " ],8) 

SEX
," 	 ••• 
MIl< 36.' 03.0 • 39.3; 11.9 (iO,] - 13.8) .., ($,5 • B.l)F_. 	 ..,n> I2Q9 • 2J.7) 	 (.0 • $,9) 2.l (J.8 • 1.7) 

I 
TOTAL 2'J~ (17,5 • 31.1) U (1.1 ~ 9.3) ~ 	 (3.' • J.I) 

i 
POPU1.ATION' £STIMATES (10 Thou".ds) 

AGE I 
1l·17 (l.OSS • 1.467) 1.010 (847 • 1.199) 	 (~JO • 667)'J.f9 	 'Ill 
IB·15 	 (3,6$8 • 4.386) 1,137 (/.87'! • 2,421) 1.167 (976 • 1.388)...." 26-3<1 5,416 (5.134 - 5.821) 1.ISO 1963 • 1.311&) 67:1 (530 - BJO)
,3' 11.111 (9,893 • '2,417) 1,81. (/,j78 • 1.391) &IS ($61 • /,]66) 

SEX 	 , 
Mal, 11.747 (J i.6JO • 13.886) ".ISS (3,595 - ...8.$6) 1.3>9 (1,9:'3 " ],8$6)F_. 	 ,9,108 (8.188 • JO.(91) .,9ll (J,6f)8 - ],319) W (696 • 1.1J67) 

, 
I2I~1c al.lS (lfA484 " ~1'772 	 (5,J86 ~ ~2.aJ; ~~I a,no . 3

1
8(8)'U' 	 I, 

Tlble3H. MariJuanB Use br AI! GroDe .ad Sn for Wm Region 10 1996 
,• 

E'+'er Ustd 	 Uttd Past \'u, Vied »Blt MiUltb 
ACI1Sr..x Ob,,,," """".. 	 0 ......'" 1;1111111" 9S%Q, btimlU ~~~L I:llimlU 	 l2Aa 1;.1 

I 
RATt EST1MATts (Permst) 

; 

AGE 
!l·ti ,.~ (na ~ 24.1) 14.1 (1 1-6 ~ 18.J) (6.J • 11.1)8.' 
18·1S .... (37.J • 'U) .... (18.' • 30.6) 13.9 (lO. J 18.8) 
26-)4 .... (n.) " JJ.9J '%.1 1'9.9 • It.8) ... ('.0 • 

¥ 

8.$),), 33.0 (17.3 " 39.1) 3.' (1.3 " J,O) I.' 0.2 - 3.7) 
SEX I 

MoJ, ..,. (3$.1 - 4$.1) .... (11.5 • 13.6) 6JI ('.2 • 8.9) 
Female 31.' (17.6 " 38.2) ,.. 16.3 - 9.7) J.9 (1.9 • $.4) 

I 
TOTAL 30A (31.1 - -if.O) .~ (i."J • JJ.3) 	 (4,] • 6.9)S.' 

I 
POPlll,.AnON ESTIMATES (In Tboa..Ads)

AGE ..,11-17 1.008 (842 - U98) 7.lI (J78. • 91'/) (323 " $99) 
18-25 J.G4<) f2.$66 ~ .lJ30) ....' (J,]66 " 1,(}99) <>.I. (691 • 1.287; 
Uo). 4,U5 (3.839 • 4.391) 992 (809 • 1.210) 5.l4 (411 " 692)

," ••412 (6.968 • 10.016J ... (J86 " 1.284) 540 (307 • 94J) 
SEX I 

M... '.313 (8.164 • !OJIO) '$04 (1.967 • 3.16$) I .... (J,2/2 - 2.072)..,.Female '.%73 (6. 14& ~ 8,499) 1,'136 (1.39J - ],I$J) 	 (6JJ " 1,211)
; 

TOTAL UiJ86 (141604 " 1£67fj .y.w a l 488 - ~dJ4; ,Mil il.9?S • AIW 
.. lAW pncili(m: no utim&£ re~ 

S~um::t "INK end McflW Health Ser'¥ius Admini.tUUion, OK," of Applied StudmS,""'" 1 NttionaJ HU\lWlolii SII~y 01'1 DruB AbuK 
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MtuIjIlGM Fnqwncy • TDl4l PopIAlMion 

T.bklOA.. Frequeaey of MariJlIaDa Un Durina Put Yar by Se:a: Wlthia Age Croll ~ T ' : 
1996 " , P OJ' GUt POPUlatlOB 1D 

AI Lctut ODet 12 or Mo" lb,..- 51 or More naysAGr,s"" 0_ 
WNtt ......... 


Ede" ""OCt "·,s,c.L £ttimw ?!t%CJ 

RATE ESlTMATES _') 

12~11 13.0 (J J.j - 14.6) 6J) (5.) • 7.0} >.Ii (V) - 0) 
Mal. 13'> () J.j • IS.2) 6.1 (5.4 • 83) ..; (3.1 - ',7)

(10.9 • 11.8) 5,3 (4,2 ~ 6,6)Female tl.'" %.8 t2.D • 1.8) 

18-25 uti (21.8 • 26.0) I.l.; ()J.9 - 14.9) 8.8 (n • iD.I) 
Mal, ,... (26.9 - J2.8) 1M (16.8 • 213) 11.4 (10.6 - l~.4) 
Female 18.0 (16.0 - 20.1) 7.8 (6.4 • 9,4) ,.> (4.0 • 6.8) 

2£.34 II'; (103 - 12,;1) M (5,6 • 7.1) ... (34 - 4.a/ 
Mal. IU (/2.8 • 104) 8.. (7.6 • 10.5) SA (4.•• 6,7) 
Female 8.3 (7.1 • '6) ..0 13.2 • 5.0) %.7 a.1 . 3.6; 

.35 3.8 (3.2 - 4.5) I.' (1.5 • ),4) 1.1 (0.8 • U) 
Mal, S.9 (4.8 - 7.3) 3.0 a.2 • 4_0) 1.8 (1.3 - 26) 

t.9 (1.3 • 2.6) 1.0 (116 • 1.5) iII·2 • 0.8)F"""" 

TOTAL &Ji (7.9 - 9.3) ... (4.1 • 5.1) ..8 (2.$ • 3.2) 
Mal, II.. (JO.3 • 12.6) '.5 (5,8 • 7.3) .., (l6 - 4,1) 

Femal. 6•• (5.4 - 6.7) 2.7 (24 • 3.2) I.' (1,4 • 1.9) 

POPUl..AnoN ES'l1MAT£S (1- nouacub) 

12-17 l,9l.5 (2.599 • 3.285) I~I (1.157 • /,S75) 807 (656 . 990) 

Mol. 1.$%. (J.Di - I. (50) 173 (613 • '56) 50' (J84 • 653) 
Femal. ,,3% (1.196 • 1.615) !78 (462 • ,2fj) 306 (114 ~ "16) 

18·2S 6.628 (6,()5S • 7.236) 3,'108 (3.312 • <I,Ul) 2,44' (2,UO • 2.79./) 
Mole 4.128 0, 736 ~ .043) (2.325 • 2.96J) 1.117 (1,468 • 2.fXm' ..:til 

. Female (1,212 - ],SOJ) (890 • U06) 130 (562 " 941)'.500 I
26-34 ,,"'I (3,6$8 • ·1.41$) 2'>68 (l.986 - 2,587) 1,436 fUJi - },69}) 

Mole ',$%0 (2.226 - 2.8-44) 1.547 (UJJ • /,821) (764 - I./JS).., 
(379 _ 61-1)Femal. 1.501 (1.292 • 1.Ul) 111 (576 - 9(1) ... 

,ll 4,m (<I.fUj - $,147) 'M5 (1,93-.1 - J,1J8) 1,379 (U}()2 - 1.896) 
Mal, 3..... (2,859 • 11.310) 1.189 (1,3J8 - 2.387) '.091 (732 • 1,518) 
F"""', 1m (916 • 1.'08) ..,. (442 • I,(30) ,.. (lj8 • 526) 

TOTAL 18,,391 (1~!I8(, • J9,916) 9,191 (8.848 • 10.830) 6.06. (j,.f2l • 6. 792) 
Mol, 11.716 (JO.602 • i2.9JO) 6.731 (MO' • 7.540) 4.l!U (3,726 • .1.8.17) 

6M3 (ti,DJJ • 'l.S~) 3.\tM f2.6t7 • 3,.122) 1.818 U.U3 • j,um!lru!o 
.. j...ow precisian; I't(l e:stimmIf ~ 

NOTE~ "At l.e.ut Clno!:A ill .quiv~ Ifl "lJs.ed PUt Yeu'" ill Titlle ], 

s."",,, ~ct AbIlJt and ~1Al He.a1tl'1 ~iW:A;Jr\'ililiMtion. otrwe of AWUc.d Stvdic
NaolomJ HouadIC1 Survey an CA.bug 
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I 

MtulJ- FNi[1II11U:Y --- I 
E!:<I0IIDty of Ml!:yI,I... Usc Dl.lriDS PUC Year by ~e Group ,ad $e. for Wblm iD 19~Tabk20B. 

51 .r NON 0.)'1•A1 I..a.ft Oil"' 12 or Mort: Deys .G.-...,. -0_ 
,,u".m ""'.... ""''''''' 
n':t Cel, lIShltlft "%'111 Eal:lllian: ~:::i;,"'I, 
IRATE 1!:STIMATl'S (1'<......) 

AGE I 
120017 13.3 (lU • J5.3) U (5.1 • 7J) J.6 (2,8 i >1, 7) 

(22.9 - 28.9) (11.4 • 16.8) ... (1,8 t nO)...11 l5.B I'"
26-34 12.3 (10.8 • 13.9) OJ> (j,8 - 8,/) 4.1 (3.3 • 5.0) 
.3S 3.8 (3.0 • 0) 1.8 (J.1 • 2,.5) 1•• ((J,6 ! 1,5) 

;SEX 
Mal, 11.4 (10.1 • 12.') fA (J,6 • 7.~) 3" (3.3 ; 4,6)

.""", 5.'! (S.2 - 6.7) 2.7 (2.2 • 3.2) !I.J i 2.0)... 
TOTAL U ('1.8 • '.5) 4.! (4.0 _ 5.1) 2.7 (2.3 ; 3.1) 

POl'ULAnON ESI1MATl'S (In 1'hotwI...)
AGE 

12·17 0,7$.1 • 2.J31) ..2 (772 • 1.145) m (427 ~ 713)"025 

1...11 4,1145 «.305 • 5.<16) 2,'!09 (2.314 • 3.146) '.749 (1.472 t l,O?3) 

26-34 3,'" (2,698 - 1.461) 1.711 fl,<l51 • },(12) 1..018 (824 ~ 1.255) 
.3S J,B2<1 (3.044 • 4,7M) fl.]J] - 2.569) 1.... (641 i 1.569) 

SEX I
Malo B.&U ('1.814 • 9.'73) ".9'14 (-/,331 - J,7(5) l •• n (2,J60 • 3,56<) 
f ...... .t,lH3 (4,J09 • 5,597) 2,l411 (1,861 • 1.691) 1,30: (1.040 7 J,(29) 

T'OTAI.c U17~2 (J.~4~6 - /1,J§Jl l.tJ~ t~~~ - §: L21l ..,24 ~uo - ",997J 

,, 
•T.ble lOCo rrequ.oty ofMarfjlilau Ule Durme Put Yur by Ap Group and Sa for HLspaa'cs 10 ]996 , 

At~rtOftee J2 or More 0.1' 51 or More n.y, 
AG.-...,. 

01."... ......... I

Wmltt "'YaeL fi.aJjmatt ?:!% Cd. 

AOE I 
12·17 l3.0 (1(J.'} - 15.6) M (.t,J - 8.0) n,4 ; $,3) 
18-2.5 .6.4 (13,8 - J9.J) 'oO (1.0 .. JJ.6) 1<.1 , 8.6) 
26-)4 6.S (.I.J • 8.7) 3.7 (2.6 - j.J) (1.8 • '.1),,, ... (1,0 ~ 2 . .1) 0,7 (tI.' • 1.5) (tI.3 ,i 1.1) 

SEX 
(7.5 • 10.J) 4J1 (3,8 • 6.0) J.5 (2.7 - 4,J) 

f"",,, (<.3 • 6.•) 2.' (I.9 • 3.3) 1.6 0,1 :. 2,2) - ,
TOTAL 7,. (6,2 - 8.0) 3.6 17.1 i 3.1) 

POPUUTJON ESTIMATES (Ill Th..,.IUh) i 
1.0£ 

12.17 l'17 (JJ2 • <1$'#) 171 1m • 232) ... (70 1W) 
.8-IS f5J6 • 149) 351 (272 - 450) 247 (182 , 3JJ)63' 
26-14 306 (21' • 392) 167 tlI6 • 138) 123 180 ~ 189) 
.3S .46 ('JJ • 236) 70 (35 • Ul) 56 (2$ ~ J2l)

SEX 
m (787 • 1.(186) 50!! (tOO· 616) ,.. as< l "9) -f_, S39 / 

(444 • 6.52) 154 (192 • W) .61 (JU } 229) 

MAL UH U,l94 • 1,6JS) ", (636 - WJ '39 f.t31 - 6131 
• Low ,*WMI; no m.imcce rep:tneI! 
NOT£: "AI t.ust0me~ U tq\liva1m1"~1)acd Past YQi1" inT_l. 

Somt:e: SulHw'lec AbllJC Cld MentIJ. Health Scrvictf Admiaillrllioc, Office of Appl~ Sbxtiel 


1996 Nuitmai Houathold$urny on DNs 4b1IIC 
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- -
MtuljltlDUl FnqJtency • lI_n!l:lty 

TabJelOD. F!!9ueu~ orM.rljUDa liM Dvria!Put Vear bl ApGroueaad Set for BlackJin 1Hti 

AtLeutOGet 12 or Men n.,., 51 or Mon" In)'l 
AC,""", 

PCI,Wmts """"'.. ErtjlMtt ,,"CI.Efrif!W$ "%c," 
IlAn:ESTIMA1TS~l 

AGE 
12-)7 ,3.0 (1(18 - Jl6) U (~6 • 8.2) ,.5 (1.4 • $.i) 
18-2S :w.o (1l.0 • 17.J) 14.1 flU • /6.8) ,.2 (7,3 • U.$) 
26-34 13.6 (iJ.$ • i~n) II.l (6,$ • lQ.2) Y (I,l ~ Ill) 
,]5 Y (1,4 • 7.9) ,.. (J,3 • $.i) 1.tI fl,n • l.l)

SEX 
Mal, ,5.3 (13,2 - 11.5) ,,1 (8.1 • JJ.7) 6.1 (.(8 ~ 7,6),=ai, 1.1 (0$ • 9,1) ,.5 (J,B • 4.'1 1,1 (1.6 • 2.91 

(9,9 • 11.4) ($..4 _ 7,t)TOTAL 11.1 6.3 M !3.2 • ',81 

POPL'LA.nON' ESnMAYES (Ie Tbolll.adl) 

AGE .,.12-17 (155 - 514) >OJ (1$3 • 269) 115 (78 • i671 
18-2' ... (194 • 1.01$) 531 (443 ~ 63#) ... t17S • >134) 
26034 (492 • 687) 351 (179 • 439) l!4 (lBS 347)
,35 152 (>61 • i.D01) <36 

¥"'" (191 • "') us (133 - 390) 
SEX 

Mal, I .... (1.#30 • 1.891) 1,Q$2 (8'3 ~ U6Ij ~ (523 • 816) 
1.019 (359 • 1.106) 4IW (171 • $9J) 185 (209 - 386).""'" 

TQT~L 3.i§7 G.31! . 2,990l 1.31 a,lOI • l,71§J. ~ n~ . l,l''''1 
• lAw ~isian; 110 mime ~ 


NOTE: ~At lCUl Oncc~ is equiYllcnt w"Used Past Ycvft in Table 3. 

Soun:e: S~~A~entll Health ~i~iniJtratiOIl., 00," orAflpllcd Swdicl

I IlionaI td SIII'¥C)' on I A 
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MtuijJUUUl FW/",ncy - Rq/Dn 	 I 
T~blt lOE. 	 Frequeucy orMariju.aa UK Du.r1D1 Past '\'ar by AJe Group aDd Set for Northeast Re&+n in 

1996 

12 or More n." 

""'"'" "" CJ· 	 Eatjm1tsEstim.k - i 
RATE ESTIMAIES_l I

AGE 
]2-17 Il.O (8.9 • 16.0) ... a.l ~ ],4) J.3 (/.9 .I $,4) 

1S.2~ I!.I (1Q7 • 30.1) .3.. {lO,2 • 1MI M ($,7 • 10.9) 
26-34 .... (83 - 13.~) 5.. (0 • 8,1) ,U 12.3 , ;,0)

," 3.. 0.0 - 4,$) 1.1 1116 • H) OJ! (0,3 i /.1) 
SEX 	 , 

",", '.2 fl.S - 1J.3) ... (3,1 • 6.1) U (2.0 7 3.9) 
F<mal< !.II f4.7 - 7.1) 1.! (1,6 - HI 1.6 (1,0 i 2.4) 

TOTAL '.$ (6.4 - 8.7) ... a,l} - 4.$) 1.2 

POPULATION ESTIMATES (Ie n ....odl)
AGE ..,12·11 (3li - 597) ... (116 - 27$) m (72 , 203) 

18-2$ 1.l1O ('J6< - 1,4IH) 611 (477 _ 77.$) 368 (264 ~ J(6) 
26-;4 123 (571 - 910) 4Il3 (,191) - 555) 236 (161 L 34$) 
•;$ SI• rs4J - 1.215) »0 (l6f) - 61{') %0' (87 , ~ 470) 

SEX 	 , 
",", 1.9" (J.56D • 2.333) ..... (771 - 1.278) !I8l 1m • 816) 
Fc:maIe, (l.{)()l - 1.550) (35' • 787) 	 (126 r~ '26)'.l4 	 5" ""5 

TOTAL 3.152 Q..713 - j,6J9} 1m (I,m· 1893) 	 (700 I.'Z1 UP' 

,•
, 

Tabn lOY. f'nqUtocy ofMarijllalla U.e Durine Put Year by Ale GroliP aad SH for North Ceatnl 
, 
Resioe 

io 19% ' 

At lattOnee 12 or More D." 	 !il or More DaY' 
AGFisEx 

0......., 	 '""'~.. 0 ........ I 

~HiDlIIS ~',I, i;IIiml!S 2!!~ t.l, '=liilll't ~·'*',1,

I 
RATE ESTIMATES cPtrtt'lU) 

12·17 	 (9.7 • 16 I) .,. (3..5 • 7.&) U (U;~ ~.6) 
AGE 

"..
18·2~ .... (20.5 • 19.8) IU (10.7 • 17.7) (6.6:w l1.})
26-34 13.. (JU • J65) ... (6.5 - }(7) 

•
U
•• (3.9," 7.~),,$ 4.3 (,1.8 • 6·'1 ,,2 (1.1 • 3.B) 1'< (1).71. 26)

SEX iMol, 1l.2 (JO,~ - /6.5) ?2 (5.5 • 9.5) ... (3.6,'. 6.8) 
Fffnale 6.3 (10 - 7.8) 3,1 (2.~ - ~.J) 1,6 (1"1 • 'l.3).,.TOTAL 	 (7,8 • 11.3) 5,. (~.& • 6.3) J.Z (,I' • ',J)

IPOPLUnON ESTIMATES (lft ThouuodJ)
AGE 

". 
I 

12·\1 736 (569 ~ 9~4) ,., f1&7 • 411) 1106 
, 

• 111) 
18·25 1,&'. 0,378 • 1,(}()9} ." (720 • 1,193) 601 (442 - 811)
26-34 1.I!i2: (960 - },375j ..,' (544 _ 88/J) .., (327 • 613) 
~3" 1.3,0 (lM1 - UXJ7) 663 (376 - 1.160) .11> 1118 • 80:1)

SEX I
Mal, ),116 	 1],468 • J.9(3) 1,715 (}.307 - 2.2M) 1.181 (/iJ8 • 1,616)

(1,4/J _ ],197)Female 1.166 	 ... (661 • l,U}) ... (329 • 642) 
. I 

IQlAk "at (4,Oj! - 5,862, ~~ gOJ2 - 3,245l l~J (l,263 ~ 2, p~!,
• Luw ~uioo: iIf'~~6 	 , 
NOTE: "All.eut ClIlIle

K 

is ~uinlmt '" "Used Pa$t Ye,r" in Tablt 3. 
SO\.Itte; S~~ ft ~UilIh S«vi!:nAilmmim&rion. oma: ofA.J)9iied S1vdies

1 1Ui0ll&! 	 OW&IIolo y on Druc: Abl.Iu 110 
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MtuV/UIJUJ Fnf/1U!1fCY • Ilqbm 

Tablr: lOG. FrequeD2:or Ma!!UlUIi Vse burlq PMt Velr by Age Gt'OUe ud Sa Cor Soulb Region in 1996 

Ai lArut OUa 12 or More Dayt !II or More D.yt 

AGI"IsEx 0 ....... 

9$%CL....... vaCJ· Emmitt t:f'" CJ· Ellimltt 


RATE ESTIMATES (Pcn:eat) 

AGE 
12-17 
IR~2$ 

l6-34 
,35 

1%.7 .... 
9.!S 
'.1 

(1tl.7 • JJ.J) 
fJ9.1 • ]5.4) 

(7.9 - 11.3) 
(3.i • $.3) 

.... 
U.8... 
%.l 

15.1 • aO) 
(iO.8 • Ill) 
(M - 7.1) 
(/.5 - 3.0) 

3.' 
OJ; 

3" 
•.0 

(2.8 - 0) 
(7.7 • 1/.7) 
(27 - 48) 
(0.6 • 1.7; 

SEX 
MaJ, 
F...... 

II..... (10.1 
('.i 

• 138) 
- '.9) 

,.0 
2-3 

(19 
(i.8 

- 8.11 
• 2.9) 

... ... (3.6 
(1.1 

- '-'I 
- 1.9) 

TOTAL 8.1 (7.l - 9,3) ... (3.9 • '.1) %.8 (2., • H) 

POPl11...A.nON ESTTM.ATES (lll ThouultdJ) 
AGE 

12·17 
18-1l 

1.010 
1.137 

(U7 
(J.677 

• 1,199) 
• 1.121) 

.." 
l,u% 

(401 
(1,028 

f 631J 
• 1.117) 

,.. 
.Il 

(213 
(738 

- 393) 
- 1.111) 

2>-3< 1.ISO (063 • J.J6JJ1 61!0 (m • 862) 440 (330 • 385) 
,33 1,8:11 (1,J78 - 2.397) 94% (6$$ • 1.3'1) 461 (187 - 7#) 

SEX 
M~, 4 t l85 (3,595 • 4.856) 1..119 (2,()77 - 2.1J(U) I .... (i.2s() • 1.896) 
F"",,, 1933 (1.6lJII • 1.3/9) 891 (6" . U41)) !15J (417 • 733) 

lOI&I. iaU' ~Hl! ~ ~98J 3.351) G.216 
« 11"4l ..n~ (J.,797 - 2 !4.!1 

Table lOR. Fnqucacy orMilrijul.1 Ure Durini Put Year by Ale Group aDd Sex for West Rcfiol1 in 1996 

1% or MaR l>fYJ 

!!"Cd, "%CJ, -£stim.tt 

RATE ESTIMATES (peraDl) 
AGE 

12-17 ,.., (1J.6 - 18.5) ,.. (5.4 • /fJ.4j ... (2.7 • 7,fJ) 
18-25 :u.• (18.5 • 30,6) 13.8 (10,4 • /8./) 8.l (5.9 • 1/,#) 
2&.34 11.:1 (9,9 • 14,8) 6 •• (4, •• 8.1) 3.8 (}.7 _ 5.<1) 

,35 3A (2,3 • 5,fJ) 1.1 (L1 • 3.6) l.2 m.6 - 2.4j 

SEX 
Male 10,8 (8., • i3.6) ... (5./ • 8.9) ... 13,0 • $.3) 

Fcm.ll.h:: 7JI (6,3 • 9,7) 3A (2,5 • #,7) %.1 (1,# • 3.1) 


TOTAL ("U . lU) 5., (<1.0 • 6,$) J.O (2,4 • 3.9)'" 
POPULAnON ESTIMATES (lD tbouUJldJ) 

AGE 
12·11 731 (378 • 917) (}69 • jU) m (m·3W 
18·2$ (1,266 - 2.(99) (709 • 1.138) ... (.fH • 784)',64'
26-;14 ... (809 ~ 1.210) (359 • 659) 311 (219 • 419) 
,33 m ($86 • 1,18</) ,..(300 • 918) (141 • (10) 

SEX 
M.I< ,.!1M 0,967 • J.ltS$) 1.569 rU78· 2,077) 9l!} r698 • 1.231) 
F.",." 1.736 (1.393 • 2,]5$j ~5 (551 • 1,057) 49 (305 • 689) 

TOTAL Q<lBS • ~1J4j h3iM (/,818· ],97)} 1.388 Q,092· },76J) 

• 1..0.... pf'tt;$JC1'i; M cttizrwt ~ 


NOTE: "At I.,..gst Onoe~ if equMl1mt iO "Used Put Year" in Telt), 

~; SIIit5an" AC_ wt4 Mental Hulm Sentlt:a "dmil'lil~. Orfict (If Aflplicd SlUdies 


1996 Naion&l HolllCbolll SIIn"C)' on Druc Al!Uu 
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TARLE 18 


Stlll'CC MlltllWting 1 he FuhlfC Sindy. The UlliY1:fSilj' of Mkhigan 
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NoTES: 	 I,'!rd nf$il:lli11wllfl' of diUelfwll..' ht:l\~l;11!11 !he !WH YI!I1I-$: !i "" .05, S$ '" .01, SJ'(J'( '" .001. '_. illdicales dal:l nnl :n,uill'lhfe. 't' indicates 'e!l!! 
tlmn .05 III!n:t'nl. 
Ally I'IPI\JU'NII ill"Hl1si~I"IH'y hetl~,·f'" thl:! dUII1!;'; t.'~llII\Altll'llHllhe pn.'·alence.e~timl'lte1!l fur ihe 11"0 yeny!! ill doe In rmmdlng errtJr, 

souner... 	 Till! Mlluitllritlglhe ftHuu> SlIuly, til" Uuh'f'l"sily 4)f Mkhigsn. 

m!:t1ximl1h! Weiglil1:!41 N$ 1991 1092 1993 1994 1998 1996 1997 

Btll Crude 17,500 18,600 18,300 17,300 17,500 17,800 18,GOO 

lOlh Orl\lll:! B.BOO 14,800 16,300 15,800 17,000 15,000 15.600 

12th Orad" 15,000 15,800 16,300 15.400 15.400 14,300 15,.00 

-Fnl' 12Lh grmSers ollly; U!W of "1l11Y illicit ill"1Ig~ includes filly mm of mndjllllJlIl. lS)), other hnUuclnogens, crock, other cocaine. or heroin. w: tluy 
IISI)' of other opiates, stimul:mts, bOl-biturates, or hanquHizers 1I0t under a doctor's order:!. For 8th nnd 10lh graders: The use ofother opiates
nnd hllTbilllrn(.e!t hns been ol(chHted, oocnuse lhesc young!':!' respomit;nts nppp.nr I.I:J ovet"repurtuse (perhaps becall~e they include tho \lse of 
llOlIpresclil'UOIl drugs in thei!" llllswersJ 

"for 12lh gmde.-s only; D:ltn based 011 five of sil: forms; N is live·shths of N indicated. 

'Inhalonts nrC unndjusted for tllldcneporting of amyt and bulyl lIitritl'!~; h:tllucinogens nn'! unadjusted ror undenel'orUng of PCP. 

"For Bth and IOlh I,rradf!rs onl),: Snlllkeles.'\ data bas(ld Of\ one of two forms ft:»' 1991··,96 and on two or fout' forma beginnillg tn 1997; N t!l OIIC· 
hnlf of N indiented. MDMA dnla based on olle-third of N indicall'!d due lo changes on Ule questionnaire fOrms. For 12th graders ou',: D:lta 
bnsed on one form; N is OtIc'sixth of N hldicaled, 

'10'01' L2th graders: only: lJt'lla based OJ! four of sill forms; N is fOIll'-sidhs of N indicated. 

'In L995. the heroin queslion WM changed ill three of 91X forms for 12th grader!! and in one nf two forms for 8th nod 10th gr~ders. Sef,arnte 
questions were ",ked ror {ISe with injection and without injection. Oata preserlted here represent the combined dota fl"(lm all forms, n 1996, 
the heroffl (IUpslion wns changed ill the remaini:ng 8llt and 10th gt'ade form. 

'Or!1y drug use which was not IInder 8 doctor's orders is Included here. 

~r'or 12th graders ont,: Data b."lselt on two of six forms; N is two-sillths of N indicated. 

'For 811 grades; In 1993, the question lext was cluwged slightly in half nf the forms to indicate that n -drink" meanl "more than D. few sips: 
The data in lhe uppeT line for alcohol came from forms: using the original wording, while the dola in the lower line came flom forms 1,l9ing the 
rtlyised wording. In 1993. each line of data wag based on one of two rorm3 for the 8th and 1001 graders and on three of ~ilt fonnl!! ror tile 12th 
groders. N is one-half of N ind\CQt.ed for all groups, DDtI' for 1994-97 WCf1:'I: hased nn nil forms: for all grades. 

Ifor 8lh. loth oud 121h graders: The chungp.s in the '91-'97 chance columns: for ekoholare ndually Ihe '93-'97 chnnges, 

. "1t'~T· 12th ~;de;g o~I;:--""Theth~lIges ill ti;cm':"'9{chnnge 00'1;;;;;5 fo;S;okei;;g tObllccOD;:;;;rllllllYlti~ '92-'9M';;g;.i~ 

'DRily use-is deftned R9 use 011 twenty or more oCCMions in the post thirly dUYll p.1tcepl fOf 5t ddnh. ciglltetles, Dud smolteless tobacco, foT' which 
nclual dRily uSP. is measured. 

http:ind\CQt.ed


'I'ADLE 3 


l..1Hlgw'l'm'm Trends in Lifetime rrevalcn~c of Use of Various Drugs for Twelfth (~r8ders 


Percent enlf us;;d 
CII\:\'<; C;lu'>$ Cia'!, elil!\s Chi!>' CIA" CIA~' {;1."I,1I CllIlIilll ela.'<!\ Cia...... CI.u.'< Chl$lI! Clan Cia" CIfl»1 elM!! ctl1U CIM,-tlas-,-CtasIJClass Class 

of of of oi of of (If of t}f of of \If of of I)f uf of of ot of uf of of '9r.-'91 

Apprnc 11 '" »100 IHim 11100 I1RmJ l!i5{}t"J 1590fl 'UWO 17700 '8300 '!I!mfJ '6£100 r5200 16.100 16300 16100 15200 ISOOO ISBIJO Ui:roO 15400 J5ftJO 11,10() I!i/M--~---~---,---~--~--~---

An}' (Uirif n"'Ru 51i}:.! 6iU fH.6 64.1 6!U 65,4 G1LB BolA 62.9 fH.6 60.6 57.6 1H1.6 63.1) fiO,9 H.9 44.1 40.1 42.9 4fU3 .-tU !'iO,S 54,3 +3Jill 
All-Y (/fit"if DrI'R O/A,,1

nUl" MlJ/ij .. " ...o·· 3fU :1liA 3lifl 36!l :n4 3R.7 42)'~ 41.1 '-004 40.:1 :19.7 :17.7 :'IliJI 3V, 31.4 29.4 26.9 2".1 26.1 2'UI 28.• 2fUi 30.0. Ui 

~hll ij'H1l11i11ll1~hi~h 

lufloln .. l'1' 
lullllll, .. I!!, ArljIISh~II'·~ 

AmyUBulyl Ni~dln" 

na 112,'" 

10,:1 

MA 

11.1 

fi!I.2 

12.0 

roOA 

12.7 
IA2 
ILl 

roo 3 !HI,!j 

IU} 12,3 
173 17,2 
ILl 10.1 

M.'7 ,.. 
11.1

••• 

/i7,0 

t3,G 
lB.2... !i4 9 

104.4 
IR,O 
~,I 

!H.2 

I~A 

IR I 
7.9 

r.o n 
15,11 
20 I 

R,n 

1i0.2 

17.0 
Iftn 
4.1 

47.2 

Itl.7 
11,f, 
:U 

43.7 

17.1'1 
Ie (l 
3.:1 

40.'7 

16,0 
Ie 6 
2. L 

36.7 

11.6 
113.0 
1.6 

32,6 

166 
17.0 

J.fi 

35,3 

J7.4 
17.1 
U 

38.2 

11.1 
J8,3 

1.'7 

41.1 

11.4 
11.8 
J ti 

....9 

16.6 
17.5 

1.8 

49,6 14.7!1~ 

16.1 ·0,5 
16,9 -0.6 
2.0 +0.2 

Hnlllldoflgcn:l . 
l1olll.c"'f}R~<l', ,\(ljUMt'<:l" 

LSi) 
PCP''' 

HI,3 

11.3 

I!d 

no 

I:'I,!} 

!Hi 

14:l 

!U 

IU 
171 
9!i 

12R 

13.3 
lfi.n 
93 
9,t. 

1:\;1 
Ir.:t 
l'tfl 
1,1i 

12." 
lot:} 
g,I; 
6.0 

LL9 
1:1 r.
•••!JJi 

to.'7 
12:'1 
RO 
[',0 

10:l 
I'll 
75 
" 9 

9.1 
119 
·12 

4 fI 

loa 
10.1; 
N,4 
3.0 

fin 
112 
7.1 
2.9 

9.4 
99 
8.3 
3.9 

9A 
0.1 
6.7 
2,8 

9.6 
10,0 
8.8 
2.9 

9.2 
9.4 
8.S 
2.4 

10.9 
11.3 
10,3 
2,9 

(1.4 
11.1 
105 
lUI 

12.'1 
13.1 
11.7 
2.7 

14.0 
I4Ji 
12.r. 
4.0 

15,{.U 
15.4 .0.9 
13 G +1.0 
39 -0.1 

MUMA (EclIta,yf IU ItS .O.S 

C~6ine 9.0 9.7 10.~ 12JJ 1:'iA l!H Hi li 11;,0 16.2 Hil 17.:1 HIS 16,2 llU (0,3 9.4 7.B 6.1 6,1 6.9 6.0 1,1 fI,1 +th 
Crac.k" 6,4 4.ft 4.7 3.5 3.1 2.6 2,6 3.0 :1.0 3.3 3.9 .0.6s 
Other C~III()o' 14,0 12.1 lUi 136 7.0 lUI li." ti.2 5.1 fl.4 8.2 .. i.f!1t 

IInotw 2!l UI U~ 1.6 1.1 I.J U .., I., 1.3 1.2 1.t 1.2 1.1 1.3 L3 0.9 l.2 1.1 i:2 U 1.8 2.1 .0.3 

Oth~r Op{at~' 9,0 itt> 10.3 Jl.'\l (OJ 9.8 IOJ 9,fi ••• g,1 10.2 9.0 9.~ 13.6 13,3 13.:1 6.6 fl.1 6.4 6.6 '7.2 13.2 9.'7 +1.5S11 

Slirnulnots.°,t 22.3 22.6 2:1.0 22.9 24J! 26.4 :'12.2 27.9 26.9 27.9 26,2 2:.1.4 21.1'1 19.ft 19.1 lUi 15,4 1:1.9 Hi.l 111,7 Iti.3 15,3 16.& .1.2 
Crysbl M..th, (io!e1 " 3.:1 2.' " 3.4 3.A 4.4 •.• 0.0 

Sednljvl!s' 
B1\1'bilm'AI~!I' 
M~tha.q_lol'JlIf,!·'· 

Tranquilizers' 

lfil2 
16,9 
8.1 

11.0 

17,7 
10.2 

'7,13 

HUI 

17.'
H'i,6 
13,6 

18.0 

16.0 
13,7 
7.9 

11.0 

14.CI 
11.13 
13,:1 

16-.3 

14,9 
11.0.., 
lti.2 

16,0 
1l.3 
10,6 

14.1 

1&.2 
103 
10,7 

14.0 

IoU 
9.9 

10. J 

13.3 

13.3 
9,9 
13.3 

12.4 

11.8 
9.2 
6.1 

lL.9 

lOA
6... 
5.2 

10.9 

8.1 
1.4 
4,0 

lo.!) 

7.• 
6.' 
a,a 
•.4 

7,4 
G' 
'.7 
1,1) 

7.,e 
2.:1 

1.' 

6,7 
6.' 
La

T, 

R , 

•••I.r. 

60 

0,'
6,a 
0,. 

04 

1,:1 
1.0 
U 

fU 

1,6 
1.4 
1.2 

1.1 

fl,2 
'7.6 
2.0 

7.2 

8.1 .0,1i 
8.L +0,& 
1.'7 ·0.3 

1.8 .0,6 

AlclJl1<1'" 90.1 91.9 92.S 93.1 93.0 93J! 92.6 92.8 92.(1 92 I> 92.2 91.3 92.2 92,0 90.7 89.6 88.0 81.5 87.0 
...0 SO.4 SO.7 19.2 8t.1 .2,5ss 

Bet'(l Drenkl 65.4 63.4 SUi 62.9 63.2 el.f! 64.2 +2.4 

Cijitorf'th!lI 13.r. '7li4 7!t,., '7sa 74.0 710 11,0 101 10,(1 (19.1 rlll,R 67,6 672 flfl. 6lL1 64" 63.1 fiLR 5t.9 (;2,0 64.2 (13,fj mi,." 1.9 

Smnketess TobAcw'" 3t.4 32.2 30." 29.2 32." 31.0 30,1. 30,9 2fl.f! 21i.3 "Vi 

SteroidS 3.0 2:9 2 I 21 '.0 2.4 2.,' UI 2.4 to,!> 

NOTES: Le\'e! {If llIignlfh::AnCI'.,r dHref(!m:'~ lu'!,Y(!cll tht' Iwtl mfllll Itf.'rml dn:!l!l<!:!'I: 1lI" .05, :!'IS = .OJ, !I~U 0: .001 '-' indkute:l doln nul !lvlliilahh. 
SOURCE: Tht M'onlhl1 ins the Future Stud,\', the Univet!'lity of Mh::hlgflll. 



Fuotnotes for Tahle a-Tllhle (; 

~Use Or~RflY iIIidllirug" includes tilly nse of mmijUllUit. LSD. uth\!t' haI!UelnOCP.HS, cmek, nltW!r mrnillc, Of' heroin. {l[ any nse of other opiates, stimulants, 
blllbitllmte!, methm)llnlune (en1l1ded since 1990),01" tNlnquiliwTS flot Imder n doctor's orders. 


bllcl.r1nning ilt 1982 the question nOO\ll stilmdlmt use {i.c_. nmphelnmines} wns revised to get respondents to exclnde the inappropriate reporting of non

pl'c!cr1plinn !lillllllaIlUl, The IH,wnle!)!'e rnle dropped slightly RS a Tesu)t of'this methodological thnuge. 


·Otllo. bllsed,l)u fOHr uf nve furms in 1916--88; N is fouT-fifths of N indicnted. Unla based Oil five of' silt forms in t989-91; N is five-sidhs ofN indicated, 

·Adjusled fOI" uuclen"eflorling of amyl nlld hulyl nilrites. See tut fOT details, 


·UnlA bnlleli on olle form; N its 0I1c-finh of N indicut.ed tn 1919-88 And one-sixt.h of N illdicated in t989-91. 


'Question wd changed lIUr-litly In 1987. 


'A(ljllsled for IIl1detl'epol'tin(! of I'r.r'_ See le"l for delails, 


"Uoto bosed 011 onc of livc forms ill I !lAfi; N ill ollp.-fifth of N inllieated. Uota bARed on two forms in 1987-89; N is tw(difUui of N indiCRted in 1981-88 !tOd 

two·sidh9 of N iwlir:nlml il. ISA!). Dllln be!wd 011 9i" forms in 1990 97. 

'Dota bnscd 011 olle forlll in l087--89; N is onc·lim. of N ill~licnled in t9R1-88 nnd onc·si~lll of N indicAted in J989, Dllta based on four ofsix forms in 1900-97; 
N Is four-shlhs of N indicntcd. 


Jill 1995 the Ileroin question WRS thnll(!ed in Imlf nf the qllestionnnire forms. Separate qutlsltons were asked for U!re with injection and WiUl0uliuJeclioli. Dale: 

1111l5en~d here represenllhe combined daln from 011 forms. 


~Ouly drug use which waS nnl IImlcr n ,luclur's ordeTs is included here, 

IDola bAsed on two of sil( furms; N is two-sixths of N indicated. Steroid dntn bnsed on one of six forms in 1989-90; N is one-sixth of N indicHted in 1989-90. 
Steroid data b.'lsed on t\Vo of six forms since 1991; N is two,sidhs of N illdicated since 1991. 


"'Sedatives: Oatn basel1 on five fUTms in 1915-88.111:11: forms in 1989. one fm'm in 1990 (N is one-sixth of N indicated in 1990). and six fnrms of !lAbl Actjust.ed hy 

one-form data beginning in 1001.. Methaqualone: oota based on five forma in 1975-88, six forms in 1989, Rnd one of six fnrms beginninc In 1990 (N Is one· 

sidh of'N' indicated beginning in 1900). 


"Oata based on live forms in 191fi-Ba and 011 sb: formi'! in 1980-92, In 1993, the question teltL was changed slightly in three of six rorms lo indicate that II 

'"dlink" meAnt "more than a few aips." The dAta in the uppeT line for alcohol tame from the three form!! using the originAl wording (N Is three-sixths or N 

indiCAted), while the data in the lower line came from the three forms colltaining the reviseti wording {N is three-sidhs or N indiCAted). ORta for 1904 ~97 


were hased on aU six fonns.. 


·Preva1ence of smokeless tobacco \Va.'. not asked of tWlllfUl graders in 1990 and 1991. Prior to 1990 the pre~a1ence qUe9t1on on smokeless looocoo was located 
_~n.eJtr .l!\!t~n~ o~nne twelfth-grade questionnaire rorm. wherel%s nner 1001 the quesLion was plated eR,'lier and in " diffeTent form_ This shin could ell:lll"in lh~ 

discontinuities belweellUie-ooTtesponding dat8: - ..~- - ~~.~- ~-- - - '._' _. __ ~___ ~_.r 

- ---
sounCE: The Monitoring the Fulure Study, the Universityof' Michigau. 


http:Actjust.ed
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TABLE 4 

LAWIJ-TcnH 'I'nHids in Annual Prevalence of Usc of Various Drugs for 1'welfth Graders 

I'~Html wlto >!!'It'd It) tast !wehl!' "1tlnth~ 

r.lni'\!l CIMlit Cia,," Cb~~ Cl~,., Ch_~i'> r.1l'\j';, elflN!! Cln~~ C'fl~:!' Clas", ClnA:!! elM!! CI!l~' Glnll5 Clo., Clan C!nsSClslJs ClAD" Class Cltu1A-c14AA 
"r of "f Hr uf uf of {If of (,Ir uf (If of of uf or uf of of of or uf uf '9(\-'91

.liUfi 1910 ID1 197ft !9791980~IM2~19B4~~LPH7~19~~~~~~~~lm~ 

ftl'Pt"f'~' N '" 9400 l!.J(JO 171110 I1mifJ Ih!WfJ t.'wall '7511() 17700 W:ItHi 15fffJrJ 11i!JI/IIl.~2mj f(;:Iflt/ w:wrJ H;?Of) 1!i2flO lfiOOO 15Rfl{} 16.100 '640016400 r4:)00 r5400 

Arty lItirli Drua'"" 45.0 41U 5U !'i:H1 54.2 r.:u "2.111" 41.4 4:'1'14(.3 H:t ,111 jill'. !'Il'i4 :t2.r. 21H 27.1 31.035.839.040.242.4 ..2.'Z 
Any Jtl~eit V""1l OiA,." 

rho>} t1arijuOflG" 2ft2 2fU 'ZO,!) 21.1 2R.2 ao .. :l·10 JOI 2f(4 2f(O 214 2r.!} 'lli 211 20.0 17.9 Hill' 14.9 17.1 16.0 }9.4 lUi 20.1 ..O,g 

Marlju!U1a11luhi.'fh 40.0 44.5 47Ji !i0 2 noH 4fU! 4r.1 44.3 42 :l 400 40(1 .1XX :Jj; :J :J;J I 2!Ui 21.0 2:U 21.9 26,0 30.7 3".1 35.8 3H.5 .. 2,1 

l'(\h~'anlll' 30 :l.7 .. t ;'4 .. r. U 4il '.3 iU 5,7 iU ., 5.9 8,9 GO 8,2 1.0 1.1 8.0 1.6 61 -ot 
I"halq",,,,, A"jl.l~frd" fi!} 1.11 fU 6G G.' 1,2 15 B.9 6" 71 5.' 7.5 6.9 ~,,. 7.4 8.2 ... lUi 1.3 .l.~ 

Amytmlltyl Nilrilt'1II· 1 Ii,r. 5.7 3.7 3.11 3.6 4.0 4,0 4.1 2,fl 1.7 1.7 1.4 0,9 0.5 0.9. I.t 11 U t2 ·0.4 

Ilnlhl\~in"g~n~ 11.2 9,4 1'111 !}r. 99 9.3 9_0 B,I 7.3 65 6.3 60 6.4 5.5 5, 5.9 Ii.ft 5,9 1.-4 7.6 9.3 10.1 9,6 -0.3.,I{ullllri"IIItNJf<, ,l!(;r • .'If\"'P II" 104 10l 9.0 8.3 13 1.6 7.G 6.7 is.a G.' 6.0 (j.t 6.2 HI 1.8 10.1 100 -0.1 
Lsn 7.2 r.,4 51"1 a.3 G.r. 6 fi (t5 fU .A 4.1 4.4 4.5 '2 '.8 .., 5.4 5.2 fL6 6,8 6.9 ., 8.11 84 -(1.4 
PCPO' 1.0 4.4 ;1.2 2.2 ,. 2,3 2.9 2.4 13 12 2.' 1.2 U 1.4 I.. UI 1.8 2.6 23 ·0,3 
MDMA (ECll~"",yr 4,6 4.0 ·0,6 

Cocalflf' 5.6 G.O 7.t 9.0 IV) 12.3 124 lUi 11.4 ILt, 13.1 12.1 10.:1 7.' .0 5.3 3.6 3.1 3.3 3.6 '.0 4.9 5" .0,6 
Crnell" U 3.' '1 1.9 1.5 1.5 Ui 1.9 ,.21 U 2.4 .0,3 
Oth~l ClJ('ain(" 7.' 6.2 4Jf 3,2 2.0 2.ft 3.0 4.2 ItO ..0.8,•• " 

Hi!rr>ifl' 1.0 0.8 0.1'1 0 R 0," 0.5 OJ) (> Ii O.r. OJ'i 0,6 05 O. O.iS 0.6 0.6 0.4 0,6 0.5 0,6 11 1.0 U! ..0.2 

Other Oplill~S~ 6.7 5.1 GA 6,0 G,2 .; 3 5.1l ".3 IU 5.9 1).2 '.3 4.r. ... 41\ 3.5 3,3 3.6 3 ft 4.1 5". fI.2 .O,fhl5' 
SlimlltanlSU 16.2 15.8 16.3 17.1 18,3 20.B 2ft.0 20.3 110 11.1 l!l,ft 13,4 12,2 (0.9 rO.ft 918.21.1 8.-4 9.4 9.' 9.6 10.2 .. 0,1 

Crystal Meth, fleet 1.3 1.4 1.3 1.1 I.a 2.' 2.8 2..3 -0.5 

SedolivetMo 11.1 to,1 10.R 9.9 9.9 10,3 10.5 g. , 1.' o. 5." 6.2 4,( 3.1 3,1 3.6 3.6 2,9 3.4 4.9 5.3 5.'1 .0.1 
Barbiturates· 10.1 9.6 9.3 8.1 1.5 6.8 6.6 •.S U 4.2 3.6 3.2 3,3 3,4 3.4 2.8 3.4 U 4,1 4_9 5.1 .0.2 
Methoqualone' .. 5, I 4,1 5.2 4,9 5,9 1,2 1.0 " 3.8 2.1 Ui 1.3 t.J 0.7 0,5 0.6 0,2: 0.1 1.1 to -0.1•• " ••• 

2.' 0.' 
Tn.nquili::et·s" to.G 10.3 j{JR 9.9 9,6 8,7 8.0 1.0 6.9 8.1 6.' £,9 fUi 4,8 3.R 3,6 3.g 2,8 3}j '.7 4.4 ·UI 4.1 .. 0.1 

AICflbl'l~ft 34Ji fiS.7 81.0 R7.1 mlJ 81.9 810 86.8 81.3 86.0 8tHI 84.5 95.1 R5.3 62.7 80.6 71.1 16.8 16.0 
12.7 13.0 1:1,1 12 r. 7".R .2.:1~ 

BI'~n nt'lInk' 52.1 M.:I 49.fi 51.7 ~2 Ii lil.9 Ij,:U , 1.3 

CigArt>tln 

Smok~IEfl tubn'X'O' ~ 

St\l-ruhh' 1.911UU 1.2 1,3 Ul 1.4: 1.4 00 

NOTES~ Levrl "f s;••~ificol1tl' uf di(fl'le,.ce hehvN!n the Iw<) mo~1 I~cel1l chtll1!e!l: :!Ii" .On. gil -= ,Ot. ~~~ .. ,00t. '-' Indic~te!\ ~llia nllt tl ... ~ilahle. SC:~ Table:! r", .dernnl funl'1I110'i'1' 
SOURcE: Thl:! Mlloitol ing dll' F'uIUI t' $(\><1)', Ihl' UfliVI!! ~ity ,,( Mkh'gull. 
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TADl.E fi 

Long.'I'(lrm Tnmds in Thirty·IJJ~V. PI'cvnhmc:e of Use of Vf\rious Drugs for Twelfth Uraders 

P':IU'lit whn tilled ill last thirty days 

clans Cinss C11I!<!< Ghth Cln~" Cin",. Cl"",,, I:la,HI elMS t:b::;:; t:1:J~~ Cl(loU t:1"!t~ Cjllil\!'l C!u~ c!""Cl"~~ci~l<" cI"~~- r:l49. Clau Gl.os!'l Cltl1I9 
uf uf uf uf uf uf or uf uf of uf tlf of of of (It of of of of of of of '9fi-·91 

--I~---I%I~~-'~--~-____ I____ 
AI'I'IPiI. N"" 9100 tHOO 17/0fJ 17!tfff) 1550(1 Hi9fJO 17500 1770/J HiJOO 1.';900 16000 152{lO 1630U '6.700 16700 16200 15000 16/J{JO 16300 15400 1540() 14.100 lli40a 

I\'ll' lilidl DI!I,,/," 30,1 34:,2 31.fi 3/01,11 3E1,!) 31.2 Jii.!'I aU aO.5 2!l.2 29.'1 2'U 2·4.1 21.3 HU 11.2 HIA lolA Utl 2.1.0 23R 2'.6 26.2 .. UI' 


'\/l)" l11i.,11 nr"H f)(J.<:, 

1'!lIlu ilInr(iUitno·" Hi' 13.n Jr..2 Hi.! 161i Ul4 21.7 11.0 15. I~U 14.9 t3.2: lU' 10.0 !U itO 1.1 G.3 1.9 8.8 tOO 9fi to.1 .1.2 


hi nrijuanalf (usliiOth 21,) 32.2 J!1,. ;'111 365 33.1 3U; 2M!) 21.0 2."'1.2 2.''-1 23.4 21.0 UtO 16.1 14: 0 13 R J1.9 16.fi 19.0 21.2 21.9 23.1 .L8 


l"fp1hUlI'<' 0.1I 1.:1 1.7 l.!i 1.7 I.. 2.2 2-1; 2.8 2.tO 2.3 2. 'I 2.4 23 26 2.1 3.2 2.5 Ui 0.0 

/"iJuinnlJ, AtlJu~fcd' J " 3. 2.7 2.5" Vi Vi :1-0 ,'U 3 r. 30 ,., 2.9 2.R ,. 28 2,9 3.5 2:9 2.9 0.0I"

Amylllhilyl Nil riH· ..•• .. "1.1 U IA I. L:J L3 o. •• 0,11 0,4 03 O.R· 0.4 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.0 

IIl'IIIilC1UClgel1s u 3.' •. 1 ;'J 9 40 :1.1 2 Ii' 2!', 2ft 2,5 2.' 2,2: 2.2 2.1 3, I 4.4 3.fi 3.9- ..0.4 '" " ,. •• 'IlIalll)cin(OR~ItI!, Ad,uMtd" !i:l ".. 045~-4I 3.5 3.2 :l Ii 3~ 2A '.3 2.• 2.3 2.4 '.3 3.3 :.\.2 Hi 3.8 U .0.3 " 
1.50 2.3 1,9 '.1 .. 2r. .. 19 Jr. I.. ,~ I. "8 I .• LG 1.0' 20 2.4 2.& •.0 2.5 3.1 t-O.6s 
PCP" " ... " 1.0 1.0 I.' I~ U 0.3 I.' 0.4 0.5 0.8 1.0 0,1 0.6 1.3 0.1 ·0.6 
MUMA 1£r..'iIM<Y)" " 2.0 U .0,." " 

Couim.' I.' 2.0 2.9 3.9 5.7 ~.2 5'" 1) 0 '.9 5." 0.7 6,2 4:.3 2.• 1.9 1.4 1.3 J :1 1.5 1.8 2.0 2.3 t-O,3 

C'raek'"' 1.3 "6 U 0.1 0.'1 0." 0.1 tt8 1.0 1.0 O.D ·a, 1 

OHlEr Cucahll~' i.1 3.2 l.1 t2 l.O L2 .,3 1.3 1.6 2,0 ..a,.
I." 

Hel1')in' 0.' 0.' 0' 0.3 0.2 Q.2 0,2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0' O.:! 0,2 0,2 0.:1 0.2 O,~ 0,6 0 Ii a Ii 0.0 
Olhl'f OpiGles' 2.1 '.0 '.8 2.1 2,4 2: 4 2.t 1.8 '8 1.8 2.3 2,a 1.8 I.. I.' t.1l 1,1 I.' 1.3 1.5 1.8 2.0 2.3 t-O,3 

SUI1IUlunh"·· OS ,7.1 8.8 ft.' 9.9 12.1 15.8 to.1 8." 8.3 '.6 6." 6,2 O. 0.2 3.'1 3,2 2." 3.1 '.0 .,0 U 4.8 t-O.1! 
Cryulul M(!Ih. (feet 0,6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.1 U 1.1 0.8 ·0.3 

Scdl'lU ...(!$-·... 5., ... 6.1 U .4,4 -1.8 4:.6 :!.• :Ut 2.3 '2.4 2.2 1.1 IA I.n 1.4 1.& U 1.3 I." 2.3 2.3 U -0.2 
B"I'billlrll;l(,9' 3.' '.3 3.' 3.2 2.9 2.6 2.0 2.1 L7 2.0 L8 1.1 I.' JA 1.3 l' 1. J I 3 1.7 2' 2.1 2.1 0.0•., 
Mtlhaqualonel<.- 2.1 ... 2.3 1.9 2.3 3.3 3.1 2.4: U 1.1 to 0.8 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.. 0.. 0.6 0.3 -0.3 

Tnu1qu!liuu' '.1 '.0 ... 3" 3.7 3.1 2.1 2.4 2.6 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.0 1.6 l.3 1.2 1.4 .1.0 l.2 ,. 18 2.0 1.8 ·0.2 

Akohol ft "132 68.3 11.2 72,1 11,a 120 70.7 69.7 6tH 6'1,2 65.9 66.3 gtt4 113.' 60,0 61.1 54.0 51.3 51.0 
4:R.S MU 'B.3 5O.R 52.7 .1,9 

ne(!u 01 \Ink' au; 29.R 2R.9 30.11 33.2 :11.3 34.2 .2.9 

Ciftarelt(!s 
~---

36:1" Jij]"''' '38-;;' ~3g 1 -~3", 4 305 294 30,0 30,3 -29.3 ~ 30,1' 29.6 - 29,4 28.'I~ 28.6 - 29.4 ~'28,:! 27 .1I-'29.9~3L2 - 33 Ii -34.0 -·:tlili ~.2J1s_~ 

SIU(Jk(!lrss Tulmccu·· I U 11.3 10.3 6,4 ll.. lO.1 1LJ 12.2 9.8 9.1 ·0.1 

Steruidll' 0.1\ 1.0 OR or. 0.1 09 01 0.1 1.0 .0.3 

NOTES: L~wl of "-iignilitaou· oJ dilTl:'r~nec hctwecrt Ih~ 1 ... 6 mfl!!t Itt'!111 (hUlus: S ...on, 1I!! = .aI, Ull '" .001. '-' lodkatn d~h ntlt n"ailllihl~. See 'tl'loMe.1 rnf fl'lfI'I'l1ol r..,tll"!"'" 
SOURCE: Th~ Mnnitoriog the rutule Study. Ihe Uoi'teulty of Mit:hig4f1;. 
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't'ABLf!! 7 
Trends in Unrmfu1ness of Drugs as Perceived 

hy Eighth, Tenth. lItHI Twelfth Graders, 1991-97 

UUfl' mHch flu )"11. Ihm" Pel"Cl"ntfille soying ~llrClat ri.k~" 
t'fflple 'j'~" ho,,,,int( 
themstku iphy'k"iiy fir on Fill! Gu.ue .iQ.W...~..illI 12th Grodo 
IIlh~,. lI'DY!lJ. rf th".v .. '90-"91 '96-'91 '96-'91 

19i1l lliZ 1m 1~1lj 199~ lillHl lllQ1 £I!M.£R 1ill 1Q~ ma J.l!1t{ UM 122i lID rlLl.nulruU l!m.2.1.D.MJJru. 1lli lIlM.1m.r;b!nu 
Try n;alljttlmn one" '" twice 40.'1 39.1 36.2 3 LG 28.!l 27.9 Z!',,3 -2.&5:" 300 a} 9 29.1 2... 21.5 2G.0 18.8 .1.2, 27,t 2".5 2:U 19,5 163 156 1f.9 -0.1 
!:honb InQrijul1na ot"ulVtnsJly 51.9 tiG3 53.A "1\.& -4~.9 U.3 ,.:'1.1 ·1 2 486 4S 9 .IU 38,9 35,<1 32:.8 31.9 ..... • 0.6 31t6 3$Ji 30.1 25J; 25.9 10 -1.2 
Smnke IfInrijllollo rl'Il11huly 83.S 82.0 79.6 74.3 73J} 70'.9 12.7 • LA R2.1 fll.I 1A5 113 67.9 6S,9 65,9 0.0 78.6 16_5 72.!i 65.0 60,8 5"9,9 I1A.l ·1.8 

TI1 i"IHdnnl~ !lIlt(' ur Iwf~e~ 35,9 37.0 ar.,f) 37.9 36.' '0. '0,1 0.7 37,6 Ut7 40,9 42.7 (1.6 41.2 41.S +0,3 
Try Inhnlrml!l. tt'flldorly' (i.'UI S." r.'.G It'Ui O4.B I1S,2 OR.7 .O~ r.!1,A r.7 9 tlll.6 71.11 7LR 75.~ 7,t6 .La 

fnke t...o;;n antt' nl' Iwict" .2.1 3M,3 36.7 3tH, 31.0 .0.5 '8.7 .6,6 .4.7 41U H.6 .... 4&,6 42.3 39.6 3S.A 36.• 36.2 3.,1 _1.5 
fah LSD H!jlull1dy' lift3 1l!i.R r.<lA !l3.S "4.1 .O.~ 'IS.S '15.9 7fi.l'i 75.3 73.8 .1.1) 84.3 SUI 19,. 19,1 1R.1 17.R 7fU .1.2 
Tty <:rl1clt (\IIC(' l"'lwice~ liZ Ii r, 1.2 51.2 54.4 50.8 51.0 -49il -1.1 70.( G9,5 66.r, 04.1 00,9 GO 9 59.2 -1.7 00,5 624 51.6 68,. S".6 56.0 !'i•.0 ·2.0 
Take cr8('k Oc-ta~fnnall,· 42.2 nUl 7Ii.f! 14.4 72.1 71.0 71.2: ·0.• f!1.4 A6.4 a4.. R:1.1 R12 80.3 1it? .L6 71Ui 71La 13.9 73.8 72.a 7U 10.3 .1.1 

Try cflCainc pnwdl'r onc{' Hr 
Iwic.' M.!l !)4,1 !lO.1 ,fA 4 <lUI: .'L2 4f•.0·O 2 69,1 Sf),Z SUi !Iii .• 53.5 53.6 62.2 .1..4: 1i3.fi M.L 63.2 56.. 62.0 !l3.2 5U: ·t8 

Toke etKoinc r'wdet 
mC!1!l1ianlllly no 74.3 7L8 59,( 66.4 6ft7 O!l,k +O.! a:u RO.I 711:.1 nil 75.G 76.0 '13.9 ·U 89.a 70J!: 68.6 10,n 69.1 GA,a 67.7 .1.1 

Tty heroin tmt:r or twit'. 
wilMut o;tiug 11 ntcdk' flO.1 61.3 Ga.o. L1 70,7 72,1 73.1 • LG 5!i 6 SR.tl GO.S .1.9

r.kt! ItCll"Oln m::e:\silmol1y 
"ilhulJl usiOIi " netedlet' UUi 711.r. 792 +2.6 85.1 85.tI ,Btl_5 +0.7 71.2 7tO 7",3 t3.3g 

Tr1 Of>~ or twn drinks m811 

Illroholic beYtI"oget (h«r• 
. winet. liquor} 11.0 12.1 12,. 11.6 11,11 IUs lO,. -I.b 90 10.1 10.9 9.4 9.a 8.9 9,0' +G.t !U 8.6 8.2 V'J 5.9 7.3 6,7 ·0.6 

Takc Imet or tIVI) drink' rUlIl.rly 
.vCltyday 3L8 32.4 32.6 29.9 30.5 28.6 29.1.05 3t'l.l 3G8 3~_9 32.S 317 31-2 31,8 .0.6 32_130.628.221,02•.8 2t'LI 24.A -0.3 

H1l.ve fivc ur lTHlre driub OflCt' 

(lr l\.,icl1 enc-b \Vc(!kolltt ti9:.' 58,0 !l7.7 6>4.7 &'.1 fiL8 (1).6 +3.Bull 54.7 5S.9 5H~ 52,9 52.0 50.9 5U! +0,9 4S.6 "9:.0 48,3 46.5 .5.2 49,5 43.0 -8.&114' 

Smoka nne or mllre pac-ks o( 
cigarettes: per dnr IH.S 60Ji 52.1 50.8 49'.8 60.4 62.6 +2.2 60.3 S9.3 60.1 59,0 ~7.0 £7.9 59,9 .2,0 &9," 69.2 695 67Ji 65.6 StU 6a.1 .0.5 

Use ~mnkt'h~" luhlJccll 
rC!sutarly 3S.1 35.1 al3.9 35.5 33.6 3<1,0 3!L2. t.2 40,3 39.6 H.2 42.2 3R.2 .1.0 -42.2 • L2 37.4 atd; 3A.9 36.11 332 3H 38.6~tl,2 

Take Uetrokl,'" 6.f 2 69.5 70.2 67.6 51,{ 12.1 73,. 1'2,5 A5.6 70',7 G9.I 56.1 65. 61,6 67,2 ..0,. 

Appr<'l.t, N .. 11437 r8662 18366 17394 ,7501 17926 lR7r.li J4719 f481J8152!f8MHHO 1700fi 15670 15640 2549 261f4 2759 2591 2IW.'1 2449 2,>;79 

'~NOTEs:~'L-et-yel~;fijgnin~6Jl1;r;:;f dilft~ih('f\Yr~1l thil h.'o m-OSII'ltciril Claliu:.....I'1-"',O!i, "-",,.or. i~s ",,:oof~··· 'indkali! datu niil nv!iilt.llle--:-'· - --',..- ~- ..__• 
SOURCE: The MnnHadng tbe PuU.lU Study. Ih. Uni'futillt)' of MichigAn. 

"An,W(T <11tt'ffmhn:!!11 WUH': (I) NlI fhik, (2) Shghl r19k, {3} Mtldllntlet fisk, (41 Grut risk. {!iH~iln'~ ny, drUjf: unfnmllhu. 

\Atb And 10th Jel."\dc: Unta MSi'd hi 19M bn !wo·third~ ~.f N indicaled dul' til chAnge.• in qUl!lH1onn<1ln r")pnll. 

',Uh and 10th gr\ld,,~ Oalll haud on (II). (If twn rm'm~ In lQ83· !iB: N jq "01'.111'11{ of N Illdirnttd DAta b4!l~d in 1991 on oou·thlrd of N Indicatud dlln In chon"~ Iii 1'111f'Slj.I.,.jnire f,'fln!!. 

·RI\, lind 10th grade; Uola hu"d nn two form"! In 1991lnd 1092, Hila hund nil !jnl! of twn fhrms In 1993 alld 1994~ N iq tme-half tlf N indlu/£'d. 




TAIlLE 9 

'l'I'ends in Visou••roval of Drug Use 


hy Eighth. Tenth. Rnd Twelfth Graders. 19!11-97 


PNc:eut who ~disappt1)yeA or ·SHlIOHb dlsappro\'c"' 

B.!ll...llilBt'i ({Hh Grp.4~ 12th Qr@du" 
I)" nlU (lir;QI'I'''U't' of1w<,,,I.· '96_'97 '96-'91 "D', 11" 

wI,;, )91'11 1[!!~ ~ lill 1.lmft ill!! WP7 rh!mtt 1mli 1992 1m ~ 1911-,'!. 11m!! 1W ~h!l-J!Rl;' 1m llill.Z. 1m 1!U!! Jll:li. ~ 1m Wnu. 

'fl)' mlilQuOIl\\ tOilCt' or Iwkl> 846 82.1 1!1.2 12-9 10,7 G1,5 61.640.1 14.6 74,R 10.3 82,4 69,8 55,5 64.1 ·u 68,1 69.0 63,3 57.R 56.7 152.£ 51.0 : -1.5 
Smnke nlal"ljUtnM t1cCIIsiuoally 89.6 fntl H!'..1 80.!} 79.7 1&5 18,1 t L61'! S:D 83.6 19,4 12.3 70,0 66,9 G6.2 ·0.7 79.4 79.7 1!Ui 6R.9 66.1 62.9 03.'l ... 0.3 
Smoke mnfijutlllll tt'J::ullllly 92,1 90.8 6t;.{1 Rfi.a H~, I fll.S 64ji .1.81'1 90.4 90.0 87.4 B2.2 ilU 79.1 1!U' 0.• fl9.3 90.• f!7.6 82.3 81.9 SO.O 16.8 -1.2 
TI'Y inhnln"l!! flnce flf twio:/." R4.9 84.0 A25 8U; fiLA fll.9 RU .12 1l5.2 8$ fI 64.6 64.9 ilHi 86.0 flS.9 .0.9 
Tnke inh31l'1ols regulul'ly' 90,6 900 8H.!! 81U 88,8 69.3 90.3 .LO 91.0 SUi 90.9 ~11.0 90,9 91.7 91.1 0.0 

Try LSD uncI!: <II I\..lce~ 77.1 7fi.2 1UI 70.9 72.1 .1,2 82.l 19.3 77.9 76.8 7R.6 -0.2 00.1 86.1 85,9 82.5 81.1 79,6 80.5 ... 0.9 
Toke 1.511 r~lIlnl'\y~ 79"" 11lA 15_8 15,3 16.3.1.0 86.8 $,(; fl4.6 845 83,4 .l.l 911,4 95.5 95,8 94.3 92.6 93.2 92.9 ·R,! 

Tty crack tlf\C4 nr hvh.'Il' 9t.7 90.7 R9. tAR,!) RS.9 flSJJ a,'S.1 10.7 925 92.1;- 91.4 89.9 88.7 86,2 87,4 ·O.B 9lU 93.1 89.9 89,(; 91.4 87.4 81.0 ·Itt 
T;\kc cntk oculIIl.H'tO'lUy' ga,3 92.!i 91.1 899 Ii!l" 8!1.3 !10.3.LO 943 0•. -4 93,6 SUi $11,7 Ill.9 91.0 ·0,9 9-4.2 9fl.O 92,8 92.8 94,0 91,2 91.3 fO.1 

Try 1';1.l('aine puwder onf;C Ill' 
tmce' 91.2 89,(; RI:U 8G.l 1-15.3 M.O 85.1 .(.2 90,R 91.l 90.0 RB.1 86,ft ftfjJ StU ·1.0 880 89A 86.6 81.1 88.3 63.1 83.0 -0.• 

Toke weain!:' p"wder 
1I((u~illl>tI.Uy· 93.1 !l2A 91.6 "U,7 Ii!} 7 M.7 90,1 ... l.b 9-4.0 IM.O 9!U 9:2'.1 !l1.4 !H.I 90.-4 .0,7 93,0 P3.-4 91.2 !Il 0 92.7 89.1 80.3 _0." 

Try heroin once Df IwlcC! 
withuut u,ing Il needle· Fla_A R!;.O 81.7 121l<R 89.7 S95 B9.L ·0.4 _ 92.9 90A 9'2.3 fUi 

Toke heroin O'«(I~lfloBny 
withoul U!llng it needle· M,f, fl1,1 90.1 .2.411$ 9J R 91,7 91.4 -0..3 - 94.1 9:\.2 94.4 • t 2 

1r1 (InC! or two drinh of (tn 
Bb:~hllhc bevel Bile {hlUlr, 
wiral, liquor) 5U f)2,'2 509 ·u.e 4f1,0 46.6 45.1 .O!l 31.6 39.9 3ftli 3GJi 36.1 .342 :.t3.1 .0.6 20.8 .33.0 30.l 28.01 21.3 26S 28l .0.4 

Tllk~ un. lJr (wu ddnh nnrly 
eVIHY dill' 82.2 81.0 79,6 76.7 75.9 14.1 7(t8 t2.599 81.1 81.7 78.r. 15.2 76.-4 73.8 76.4 .1.6 766 76.9 17.8 13,1 13.3 70.8 1(tO ·011 

Have flu nr mort' I!rlnka 'lnec 
or twice t'Q.ct1 weekend 115.2 83.9 A3,3 BO.7 00,7 79.1 81.3.2,29' 76.7 1'1',6 74.7 72.3 12.2 ,10.7 70.2 -OJ'S 67.4 10,1 10,1 65.t 66,1 C4.1 fil'i.O .0,3 

SmQk. one (tr more packs u( 
cillnreHesper"doy 82.8 H2,3 80.6 76.4 78,6 11.3 80.3 +3,0'8819.4 77.8 76.S 73.9 13.2 7J.6 1.3.8 t2.2!1 71.4 73.1' 10.6 69R 682 61.2 61.1 -O.t 

Ust' smokeless tot1acco 
rt'gularl, 19,1 11.2 77.1 76,,1 74.0 74.1 7G,1) t2.4sJI 75.4 14.6 73.8 71.2 n.o 11.0 72.3 ... 1.3 

1'ob siernlds' 89,8 90.a ~9.9 81.9 90.0 9U 91.2 90JI 90.5 92.1 92.1 9L.9 91.0 91.1 9U ·0.3 

Appnn. N ... 17.190 lBStJ:} 184.15 17429 17560 17998 18765 1475014174 15.134 'SR91 11016 15686 IM27 2,<;47 2645 272.7 2:5RR 200.1 2.'1:99 2601 

HuTES~ Le,,(!l ufsigolOunce ofdllTcn')nlNl hetwEtn tnt' hyo mll!'t Iftent dnMleB' It ....05. "" ... OI,!l!!I!I =.001. '-' indieol",'J dlltll not IInUabie. 

SOURCE: Tt1e MonllOriflR tbt' Futut, Sludy, tbe UnhQndlY ofMkhjllan. 


'An!lwet alletnqUvu wt'te: (I) Don't dlsappro.(l. (2J !)jsapPlolIll, (3) Strongly dhapprl'J'j't'. For 81h .nd I Olh gf"tldes. Iher'! WBS another \::al'!gory-~CAlI't SIIY. drul!: unramlll;u~ - Ifhlr.h WAS 

indudM io (n'! caltul .. tlon <lllnll!l1! pereentage$, 

'The hrdflh ¥rnde qut'BttUn" o~k about plmplt' whu are If! (II' older. 

'Rlh l'I<ld 10th gl'nde: D~tll bast'd In I !l91 un two·lhitd!!l (If fo<I Indkntl!d due 10 dl"nlt'l's 10 qUUllonnalre rormlt, 

"Htt! Blld tOth grade: 011-111 bazed ~n (tne flf Iwo form, in 1993 _!If>; N IJt "nP.hlllr IIf N Indkoled, Dlltll bn!H!d In }!l!)7 un on~·tt1irl! of N ludle.ted d\lE- tu ct1-Ar1Jf<!1l In tl'lel'!thHlIIAiTt' "'Hml. 


'Hill Ilnd lOlh ,IIl'nde: Dala b6!!l~d O'n two ["I'm!! in 199J and 1992 and on nml: ufhvo fnrm' in 1993 and 19n.ol; N I!> ...,e·hnlf,,1 N ilidienl('l!. 
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L.ong/....'·Ill Tn",d. I .. Perceived A.w.i.h.bllib of Drugs, Twelfth Graders 


J(,m' .JiNi.'ull flu yOll Pcrcent 9I'Iyinn "faitly caRy" or "vpry ensy" 10 gtt" 
flllf,ft ,/ !("Iwld "I,!' ru,.. y"l1 
I" 8"( t(B"1l "/0,,, Cia'!,;! Cia'.!') CIII!'i! ClnS!!. CI(!oj>,~ Cia!'!'!, CIM~ elon Cla!l~ <.:1(1," Cia!!!!! Clull Clan ClaAR ctas! Cla!ll!l C"ia!!9 Clo!!!'! cln!!!! elliS'll Cia.. Cln!'! GlOMI 
,-.,lIf1WU'R I)'I"'}I .1{ drllll~. uf of uf of or uf of of of of of of uf or cr of of of or or or of of '9n-'91 
If J1m wll"I~1 Hlm.,r ~ J.al.§ C!11 1!!..ll!: l.9.11!. 19f1(} .Lrull ill2: .Ll'!!tl lillU !2.M !@~J! J9A1 H!e~ L989 1990 !nl ~ ~ 12H l2n ..lI.ai lU1 Wuln 

MorijululA fJ7.H fl1.4 R7.!l R7.R ~O_I R9,0 HfL2 RR,!l MiLa H4f1 M!l5 MS.2 R4R 81i.0 fH.:l fl •.• 83.3 82.1 83.0 85.5 SSJ) 88.1 1l9,6 .0,9 

AmylfTltltyl Nhdtt'''I 23,9 25.9 21'U! 2 • .-4 22.1 25,11 2fi 9 25.1 .. 0 2!UI '2:1.8 ·(U 

LSI) 46,2 37,4 34.5 32.2 34.2: 3li.3 31i.n :1:U 30.n 30,(i 30.5 2M!'i :11.4 33.3 :l.f13 40.1 39.S .·u 49.~ SO.8 63.8 Ii1.3 1>0,1 .... 
Slime nlhl'l' p'yl'iHHlplk 47,R :l!'i,1 :n,R :1:t R 34 r. :t1i.0 :!-2.1 :1:0.1; ztU1 Ztl,R lHU 24,,9 lULO 26.2 2tU 21l.3 28.0 29.9 33.5 33.8 :lh.B 33,8 33.8 00 

PCP 221l 24.9 28.9 21.7 21,6 31.1 3L1 3J.4 31.0 30,5 30,0 -0.6 

MHMA lEe!!!;}!!),} 21.1 22,0 2lU 24.2 2B.l !n.2 34L2 3G.!! 38.8 .. 1.9~ 

(",ucDiul:' :}7,0 34.0 33.0 37,t1 45,5 41,!} 41.f! '3.1 .tltO 'B.9 SU' li4.2 llfLO 58.1 5UI 51.0 52.1 48,5 4fU; 41.1 4a 1 Uti; .0.•.,A 
~-

Cr.-ttl<. 4U 42,1 ",0 .2:4 39.9 43.5 .3.6 40.5 .1.9 .0.1 .O,R ·0.1 

Cucnimt ptlwdct 52.9 50.3 53.1 49.0 .80 48.0 4tjA 43.1 .3.fI ••.• 43.3 .1.1 

II~nli" '14.'2 IRA 17.9 HH 18.9 2U 1!12 20,8 193 199 aLO 22,0 23,1 28,0 !itA 31.9 30,6 34,9 33.1 3•.1 35.1 32,2 33.11 .UI 

30m\? olilN nliiteotlc 
(Including methadnoe) 3·U '2R.\? 27.M 2fU 28.7 29,4 2iU 30A 30J) 32.1 33J 32.2 33.0 3li.a 38.3 !lAd 34,6 :n,t 31.6 38.0 39.8 40.0 jlU} .1.1 

AmpiJctl1milllNI 67,8 61.8 5ftl 51:U'i 59.9 61.3 6!l.5 108 rill.5 68.2 66A &4.3 64.5 (;;L!'t 64.3 59,1 61,3 fi1tS SLfi 62.0 R2.8 fi9,. 59,8 .0,. 

Crylltal melt!. lice) 24.l 24,3 '26,0 26.6 2!'L6 21.0 '26.9 21.6 .0,1 

BllrbltUI'lIItCII 60.0 64,4 52.4 50.6 49.a 4!U 54.9 fi5.2 62Ji 51.9 .'B,a "IUJ .,t'2 .v~ .S" •.'i,g .2.4 ••.0 44.!i .3.3 4VI "I U 4(},Q -1.4 

Tranqul!inr!l 71.8 655 04.9 64.3 61.4 59.1 60.S 58.9 5l'\,3 646 64.1 51.2 "FI.G 49,J 45,3 ".7 40,8 40,9 .U 39.2 31.8 36,0 3!U ·0.6 

StcFu!ds 46.1 4&,S 44.R .2.9 .r.,f; 40.3 411 .1.4 

Approx. N .. 1627 2865 :ll}(;i'S .7598 ,1172 3240 .1$78 .11i02 .1.1115 ,1269 ,1274 .1M7 _1271 .12.11 2ROfj 2549 247fi 2.'ilfli 2(170 2526 2552 234(1 2!i1? 

NOTES: ~vd u(significann of difT«t'~n(l hlJt"~1!n tti<1 tit'" most re(ent dal'1!es: 9."- .Oli, 811 ...Ot. 99ft ...001. ",=, I;'iiien'tu linIn I"ltnv'tiilnhlc: 
SOURC£; 1'11. Monitoring th. Future Slll~Y. thi' Univenity uf Mkhigan, 

"Answer !l1t~~l'nllliYr. IYrrl': (1j Pfuh3hly ltl'lflO'~ihll!, {2} Vf!I'Y rliffitult, (:I) Fall'ly difficuh, (4) F\tlrly ea!!)'. 811d H'>l VCfY cu1'Iy. 



FIGURE 7 


Trends in Annual Use of Selected Drugs by Grade, 1975·1997 


.. 

,~~~~~~~~~~~~'1S 71 7'9 1tI '8l '3$ '07 U 111 .., 'SIS il1 

Yarot~_ 

u# or Ally D1idt DRIll: lnebidiAst 1.r\M",,.u in Pas. Year 

.. 

,~~~~~~~~~~7S 'T1 79 ,., '83 -45 'V .." lU '93 'W$ ...., 

YtUof~ 

UsrotMarijvaoa in ~I Year 

... 

,.
• 
:! 

" 

~ 

.S 
~ 

~ " 
~ 
"• "
" 
'" , .,. ., ... ... ., .. ~, ., .. ."75 71 

Y car of AdrIunIstnhcn 

~orl.SD in P~fVear 

<or . 
! 
~ 

,~~~~~~~~~~7$ 71 7G '" '83 115 -81 119 '91 W 'IlS "S1 


Yt:II rtf A4mic1lUlI£icm 


Usr of CI!IC:Il.iM in Put Vcar 


" 
,

•> " 
~ 
-=~ 
~ " 

~ • 
" 

'" , 
~;;; 


71 .,. ., ., .. ." ... ., .., .. ..,7S 

Y<::JMl!lr~ 

Usc of (abaiaDts {uoadjv$Ud1 ib h.tt Vear" 

.. 


,~~~~~~~~~~="--;n 79 'to 117 VI 115 "'P77 '$1 '85 • '93 

Ywaf AdmIt8IU1.tiQllo 

lJH of Ampbda~ ill Pa:s:t VtIt'" 

.~ 111 1m. Q)e CfUtsIXor! &bout 1ItI:I'I:II.Ila \,lll (I.e... ~l ..... _10 fI'1 1'C.!••..,."..IOQdode!be ~1'I:p:IftIIII of 
~~ ".~ nwe ~memlyu. r=:utl o11hi.J;~IOJIQJ ~ 

Source: MonitonngThe Ful:\.lre $rud.y. The University of Michigan_ 

11 

http:CI!IC:Il.iM


FIGURES 


Lifetime Use of Selected Drugs by Grade, 1997 
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Etbnographen and Epide~io}ogists Report on Mnijuana 


C)n' I 
San Diego, CA,San A,atonio/ New York. 1\'\" 

El raso, TX 
Bridgeport, CI\ 

i,
stable,tabl. up ; up IUs. ,, ,, , 

wide variety of all ethnici1ies; l8·35 wide variety of I 

Cbange In Users 
an ages, all Who's Usingl 

yrs. old:users;ethnicilies; users: 
mOTe teens , more young users more young: users ,,, 

cocaine LSD . 

Combination 


cocaineDrug.s in 
heroin 
alcohol 

, 

Wbo's Selling Afncan Americans MeXican Nationals Wide variety of Sellers generally 
, and Hispanics see only marijuana 

sell larger amounts. 
seUers; Jamaicans 

and hallucinogens,
I,, and man), have , , 

brand identities 
,I 

, 
$10, $,5, 525 per SJQlbag variable purity Purchase S50-HlOloz, 

., bag .AmountfPurity (reguiar); 
5200-$40010',, 
{sinsemilla) : , 
8% ~J6% THe fori, , , sinsemilla,,I , 

Ocher/Commtnu There is some Marijuana js sold 
evidence in lhe last by persons who 
6 months of more may also sell piUs 
white high school or haUucinogens_ 
kids using They have 

, Rohypnol. Also developed brand 
i sees eombinations 

, 
names related 10 the 

, ! with crack in origin of me 
, : "primos." : marijuana. , 

Ii 
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Table 7 (cont'd.) 
EtboDgrapbers aOd Epidemiologists Repon on Marijuana I 

Cin" 

Deover, CO . Miami, FL Cbicago. II. Trenton.l!\ewark. SJ 

, .stableUse up iUP , 

wide variety of ~varieryof ali classes. all diverse group ofWho's Using! 
users. primarily Change in Users usen i ethnicilies i users 

I, urban;, 
i more young users 

i ,, 

Drugs in alcoholalcohol Icocaine 
Combination methamphetamine 

,, 

,Who's Selling 
, , ,I, . ,,, ,, 

Purchase ,$425/02:. $!9/bag
!Amoun1/Purity 

$40·50 - 118 oz. ; $60·200Ioz.; 
variable purity 

S%~ 14%THC 
$25()-260Ioz.: 

i Other/Comments Marijuana mixed 
I with ~ocaine is ' 

rolled into a 
: cigarette and caned 
: "lace, ~ 
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Table 7 (eont'd.) 

Ethnographers aDd Epidemiologists Report on Marijuana 


,,Cltv 	 , 
,,Awtln, TXNew York, NY Newark. DE ,,,, 

up upupUse 

young, male.,aU'j Wbo's Using! : young users under young users under 
. Change in Users ethnitilies: 25 

more teens 
25: 

more young users 

cocaineDrugs in 
Combination 

Wide vane'!)' of 
around schoo's. 
Young sellers.Wbo's Selling 

sellers 
public parks 

$40.10010z, Purity is very poorPurchase $5, SlOlbag 
AmountiPuriry $100·800102, 

Otber/Comment~ PCp·laced 

marijuana sells for 

S151baS. Many 

ttens smoking 

"woolits" (fat 

marijuana clgarelres: 

mixed with PCP 0: 


: crack) 

OFFICE OF NATIONAL ~RUG CONTROL POLlCY 3J 



Table 8 " 

Law Enforcement Report 00 Marijuana 

I BirmiDglwn. AL Sut1le, WA I Ne"'" York, 
P.D. P.D. , P.D, 

: US!! stable up stable 
I , 
: Who's Using white. often rural or wide: range of users "everyone" 
iChange in User'S suburban users 

, 

Onlgs in alcohol i alco~ol alcohol 
Combination : COCUlnC cocame 

,,Wbo 1s Selling 
 Sellers operate in !Mexican traffickers. 
 Sellers match community , 

, suburban/rural areas they sell to, : : 

where customers are. i. ' 

i Purchase SlOO/oz, i S200 - S300!oz.; SiO/b,& 
Amount/ variable purity Sioo - S500/0z,: 
PurilY variabJe purit)' 

Other/Comments I Wide variety in quality 
and price. 
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Table 8 (conl'd.) 

Law EuforcemeDt Report OD Marijuana' 


U•• 

Who's Using 
Change iD Vsers 

Miami, FL 
P.D. 

stabl. 

wide rans.,e of users; 
none 

Ci~' 

EugeDe, OR 
P.D. 

stable 

wide variety of usetS: 
none 

Boston, ~lA 
P.D. 

stahic 

none . 

I ,,,,,,, ,,,,,, ,,, 

Drugs iD 
CombinatiOD 

methamphetammt crack 
MDMA 

. 

Who's Sel1ing More hydroponic 
growmg Slles. 

SeUtTS look like their 
customers. 

W ide variety of 
sellers. 

Purchase 
Amountl 
Purity 

$5, $\Olbag 
52.500/lb fOf 

"exotics:" 
highly v;!oable purity 

$JSfgram for local 
$] Oigram for MexIcan; 
purity varies by type 

S I 01jml111; 

variable purity 

, 

OtherfCommen[s . . 
Smaller sales units 
continue to be available 
almost evety\Vhere. 
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Tabl.9 

Treatment Pr .. viders Report on Marijuana Usc Patterns 


. , 
Region. 	 , 

,, 	 , , 
, ID: Mid·West lV: West! 

& South 
, I: North .... i nz Mld·AtlJIntic 

South~est 
N; 13 N = is N = 13 ~ = 12 

i, 	

I 
, ,: % clients with drug listed ,17 	 16 28i as primary drug of abuse 20 

,
1 Change over last year , , I ,

27% 36% 0%increase 15% " 
ii 46% 92% 77%., no change 64% , 27%decrease 0% 8% 8%'. 


NA NA NA, ,% clients injecting , NA 

NA$ clients NA NA NA 

inhaling/smoking 
 , 

, 

Other Drugs Abused 
i{% clients who mention} 


cocaine 
 36% 36% 8% 8% 

, alcohol 
 91% 93% 92% 85j! 

tranquilizers 0% 7% 0% 0% 
hallucinogens 0% 2!% 15% 15% , 
amphetamines 0% 0% 0% 38% 

orner 
 0% 14% 0% , 23% 

,i Region 1: 	 Connecticut. Maine, Massachusetts. Ntw York, New Jersey. Rhode Island, New 
Hampshire. Vermont Pennsylvania , 

Region II: 	 Alabama, Florida. Georgia. Kenrucky, MiSSissippi, Tex.as, North and South Carolina. 

Te:messee. Arkansas. louisiana. Oklahoma, Maryland, Delaware, Virginia, Wesf 
 'I 

Virgima, Washington. D.C. 	 ' 
, 

Region HI: lllinois. Indiana. Michigan, Mmneso~a, Ohio, Wisconsin, Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, 
, Nebrasli:a. North and South Dakma 

. 
Re£ion JV: 	 Colorado, Montana. Utah. Wyoming. Nexada, Arizona, California, Idaho, New M'exico, 


Washington, Oregon 


i 

, 
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Table 9 (cont'd.} 

Treatmeot Providers Report 00 Marijuana Use Patterns 


Region, 
, 

I: Northeast in· Mid-Atlantic ', . 	 ro: Mid-West IV: West/,
& Sooth Soothwest 

!( : 13 ~1O:1lN = 13N = IS 

A....ageby Age ,
22% 29%21 %under 20 , 26% i, 

21-30 42% 
, 

40% ~7% 38% i 
' ' 33%31+ 	 I 32% 39% 41 % ,i 

Average by I 	 I 
R.ac:efEthnicity 

I 3] % 14%27% , 25%Airican·AmericanI, •62% 68%White 65% 56% 
ll% I 7% 30% 	 iHispanic & Other 4%i ,I ,, Average by Sex I, 

, 71% 74% i 68%Male 	 , 69% 
31% 29%Female 26% , 32% 

i Prior Treatment , 
20% 31% 34%Yes 35% 

I
I 	 ,80% 69% 66%No 65% 

Region 1: 	 Connecticut, Maine. Massachusetts. New York. New Jersey, Rhode Island, New 

Hampshire, Vermont. Pennsylvania 


Region Il: 	 Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucl..l', Mississippi. Texas, Nonh and South Carolina. 

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

Virginia, Washington, D ,C. 


Region III: Illinois, Indiana, Michigan. MinnesOla. Ohio. Wisconsin. Iowa, Kansas, Missouri. 
, Nebraska. ~orth and South Dakota 

! Region IV: Colorado, Monrana, Utah, Wyoming, Nevada, Arizona. California, Idaho, New Mexico. 
Washington, Oregon 
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CEWG Publications 

Alia. Australia. Central America. Europe. and Soulh AfuCll. internalional reports: inc:ude informa)IOO on J 

cum:nl epidemiologic surveillance pro~arns in different areas of me world A special IEWG ptlnel discussion 
focused on l.'\;e effecrj .. e use of epidemiologic datu in developing public health policies, service delivery 
systC1'M, and re.tearch plans. 

This report provides an overview of key fmdings presented at the CEWG and IEWG meetings, Complete , 
reports from cities and countries will be published in CEWG and IEWG proceedings, 1n addilion, a highhihu 
and an exC'Cutiw:: SUll'Llnary wil! be produced. 

Drug Abuse Highlights for the United States 
Mul!iple sources ofdala suggest some recent ch.anges m drug use patterns and trends. Based on indirect 
indicators su:::h as treatment ad.'Ttission, morbidity and mortality. and law enforcemt:nl data, us<: of cocaine' 
hydrochloride {Jio\'o'der) and ('rack eocaine, lhoug..~ stil! at high levels, decreased in Ii of the 21 CEWG, 
MettS, Heroin usc:, on the odier hand, increased in 17 area~. Thete ~"¢re increases in the purity of beroio. the 

number ofyounger usm;, and the number oi people snorting and s:noking the drug. Methamphetamine' 
palterns were va.--iable. Indicators sJtrn.-' decrea;,:e5 in methamph(:tamine use in two high-usc t;ities (San Diego 
and Phoenix"!. increases in some ll.r(:as oflhe western cOnilncnlaJ U S. Jlnd Hawaii, Jlnd conlinued low levels of 
use in Chicago and E.ast Coast areas. The expe<:tcd rise In indLcalors ot' metiumphctamine use in some are,as of 
the country has nOI occurred. Indicalors ::f marij uana usc show a COntinualicn of lhe dramatie increases 
reponed over the paslse\-eral ~ars. Increases were reported in 1 S of the 21 CEWG 21reas, The pOlency o~ 
cotr.merclal~grade marijuana continued to risc. as did marijuana-related hospill.ll emergency room ntcntions arId 
admisSIOns to drue: abuse U'eauncnt for persons reporting mMijuana as l.l<telr prinwy drug of Ilbuse. The ' 
proponion of adult and juvenile arrestees testing marijuana posilive increru;ed, and recent studer.t surv(:ys in 6 
CEWG area:; show substantially higher perC¢!U3ges of students reporting use ofmari.juana. According f.I) 

indicators, LSD u:;.e mcreaS«! in (; CEWG areas and hlg.'ler usage of codeine occurred in scveral areas, The 
drug abuse indl\:aiors used b~' the CEWG include the Drug Abuse Warning Network (DAWN) emer!!lency 
depan.'11Cl1! (Em drug-relmed mentions and dmg..rdated d..:a!bs reported bv medical esaminerJI (ME$)". dru~ 
use reported b,\' pmients entering :reatment: DItlg. Use Foreca~ting (DUF) ~rinalysc:s dtlta on adult and jU~!!l1ile 
arresl¢esldctainees:.loc~1 U:'I'I.:S\ datu. Dru~ l;:nfon::CI"1\I."lll Agency (DE A) prirx, purit;.. and sei.z.ure data; and 
other local mfom\a::on rourc.:.s. 

In e:-.:amimng data from rr.,:.!uple sources, CEWG men:.befS reponed geographic/regional diflerences in pnuems 
llnC trends by age. gCOCef. anci ethnic group, Comradson~ were made across areas, so II was possible to ; 
id¢ntiJY emer!!ling trends and \hI: potl."ll!:al spre:ld Of drugs from one ;m:a to another. 

Added 10 \his re;xm are ::ndmgs from the Trx:alm...-nl ::ptsode Dala Set {TEDS). SubStance Abuse and Mental 
Health Ser.·;c,:S AdministratIOn (deruted hy Dn ~s\!.:riikt which were not presented at the meeting 

" 

Cocaine 

Allhou!!h still IH hIgh lewis. drug indi\';u;l:~ data :,"Ug.g.':~llh~t crack and powder cocaine use decreased from 
t 995 10 1%6 10 mos: CEWG areal>, Priot CEWU f>:ports: 5howed :hal iodicalnrs. oi cocaine use had slllbLlized 
in )995. Nl:llion'>4'lcie:, between 1994 iI:1ci j 995, ther\! \\ tiS liale char:gc in the tolDl number ofcocair.e~ rela'ted 
DA ~ ED menlions and a sllgh\ decreaSe i:1lhe perctNI.Igo;! oftteatmen: ndmissions" who reported cocaine as 
their ~rimary drug: of libuse. 

In 1996, a decrease ~n indicators ofcocuine use was reponed in 17 ofthe 2~ CEWG areas, Be:ween 1995 and 
1996, CE WG reports sho~' decreases in p:ima:'"Y cocaine Irealmen: admissions occurred in most CEWG arca$, 
Between 1992 and 1996, primary cocai:1': ~dmi~:>ion.s declined by 155% in Phillldelphia and by 28% in t 
Newark Olhcr ar.:as, :;uch as J:lH:ls. Sun FrUnCISf.:O, :Inn St. PaUl. also reponee decreasing numxrs of pnmary 
cocaine abusers entering treatment O\'!!f tho;: p~,,; "o;:\.'.::rall'I!;)~, • 

DU~ WTCSI dala Irom 1995 10 ,<)96 ubo re!1ected d\..'Cti!;.smg percema!!les of adul< mille arrestees ies:ing , 
positive for coca)n!! 1:1 S cftr...: l-l CEWG ilf..:all incLided ir the DUF ~ystem, Relatively lars!:: decfeuscS l:Yere 
reported in Philadelphia (51 10 -lO%L and 51. louis (51 to 43%) Decreases abo occurred in the tJcrceOlages of , 

hup:ljwy.:w.cdrngroup,comlcewg/doc£i69i~washdc/sum97.ad\'aoce.hl.m1 

http:hup:ljwy.:w.cdrngroup,comlcewg/doc�i69i~washdc/sum97.ad\'aoce.hl.m1
http:hospill.ll


CEWG Publications 

women who tested positive for cocaine in 8: of the 12 CEWG MC'as where DUF I.eStS l'emale lI."Testees. The 
largest decreasc:s for wOOlen were in New Otleans (37 to 26%) and Dallas (36 to 44%), Of note is the findme 
thllt-ciespile reductions- CQCaine positive rates were ~eneraUy higher for female than for male am:steC!S, 

Cocaine positives amon~ female arrestees were panicu!erl~' hIgh in Philadelphia (69%), Manbaltan (69%). S1. 
LoWs (55%), and Denver (53''10). The Iveraf!:e cocaine posith'e rate among white women (77.5%) in the total 
DUF sample exceeded that for African~A.'Jl('rican women (61.5%). 

Heroin 

increases in it'.dieatonofheroin us:e in 1995 and 1996 were reported m Ii of the 21 CEWG areas, The CEWG 
data also show chan~es in administration of the drug. Fewer heroin abusers were injec(ing and more were 
snorting or woking the drug. In Newark. snorting supplanted L"'ljecting liS the most frequent method of 
admiruSk:ring heroin. Over fhree.-fourths (78%) of primary hetou:. abusers eruerin!! treatment in Newar:': in 
1996 snoned heroin; onl)' 2 I % injected_ Similarly. in New York City, injettirlf\ among herOin (primary dtug:) 
treatment admissions declined from 71 % in 1988 to 42% in 1995. In Bal:imore, U'CatmCTll admissions for 
herom snorting more than doubled between t992 and 1995, Intranasal use in Boston increased from 26% in 
1994 to .'32% in 1996. Smokiop. heroin has became motl': popular irt Denver. San FranciS«'l. and St. Louis, 

Another mode of heroin use was reported In ~e\'entl cmes-: dissolving heroin. putl:n@ il into.a syrin@eornBsal 
spray or a dropper, and ,;quirtinf! il lnTO ,he noslriLjl This mix.ure HI called "shaban@:" in NC\\.· York. "caldiIOS" 
(lInle soup) in San Diego. and "a~a dl! chanll'0" in Laredo MOd San Anlonio, Texas. 

The increase in noninjeclion was associatl':c \\ llh incrCllsed puri~' ofheroin and an tncre.ase in lhl! number of 
}:ounger herem users Philadelphia had \.he highcsl average purity (63%) amon~ \.he CEWQ cities included In 
the DEA Domestic Monnoring Program, In Chicaso. where the quality of heroin has steadily increased in 
recenl years, heroin sr.orting has become more popular among youn@:adults, Increases in heroin purity ~'ere 
also reponed in Baltimore, Miami. Newari;, New York City, P;;iladclpxa, and San francisco. Street bags of 
heroin are selling.at $5-$15 in mosl CEWG cities, 

from 1994 !o 1995, tOlal DA\.V'N data snOw an inc:-ease ofalmosl 19% in ED heroin- related mentions_ The 
CEWG areas with the largesl incrcaSI!S Included Phillldelphla (63%), Dolills (29v,..). Sea:tle (24%). lind BOSl0n 
(21%). ED h<'lfOIn mentions in New York City nearly tripled between 1990 and 199$, 

DUF data also show lillh! ehan~ in the pen:enlaEes ofadull arreslcesltsl:ng positive for heroin from 1995 IQ 

19'96. PositiVI! Il!st rate:; amons femal<'l arrl!il~ """erl! hi¢ltSt m MaMat!..an {27%}. Detroit (lgo/~), and 
Philadelphia (16'%). wu:I among male arre'l\CI!S In Chic~go (20%). Manhattan (17%), flod Philadelphia (11%). 

Marijulilna 

Muhipll! soure!;':s of ds\a ~lncludinti na!:ooal and local surveys) $.how thal m:mjuana use continued 10 mcrtll.$e 
in 1995 and 1996. nationally and In almosl,:\,'ery CEWG lIfl!a. Based O!I indicator data. increases m marijuana 
use were reported in 18 of the 21 CEWe arens Nationally, thc delta·9· telrah:-'arocaMabinol (THe) poteney 
of commercial-grade mariiuana incrCllscd from 3.51 % In tho; last half of 1995 to 5.01% in )996, according to 
the Intelligence Division oflhl!" Oro!! Enlcrccmt!nl AdmmlsUillion. I\lso, in recem yelU's, there have be.:n 
incretlscs In lhe numba;-; 01" r.larijuanlJ ..buM.-'f:<. tn:ah:d In hospil.d EDs ane in drug ahusl! lrealml!nl programs_ 
rwm 19:;4 10 : 995. mll:-i.1ulUl.il I:]) ml:n!lo:J" Incr;':JJ.~d :;h<lrpl~ in !l\l.lfly C£WG UleliS mcluding Detroit (4&%), 
PhilJJde!phiil :.14"1,,), 13uston (.; t'ih .and MlamJ f36%), 

Nationally, Ln':atmeOl IICmi~s.ions jor primary mlJri,juanll US<! increaSl!d by more tha.', 50% from 1992 1.0 1995.· 
Between 1995 and 19%. suell admIssions increased b~' 36% in Chicago. reaching 13,))4 in 19%,11'1 Nc"' 

. Orleans and MtnncapolislSt. Paul, primary drug admissiom for marijlUlna oumu:nbered those for cocaine 
abuse. Primm;: marijuana aci.'1lissions in Hawaii in 1996 equaled pnmaf), methamphetamine admissions (90 1 
\-5 900).1n Denver. primary mar~;ul.ll'.a users IIccoumed tor 42% oftreaunent admissions in 1996. Primary 
marijuana admissions haw been inc:'I!3sing :ucadily in Ne"' Yor~ City since 1990 and now represenlabout 
11% oftol.al trestment arlmiSslCXls, Thl!rc \\a$ a 27% increase: ir. primlJry marijuana users enterin~ tuatmenl in 
King CounrylSl!sllie bcrw1!(m 1994 and 1997. 

Increases in marijuana U$~ also appear in illl! DUF daia, Belw!!('n I995 Ilnd 1996. there were lT1{;,eases in adult 
arr1!stces tes:ing marijuana posilivl.': in ul! CEWQ :>ites included ir. DUF. The lll1gCSl incre.)set; amCXlg adull 

hup:/lwww.cdmgroup.comh:e\\.g/docsl69i-wllshdc/sum97.ad... ance imnJ 
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males tlCCWTed to 51. Louis (39 to 52%}, Manhll.tUlIl (28 to )8%). Denver (331.0 42%1, and ~e\\' OrleJl1ls (32 
10 40t'AI), For adult females. the large:>1 incr,a.ses were in Allanl!) (13 to 26%) and Sc Louis (1810 290hI). ,, 
DVF da18 for 1995-1996 also show increases in marijuana positive tests among juvenile arn:stecs, The median 
leSt posltil,'e rate for marijuana among bo~s \\-as 52% in )996, compared with 41 % tn 1995. Percenlage I 
mcreases amongjuveniJe arresJ.ecs in CEWe areas were hlgbesc in 31. Louis (34 io 56%), Los Angeles (3~ to 
51%). Denver (49 to 60%), Phoem" (41 to 52%). and Washington, D.C. (54 to 65%). The Juvenile Probation 
Program in Phoenix: reponed that 71 % ofJuveniles referredlO !he T reaunent Alternatives to Street Crime 
(TASC) program had primary marijuana problems. 

Data from rer:tm\ S!ll.le SLm'C)'S also show substantial iOl:feases in murijuana uSe Among s:tudenLs in Chicago, 
Dallas, Mas.s.achuseus, Miami. Mmneapo:isiSl. Pa.ul, and Newllrk. In MassachuSC'Hs, 33% of~'oulh 10 grade,) 
9-12 reponed marijuana use in me past month-almost as many as reponed current cigarette use, In 
MinneapolLslSt Paul, more i.l'.an 1 S% of 121..'1 graders repooed us!U~ marij.uana in !he past month. compared 
wii.l'. 10% in 1992. The 1995 Chicago Youlh Risk Behllvior Survey shows tha134% ofhi¢l school stUd~ 
had uffii marijuana during thar llfe1ime, compared with 27% in 1993, 

Usc: of manjuanl1 rolled and smoked in ci~ar wrappers &emdash blunts &emdash also cominued to rise. L"'I. 
man)! cities, bflmJS sell for $3-$5 elleh, In Booton. r~nl s\,I,f\'¢)' data s:oow that 34% of students in gr.ades 
7-12 reponed use of blunts a1 some On«: in Lheir lives" 1 

, 
CEWe field repons indicate thaI mariJuanli is being mixed with other substances In AIIMla. Dallas. Chicatlo. 
Miami. New York Ci~, Philadelphia. SL ;":mjs. and Te,as, blum! and jOlmJ conlJlinin{! manjuJlr.a and crack 
lit.: sold on innerw;,:i~· ,,:r...-...:l t.:om..:rs in Chl::::.l~Q. Philaddphia. Te,\.ils. a."!d Washi:1gton, D.C., mari}uana and 
PCP arc fl'('(juemly ;m:.:ed. The mi-.:ture 1:> culled lovebool. 

Methamphetamine 

CEWe fepcns on rnelhllmph1.':Lamin\! use i.l.:m,m~lr~t,,; Ihc: va!ue of this ongoing drug abuse sUr\'ci:lanec 
Syslem, CEWG dlltu over the y<:1tf": show thill pllllcms of melhnmpheLllmine use have been constantly changing. 
Trends hnvc varied dramalicall~ \\ ithm tiM ~cro~s sites III di6'erent points in time. The most currenl aVaililbk 
indlcalor datu (fOf 199$ lind 1996) fcOectlhc \ari<lbility. 

Thc~ show: 

U Cl,lrrcnt dccrcJs,: m som.: rT\elfUpoLtlln ;If'':;';S WheT": methamphetamine us.:: has been llnd COf\unill:s 10 

be a seriou$ problcr.1 
mC:C<lS(!' In sume IIf':::lS in th;; \\\':SI :lnJ 1:1 ! :~n\ iii: 
no Ilpparent inc:r.::ases In a[..:ns o1'th.:: :SOuth II"h.:rc incrensts wei':: .::xp.::ctlXl 
cOI"Ilmuinl! 11m' le\"ds in Chicngo :.nd Eu~t Coast ;1re.o.~ 

The C£WO hns heer, cJosd\" mor.il0r;ng nnd rcpon:q: or. tr~\h;1mr:hel;1mine patterns and trer..ds SiirtC( . 

Indie::lt¢!'s s'now.::d shtlrp ;n~te3ses in m.::lhamphe~amim: ED mentIons and Ir~n: admlssions in PhiJad'elphia 
in 1983. Soon thcreali<:l. oUlbt;:ak:-: \'cre ldl.':lHllll.':d In Slln Di;;g¢ t 1934) nnd Dallas {!986). fuHowl!d in 1987 
by Phoem\., and In 1988 t:y l.o~ An!!.:!.:,;, !:>an Fnmosco. <1:1d S":lluk. Honoluiu. Hawaii, which W8$ tidded to 
th.: CEWG In 1990. Dcg<1n reponing on ie.: ~cr,;st~! mdh:.lmphelnmln.::) us.:: in tha~ Smc al CEWQ l'!lee1jngs. 

\ 
Dunng (he .:urly ! I)\)Os. !n:..hcjJjor~ .~h\l\\.:d lno,;ro:;;s.:.~ In m1.!lhamph'::lumine uSe had occurred in the West and 
SouLh\\'eSl and hac 5ubsequeml.\· sprl!aJ W both mo.'tropohlan and rurnl ureax in Ihe South and Midwest, 

The ~ 993-! 996 indicator dtlla sho\'.· decli"C"." If: rr'<':lhamrhctlltr.ir.e b IWO htgh-use cilie;;-Phocuix and Sar. 
D:I..-go While melhamphel!mllnc (primllf\ druf! 0;' abu,;¢} litil! accounted lOr 32% of all treatment lldmissions in 
SOin Di;':l:!l1 io 19%, ptH!II\'1! SCf<X"n5 jhf adul! arr.::stt;;.::. Jr<:lInerllu 29.9J'h (f."Om 37.1% in t 995). !n PhoCni:.:, 
lh;.:r;: \\;.:n: d<.!clin\!li nOl only in If.:..lm.::n\ admilililQl"ls und m'::lh.llmphclllmine-posiliv.: u.'ne to:\ologics among 
adJIt um:~(I.."\:s (L)'!1n : 995 ~o 1996) 't-t:l al~o In I~D mC"lhJmphe~llmine memions and deaths (from: 994 '9 
]995) 

Then: \\ ~s 1\\1 e~·idC"n.:~ I'rvm Ih<.' 1'.>95·)996 mdl..:alor dulu thaI mClhamphelamine USe had spread 10 Miami. 
ati.l'.ou[!.h merC"a)\C";;. m u~;.: hau been dOCUml..'11l;:d 1:1 :m::as on the "'1.'$\ coast of Florida, lnd(c:)tors show declines 
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bhlbit 38. Marijuana prices and purity ~ reporting CEWG cities, ~ne 1996 reponing period 

aty SauocoICluoIity Prie.etunit 

Oune. p-
AUsnta Commert:.lal $'30-$UO $'.200-$'.800 

Sinsemilla $180-$300 $1,600-$ 2.000 , 
Blaek Afghanistan hashish $440 .. 

60$'\on CommercUtI $150-$300 , 1.000-'2,000 
SInsemilla $250-$300 $1,500-$3.000 

H.5hiSh . $100-$250 " .500 

Chlcago Commercia! $60-UOO S600-$2,500 

Oenver Dome$lic: $425· $500-$5,000· 
. Me:.:jean 

Honolulu Commercia1 , $100-.$800 UOO-$9.000 

Los Angele$ Mexican Sl00-$300 $')'00-$1,000 
Sinsemilla ~ $3,000-$4.000 

Miami OotT'te$tic sil'lSemilla (8-14% THC) s250-s600 $2.000-$4.000 
Imported smsemilla (3-4% iHe) 5140-$180 .$800-$1,200 

MtnneaoohsfSt. Paul Commerci., $100-$300 $900-$'.500 

New Oneans Commercial $300-5400 $800- 51.000 
Sinsem11!a - $2.500-$3.000 

New York, CIty Commercial SH)O-.$800 '1,500-$3,000 

Pnoen;l{ DomestIc fontlgn grown 
, 

5600-$750'-
I 5:. LoUIS SlnSll'milla !20'%> THe} - $2,000- $A ,000 
i DomestlC - 51.000-$2,000 

San O.ego Commercia! j1-3% THe) $50-S100 $400-$800 
Sinsemilla 18 ... 15% THC} $200-UOO -

LSan FranCISCo 
, 

Commercial $350-$450 -
! Seanle DomestiC smsemiUa '2~O-$350 I $4.000-$5.200 

H.uhish $',500-$2,500 

Tun Mexl~n $40-$100 $300w i1.100 
POme$llC $40-$100 $300-53,000 

Colombian , - $150-$',100 

Washington, O.C. - $80-$120 i 4' .050 

• 80th types 01 marijuana are included. 

Marijuana erndicalion programs in Hawaii 
maintain a fair amount of success. Much 
of the marijuana a"",lable there is 
tIansponoo from indoor-growing 
operations on the mainland. 

Boston's primary sources remain Mexico, 
Colombia, and Jamaica, with ttafficking 
routeS through California, the Southwest, 
and Florida. Marijuana seizures in 
Boston, most of which result from road 
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Packages ""nraining opium continue to be 
shipped there from Southeast Asia. Law 
enforcement agencies in Seattle have 
intcmliuenlly seized small amounts of raw 
opium being shipped from Southeast Asia 
to various destinations in the Pacific 
Northwest. Federal authotities in the area 
have also confiS<3U>d opium poppy plants 

. grown locally, both indoors and outdoors. 
Seeds for the poppy plants, which need 
vuy little care and spread quickly, ~ 
purchased from garden and flower 
catalogue companies. 

Other Abused Opiates 

run: ".rhIuIOM clients who IIItI 
not truly IftOtivatwd tow.rtJ t:nJIItmtlf1t 
~y un! bettzodiaZfll)ines., 
~1JyIIJ~, 10 JtlJrentill~ 
-high•. " 

Several other opiates are reported in 
various cities: 

• 	 Fentanyl is one of the primary narcotic 
controlled substances being diverted in 
Texas. Aneedotal reports from Boston. 
where the drug appears """",ianally. 
suggest that time-release skin palChes 
containing fenranyl are diverted from 
hospices that use the drug to treat 
chronic pain. Fentanyl appears only in 
occasianal isolated seizures in New 
Jersey. 

• 	 Methado.ne sells for approximately SI 
pet milligram in Atlanta and SID for 
IQ-milligram pills in Chicago.' Like 
fenranyl. it is one of the ptimary 
narcotic controlled substances being 
diverted in Texas. 

• 	 OXycodone abuse- continues in Texas. 
Aritona. and New Orleans. where the . 
drug costs S40 per dosage uni't. , 

• 	 BUlOrphanol I3ItT3te (Stadol) continues 
to be abused in Phoenix for its narcoticw 

like effect. 

• 	 Mepetidine (Demero!) remains a highly 
abused prescription drug in New 
Orleans. ' 

• 	 PentazOcine (fahv!n). the d~g most 
often combined in Chicago wi,h 

tripelennamine as "Ts and blues." 

seems to have settled intO 
geographically sca""red and'relatively 
low-level patternS of continued abuse. 

I 

• 	 Propoxyphene napsylate and 
combinations thereof have been among 
the most frequent! y abused , 
pharnw:.eutical, taken orally by narcotic 
addicts in Chicago; availability, 
however, has declined. 

, I 'MARIJUANA 	 I 
AflBntl: "E~phk: dlitlt indii:6~, .• s.YfKBI ...y indivitJuIII$ hew stmted brlf,ging 

cnck NeJc to 1M runI""$ wIHIn dMtlflring marijuBn8 in the city.• 


New Yon; City: -rhfl StnMflt Studills tJnit ct)ntinues to rtJPOn thet mMijusna ;s the 17licit 
~tlnca mast widtIIy wild... Adults .ntI tfHnIIf/fIf'S un btI'SfIfI(I openly smDIting 'pDt'in l1li 
~rts of the city. " 	 , 
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significant at p< 0.05). with the largestEMERGENCY DEPARTMENT 
increases occurring in Boston mpercent),DATA 
Phoenix (72 percent). Philadelphia 

During the first half of 1995, marijuana 
accounted for 5 percent or more of total 
drug ED mentions in 12 of the 19 cities in 
DAWN (exhibit). The proportions were 
highest in Detroit and WashingtOll, DC 
(10.9 percent and 10.3 percent, 
respectively). DeO-Oit also had the highest 
estimated rate of ED mentions per l00~OOO 
population, follDwed by New Orleans and 
Boswn; San Diego had the lowest rate 
(exhibit 31). 

Between the first halves of 1994 and 1995, 
marijuana rates per 100.000 population 
showed increases in 14 cities (increases in 
10 of the cities were statistically 

(70 percent), and Seattle (67 percent) 
(exhibit 32). These increases continue the 
upward trend Ol'Ig'oing in tnarly cities since 
1992,The growing consequences of 
marijuana abuse are even more evident 
bocause thesc. rate increases corresponded 
to proportion increases (marijuana in 
relation to total ED drug mentions) in 
seven of the cities; Boston, Chicago. 
Miami, Newark, Philadelphia, Phoenix. 
and ·Seattle. Denver was the only city 
W1.th any notable decline in rate as 
percent); how",""" the marijuana 
proportion there declined bv less than 1 
percentage paint, indicating a fairly stable 
trend. 

exhibit 3'1. EstiJ'ntrted rate of mlrijuana EO mentions per 100,000 population 
by metiopolitaft area. firs'! half Df 1995" 

DeVOl! 
New Orleans 

Boston 
Seattle 

PhiladelPhia_01. 
Wasfllnglon, DC 

MiW'!'1\ 
Chit::ago 

Sa"! FrancISCO 
Newark 

New Yo~ City 
Phoenu( 

Los AAgeles 

M1MeapohsJSf. Paul """"" 
0.,... 

San Diego 

St Lows ••••~L___All of United States • -10.3 
--~--------

o 10 20 30 '0 50 

EO MenhOns peT 100,000 Population 

•Preliminaly estimates 

NOTE: ~.. ,M oenotes estimate aces not mee'! stanaard of preaskm or is leSS ttw\ 10 . . 

SOURCE: SAMHSA. Drug Ab\.ui.e Warning Networt. OcuIber 1995 rdes, run in April 1996 

-
" 
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Exhibit 32. Ftrst4'taH..ynr trertds in mariiuana EO mentions 
per 100,000 population in tout setec:ted cities, trrrrt half o1199O-tirtlt haft of 1995" 

EO Mentions: Def 100,000 Poputation 

BOSlOr! • 
40~~·~·~~S~~~tt~1.~~_ • 

, 
/:'"

;:11 

30-: . /.', . ,,;. 
~. -/P' 

r .:_ 

JH90 lH9t 'H!l2 lH93 

Hall-Year 

,H94 lH95~ 

SOURCE' $AMHSA, 011.9 Abuse Warning Netwofi.t, 0c't0t:Jer 1995 fifes. nJn in April 1996 

TREATMENT DATA 

Marijuana as a primary drug of abuse 
(excluding aIcohol-only but including 
a1cohol-in-combination) """,unfed for the 
largest group in """lment in Denver (37 
pcn:en,) (exhibi, 33). The drug also 
aC<:OUn!ed for sil.able proportions (> 15 
percent) in several other areas: New 
Orleans (27 percent), Seattle (19 percen!). 
Honolulu (IS percent), and Texas (17 
percent). 

Since the preview reporting periods, the 
pmponions of marijuana admissions have 
in~ in 10 of the areas w~ trend 
dam were availahle: Allam". Chi""l!:o 
(slightly), Denver, Detroit, New Orleans. 
New York City, San Diego (slightly). 
Seattle, Texas (slightly), and the 

Washington-Baltimo", CMSA' · (slightly). 
The proportions were stable in Los 
Angeles and San Francisco. No declines 
were "'POrted. ' 

USE PATTERNS · · 
81unts 

AdMfa': ·One of the f'tJIisOn$ trnmtifln«! 
by IIdtiItncentl for snn:JJang bhmu i$ UYt 
'tIN c:igllr MMII dmninlJtrll t/WInMrijlNlnlJ 
.",.q•• 

SIn h.ncisco: ..Street .ttnIfIf'$...note • 
new tIIJ'm ft:N. cilJllr wr.,iping nmJJed with 
mltrfjusnB: ~""'PL' tlllhicJt~' IiJte 'biunt ~ 
dtJritIu its Mm. from thtJ ongiMi cigar . .. 
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'Exhibit 33.....rijuaM _ a proportion Of Primary druiS of abuse amOong heat"UMt admts.sions 
(eXCllt(ting atCOholoonly) ,n $Ix CEWG 81"US 

Del'lver Now Orteans 
1195-l,2195 1995 

-

T....,-
-Blums"-gutted cigars refilled w:ith 
marijuana-remain entt,enched in the 
culture of adolescents and young adults in 
various CEWG areas. including Atlanta. 
BoSton. Chicago. MinneapoliS/St. 
Paul.New York City, Philadelphia. San 
Francisco, and Texas (where they are also 
called ·swishe,,-). 

Multisubstllnce Use 

Marijuana tends to be used in combination 
with other substances, particularly alcohol 
and cocaine (usually crack) and, some
times. phencyclidine (PCP). Some of the 
increase in adverse effects may be 
attribured to these other drugs. Never· 
theless. a substantial proportion of 
marijuana ED mentions involves marijuana 
alone ('21 percent in 1994). Among 
primary marijuana treatment admissions. 
aleohol is gener:ally the most common 
secondary drug of abuse; aleohol or 

, , 

cocaine is gen=lly the most common 
teniary drug. San Diego is • notable 
exception, w:ith methamphetamine and 
alcohol as the «<ondary and tertiary 
drugs. respectively. However. in many 
cities. such as Atlanta, a si12.ble ponion of 
marijuana admissions still do nOt repon 
another drug of choice, 

Blunt smoking is frequently accompanied 
by alcohol consumption. In Chicago, 
youth often combine smoking blunts with 
drinking malt liquor. Another common 
weekend evening purchase is a package of 
blunts. razor blades to slit them open, and 
champagne. 

New Ywk City: '"AnotJNtr field wtrier 
was tDId .bout • pl'8C'1it:e inffOhlintl two 
'biunts· #n()/(fJId $equenti.tlJy-DIWJ ~ is 
IItct/llll with ~ ttnd thfJ orh« t1dtIi 
PCP,.. SmoklJd in this """""'. thtI two 
types of blunts .. CII;/J«I tho ~dnMm 
1UIn••,. 
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111> dII_.PI1iJlu/IIIph/II: -_ _ Chitulgo: ' ___"""""'_ 

tbIIt int:Iudft ~ mo... quic/dy ttJ tIHt mlUjtJ.tnll bIuI'lu tMd to .. yoUng"". 
_ til blunt:J. -. blunt:J.,.. dII_. _II'" _ ..._ the typo of _ 

PCP lIN> ..,. • milt. M.,.".". _ PCP __ popuJJuind in flIP _ .•.:Thft only 
III'fI hqUlllllltJy mi1ced. with tIN 
t:tItfrfbinittion C1tIHKl .. ~JO... btNt' tN 'Wf'L 

T.....': ••••mot'W nIpotf$ ..,. toI'I'Iinll in 
IIIiovt tINt UW olllVlri,iwnll -.-ked In 
_ fluid..,. mizod with PCP.

As Il!e excerpts above nOle, marijuana' 
PCP combinations, such as 'dn:am =: 
-love boat, - -wets: or *illics- (in New 
York City) are common in _ citi..... 
Additionally, marijuana-ooca.ine 
combinations.", reponed in _ cities. 
'Geek joints' are Atlanta's version of 
marijuana laced with cra.ck and coc:aine 
HCl. In Boston, ·ooij....• axe marijuana 
cig.1Im.... laced with cr.u:k. (Boston also 
has repons of marijuana joints dipped in 
embalming fluid.) CigaretteS containing 
marijuana and crack are also sold on street 
corner; in St. Louis. In Texas, young 
African-Americans in San Antonio smoke 
ernek in a marijuana cigarette, and adults 
in Lubbock who have been using 
marijuana for a long time .", incnmingly 
mixing it with cocaine. In Chicago, users 
prepare their own 'diabliros' or "primos' 
(crack combined with marijuana in a 
joint), and blunts are commonly laced with 
crack (especially by older wers). Blunts 
Or joints laced with crack are also common 
in New York City (even among younger 
users). where they are known as 
"woolies.• 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

Age 

Boston: .olnttwWews with b'Ncmctnt 
pravidf1f'6. IIff(j SITflt1t IIl/t1e11c:h workt/n 
suggest flat InllriiUIII'HI UV1 continues to 
lisft.tmDn1l youth•• 

difftweI'H» be~ tlNu youth MId t1HIir 
pI'litlfK;JeSNn 012Q }"IIIItn .go is thiet thtIy 
1ImOke-~ roII«J from • ~r
""PPfII", flltIW than tn. t1'Hit.ioMI 
OgtNfltrlt JM.IPfIf. On thtI Dlhlli hllnd, thou 
wha $J1IDk" bhmt# IBc«I with:cad 
gfII'HKIII/y III'fI • IittJe older lIfJd ~ 
..,..,.- _.,.... For th«n. 

r:or:Mna, flltIHw tMn IfJIlI'QUIIM. is the 
prfimory drug of-... Pr~ 
.timogr~ ae. suggest tlML •. tN. 
~t mey M ecn'tlibuting to thtt 
ittcnMH in ~ £D ItNftntiMs . .., 

The 18-25 age group """"un ts for the 
highest national rate of marij uana ED 
mentions (exhibit 34). Between the first 
IIalves of 1994 and 1995. however, 
marijuana ED ratIOS apparently increased 
for all age groups (although Il!e increase 
for the 12-17 group was not :nati'tically 
significant at p < 0.05). 

Youth are increasingly dominating Il!e 
marijuana treatment demogtaphics. In 
most areas, primary marijuana users are 
generally younger than primary cocaine or 
heroin admissions., The youngeNhan~17 
group now """"unts for Il!e higbest 
percentages of marijuana admlssions in si~ 
an:as: Chicago. Denver, Los Angeles, 
MinneapoliS/St. Paul, Philadelphia, and 
Seattle (exhibit 35). The 18-25 age group 
comprises the largest proponion, in all the 
otller areas, except for sail Diego, where 
Il!e modal group is age 26-34. 

Gender 

Males outnumber femaleS nationally 
among marijuana ED mentions (2.4:1). In 
tteaunent data, tOO, mal.... continue to 
outnumber females in every rep<lI ling area 

--,--------------------------------------
55CEWG June 1996 



Executive Summary: Marijuana 

Exhibtt 34. Firet-nal1..yqf trends in marijuanalhMhistt ED I'ltCf'ItionI 
per 100.000 pcpUlabOn in the United StMeS by -£Ie. nm hart O1199C>-fm haft of 1fiS" 

EO Mentions per 100.000 Pooulation 

r: • 12-17 
; 
.: --1(-18-25 

30-

20

10

o --- ••======~.~====~.~====..~.::::==~.!=====~.~--
11-190 lH92 1H93 1H9S'''''''' ''''' 

HaIf·Year 

'SOURCE: SAMH$A. Prelil'tlinary £$tim$un from the Drug AbI4e W/Jrnmg N4lWOf1<. 
Aovanee Report No. 14, May 1996 

(<<hibit 35). Mo,."ver, in every area. the 
percen""e of males is higher for primary 
marijua.na users than for primary cocaine 
or heroin admissions. San Diego and Los 
Angeles have the highest pereen""es of 
women (37 percent orunS pen:<:ttt, 
respectively). The percentage of females 

. has =ntly increased in New Orleans and 
Texas but has declined in Atlanta. 

RacefEthnicitv 

Racial/ethniC distributions of primary 
marijuana treatment admissions vary 
""ross the counuy (exhibit 36). Whites 
account for the lmgest proportions in nine 
areas (Atlanta. Boston, Chicago, Denver, 
MinneapoliS/St. Paul, San Diego, Seattle, 
Texas, and the WashingtOn-Baltimore 
CMSA); African-Americans have the 
greatest representation in seven areas 

(Detroit, Miami, Newark, New Orleans. 
New York City. Philadelphia, and St. 
Louis); and Hispanics an: the modal group 
in Los Angeles (exhibit 36). The 
percentage of whites has recently increased 
in New Orleans, while that for African
Americans has declined: conversely. the 
pen:<:tttage of whites declined in Boston, 
while that for Hispanic. increased. 
Among. adolescent admissions in Texas. 
the proportion of African-Americans has 
incrt:a5ed . 

LAW ENFORCEMENT DATA 

Arrestee Data 

St. Ltwil: ..JUtIWJIM offend«n primItriIy 
choose IIIIII'fjuIIM nlt:htw than hIIrdtIr 
drut;$. in pMt bM:auu 1M, p.rticipIJt. in...di._ lIft/Work for MrrI« drujp. 
thea l'untIfII'$ do not u# their pmduct .. 
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bttibit 35. Percentage of Primary 
marijuamt .admission5 in reporting CEWG 

areas by mate gender and age group 
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According to DUF, avemll rates of 
marjuana use among male arrestees were 
higher for the third year in a row. The 

,, 

I, 


Executive Summary: Marijuana , 

Exhibit 3Ei. R8ceiethnicitv of primary 
marijuana adm~$ions by percentage In 

reporting CEWG areas 

HispMici African-I "'.. I A"..icoti " -
57 
 1
!, "tlanta 41 
 , 

40 17
Boston 36 
 I 

, Chie,ago 3' 56
i I' 6 

,
Denyet 57 : ,\ 31 


Detroit 


9 


43 1 2
54 


28
, Los Angeles 29 
 36 


Miami 
 29
43 
 i ' 
, 

". 
Mml"iUj)oli$J 75 I, 4
12 


,St. Paul 

Newark. 3 
 28 


n ., 

6' 
,New Oneans , 23 


:N:tw ¥Otk 53 19 
 , 
26 


Cityb 

PhilaoelPhia 61 
 19 
 I 19 
 i 

,St. Louis I 68 
 32 
 -
San Diego 17 56 
 20


I 

,San 53 ! 20 
 20 


FranciscD 

Seanle 26 
 56 
 6 


,Texas i 32 
 39 
 29 
 i 

Was/'\lngu:tn- : 38 
 < 1 

Baltimore ! : 

60 , 
i. I 


NOTE: RePDnil"l9 pefioos are the ume a5 
rnose,in exhibit S, except tor St, Louis, wtlere 
toe perrO(! c;olfefed is 7195-12/95'< 

'Indilfiduals wnose etnnicitv is l;ited as HI$J)8nic 
may also be InclUded in Toe Atric.a~merican 
Of white categories. 

*Oata incomPlete tor the whole year; inc!uOe 
State·tullCed and non-State-funded URtment 
l;enters 

: 
youngest arlult arrestees (age 15-20) had 
the highest age-specific r.ltes of marijuana 
use .t every ,ite; r.mging fro,:, 34 percent 
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. Exhlbit 37. Pen:entage PQljiti¥e tor mariJuana among male l:!ooked anesteN, 

ege 15-20-. jnBfM:ded citres. 1994 Yetlus1995 

• 1994 eo·, 
1995

70- _=- ~=--_~ 
..J!L 

to 74 percent Furthernlore. the largest 
increases belween 1994 and )995 in most 
cities oc::urred within that age group. The 
CEWG cities with the highest in;:rcases for 
that group includect Atlarua (17 points). 
Chi::ago. St. Louis. and San AntOnio 
{exhibit 37). Among juvenile male 
arresteesideuinees. marijuana use 
outstrIpped cocaine use at every site. 
sometimes by a iactor of 10. Cities with 
the largest increases for maie juveniles 
included San Diego (15 points) and San 
Antonio (6 points). 

Among adult female arTestees. manjuana 
use remained fairly stable. althougn tWO 

sites reported subStamial increases: New 
Orleans (UP 9 points to 16 pe",entl and 
Washington. DC (up 8 points to 18 
percem). Among younger female arrestees 
(age 15-20). however. many cities 
"'ponea declines, including Atlanta (17 
points). St. Louis (8 points), and 
Washington, DC (8 points). 

60' 

10 . 

o 
Sl Low San Antonio 

Cilyl'lear 

SOURCE: NatIOnal InstltUie of Ju$tu:e. Ofl.lg Use FmeCU'ling 199$ Annual Repot1 on ADutI 
ana Juvenile Arre5lee$ (catat;) 

The number of marijuana Ill'R$tS continues 
to increase in many reporting areas. In 
New York City, such arrests have been 
steadily iru:reasing since 1991 despile the 
decrirnin.a.lizauon of possession of small 
amounts. ArreSlS in New Orleans 
increased between 1994 and 1995, and 
marijuana police cases in Honolulu have 
increased sharply in recent reporting 
periods. In Boston. marijuana arrests 
accounted for 20 percent of all drug arrests 
in the first half of 1995, up from a low of 
14 pcrt:eru in 1991. By contraSt. mari· 
juana. criminal caxs in Miami. which 
represent 33 pert:ent of all dIilg cases. 
declinect between 1994 and 1995. Like
Wise. in San Francisco. marijuana arrests 
have been declining st<adily since 1992. 

Availability. Price. and Quality 

New VOn\' CIty: -In ctmvenation with 
marijuana IJJmokel$~ one IiflId worlr.4Y WM 
told IIbout the.v1liJabilJty of ·tJnti slicks.• 
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rMZ• .,. 6-incb .deft ~PP«I with_11ft (If pDfMt ru,;ju/lnll tied with 
/MIrJboo thrwrJ•• 

Wide availability continues to be reporo:d 
In many CEWG areas, including Atlanra, 
ilostOn (where potency seems to be rising), 
Chicago (where the many varieties include 
the highly potent "lima" from Mexico), 
Detroil (Mexican marijuana), Miami (with 
potent domestic varieties in wider supply 
than the Latin American marijuana), . 
MinneapoliS/St. Paul (where availability 
has increased over the past years, 
espeeially in the suburbs), Phoenix, San 
Diego, Newark, New York Oty, and New 
Or!eatts. 

Exhibit 38 presents price and quality dara 
for most CEWG areas. In several areas, 
such as T e<as, prices fluctUate depending 
on quality, quantity, demand, and 
availability. In Chic:ago, the abundance of 
marijuana has led to an increased array of 
prices, Prices have increased in Detroit 
(to peak levels) and Miami (where prices 
doubled over the past 4 years because of 
changes in the source and type of mari- . 
juana in south Florida). By contrast, retail 
prices declined slightly in Minneapolis/St.. 
Paul. Stable prices were reponed in New 
Orleans, San Diego, and Seattle. 

Cultivation. Seizures. and 
Trafficking 

Domestic cultivation, especially indoor 
hydroponics, continues to be reporo:d in 
m."v CEWG areas. Colorado remains 
one ~f the leading States for indoor 
cultivation, but a large amount is also 
smugglw from Mexico. The Nation's 
jargest indoor operation seizure SO far in 
1996 occulTed in a Colorado cave. The 
second largest confiscation was in a private 

home in Miami. An increasing number of 
such indoor hydroponic lilnns have been 
seized in private Miami homes over the 
past year. Some Latin American 
marijuana, however. still enters M;iami 
from Jamal"", the Babamas, and other 
Caribbean transshipment pointS. 

Trafficking paltm1s in AtIan", h.ve 
similarly shifted from coasl3l marine and 
air smuggling to complex indoor growing 
with hydroponiCS and domestic m~rstate 
'si'lipments~ however~ Mexico re~n5 a 
primary soun:e, with Hispanic couriers 
and transporu:rs being increasingly 
utilized, . 

At least SO percent of the marij~ seized 
in the Seattle area is grown indoors. 
Many local grow.... are also repciro:d in 
Sat Francisco. In Arizona, wbere 
marijuana is the most trnl'ficked drug, 
foreign..grmvn marijuana is. moreipre:a1ent 
in the southern and central areas, while 
domestically grown marijuana is more 
typically found in the higher elev.tions, 
particularly in the norlh. 

In Missouri~ too. production is , . 
increasingly shifting to indoor operauons, 
but many eradicated plants in MiSsouri are 
still grown in fields or on riverbanks. 
Much of the Missouri-grown marijuana is 
shipped out of State. Locally produced 
marijuana is also available in New 
Orleans, but most of thaI city', ~upply is 
of Mexican and South American' origin. 

Recent intelligence in Texas suggests that 
previously active Colomblan mariiuana 
trafficlting organiDtions are moving back 
into the marijuana market. Trai?ckcrs in 
Mexican marijuana in Texas are usually 
whites or Hispanics, while grow .... of 
domestic marijuana tend to be whites. 
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Junior high students continue to show increases in drug use; 

Signs of progress are seen in high school age group; 

Help for parents provided in PRIDE Tool Box 

WasNngton, Oct. 28 - Tne nation's largest student drug survey today offered a mixed report card on American 
youth: a five~year frenzy of drug use may have stabilized among older students, but among ii-to 14-year-otds 

illegal drug use remains on the rise. 

In releasing the tenth annual PRIDE Survey of 141,077 students in jl.mior and senior high school, experts said 
tt'le monthly use of most drugs during the, 1996-97 school year by students in senior high school (grades 9-12) 
was unchanged. . 

But students in junior high (grades 6-8) reported statistically significant increases in monthly use of marijuana, 
cocaine, upper5, downers. hallucinogens, and heroin. One-tenth (11 percent) of junior high students, mo$UV 
ages 11-14, were current {mOnlhly) drug users, 

Cigarettes, wtne cooter, and liquor use remained uflChanged by junior high students. Decreases were reported 
for inhalants and beCL 

At the high school level, increases were reported in monthly cigarette and liquor use, while decreases were 
found in inhalant and hallucinogen use. All other drug categories remained statistically unchanged. 

"'Though I caution against too muCh optimism, there is a glimmer of hope in the data. The increases this year 
are not nearly as steep as we've seen in recent years. and in some cases we observed slight decreases," said 
Thomas J. Gleaton, president of PRIDE, the Atlanta·based organization that conducted the survey, 

In the fall of 1992, PRIDE was firsl to report that teen drug use had reyersed more Ihan a decade of steady 

decline, Since then, some drugs have more than doubled in use. 


Gleaton added, "Senior high drug use may have stalled, but it Is stalled at the highest levels we have m'3asured 
in ten years, Until we see sharp declines in use at all grade levels, there ~Wbe no reason to rejoice. ~ 

One quartet of senior high students (25%) used an illidt drug on a monthly or more frequent ba$i$ in the past 
school year. Seven percent said they took illegal drugs daily a figure that rose to 8 percent for the twelfth grade. 

More patents are talking 

For the tirst lime in fIVe years, the percent oj students who said their parents talk with them Moflen" or "a 101" 

abou1the dangers of alcohol and drugs rose slightly from 29.6 percent to 30.8 percent. Ln 1991-92, 38"7 

percent of students said they received frequent warmngs from their parents. 


Annual use of any illicit drug by students who are warned "a lot" by their parents is lower (26 percent) than 
among students who "nevcrM get parental warnings (37 percenl) -:a 30 percent relative decrease. 

TWOMthirds (67 percent) of students said their parents regularty set clear rules fOr them, but only half (51 

percent) said they are puniShed when they break the rules. 


Annual use of any "Illicit drug was dramatically lower (21.7 percent) among students who said their parents set 
clear rules "s lor versus studen1s who said Iheir parents "neyer" set clear rules (5Q.7 percent) - a 57 percent. 
r'3Jative decrease, 

More students (48 percent) said they attend parties ~otien" or -a lot" than church (46 percent), and 15 percent 
said they are very likely to use drugs or alcohol at parties . 

.Imp IIwww.prideusz"org/pre:».96J 



PRIDE Survey 
Percentage of Studentt Who Report Ualng Dru~ 

DRUG GRADE 
!.EVE!. 
Jurrior High 
Senior Higt'! 
12th Graders 

ANNUAl. USE MONTHLY USE) 
1995·96 1996·97 change i 1995·96 1996·97 change 

31,1 31.8 +0.7· 172 17.3 '+0.1 
48,2 50.2 +2.0" 33.4 34.7 '+1.3~ 

50,0 52,4 +2.4" 36.2 38.3 +2,1

Junior High 

Senior High 

12th Grade.. 

Wine CoolC!J'!l 	 Junior High 
senior High 
12th Graders 

Liquor 	 Junior High 
Senior High 
12th Graders 

33.1 33.2 +0.1 
59.1 59.6 +<l.S" 
64.9 65.3 +0.4 

33.2 
52.6 
54.5 

33.6 
52.9 
55.4 
23.7 
54.9 
62.3 

.0.4 

.0.3 

.0.9 
+o.s
+1.5-
+2.,4'" 

22.9 
53.4 
59.9 

12.5 
34.3 
41.2 

10.8 
22.3 
22.9 
9.0 

28.2 
32.8 

12.1 
34.4 
41.7 

10.8 
22.3 
23.7 

9.1 
28.7 
34.0 

-(>.." 

+<l.1 
+<l.5 
+<l.0 
+0.0 
+0.8 
+0.1 
+0.5" 
+1.2" 

Any Alcohol Junior High 44.5 44.7 +0.2 16.4 16.2 -0.2 
Santor High 70.6 71,0 +0.4 39.8 39.9 -.0.1 

MarijaYal'18 
12th Graders 
Junior High 

75.6 
13.6 

76.5 

14,7 
+0.9 48.4 

8.1 
46.7 

8.6 
+0.3 

Senior High 340 35.8 22.3 22.7 
12th Graders 37.9 39.4 24.3 24.4 

Cocaine 2.7 3.0 +O.3~ 1.5 1.7 11'+·0.2"Junior High 
senior High 5.6 5.9 +0.3· 2.9 3.0 !+O.1 
12th Graders 7.1 7.0 ~0.1 3.6 3.6 ,+0.0 

"u;::p::p::.,::.:-----iju"nCCj01 High 4.6 4.9 +0.3" 2.' 2.6 -+0.2* 
Senior High 10.5 10.3 ·0.2 5.2 5.3 1...0,1 
12th Graders 11.6 10.7 ·0.9' 5.8 5.6 -0.2 

Oowner& Junior High 3.5 4.0 +0.5" 1.9 2.1 · +<l.2' 
Senior High 7,1 7.2 +0.1 3.8 3.8 +<l.0 
12th Graders 7.4 7.4 +0.0 4.1 3.9 •. -0.2 

Inhalant$ Jurnor High 8.5 8.9 +OA" 3.5 3.7 i+O,2 
Senior High 7.8 7.1 ..0.5" I 3.4 3. , ·0.3" 
12Th Graders 88 58. ·08' . 31 27 -04' 

Hallucinogens Junior High 3.3 3.6 +0,3· 1.8 2.0 +0.2" 
Senior High 9.5 9.5 +0.0 4.5 4.2 ·0.3' 

Heroin 
12th Graders 

Junior High 

12.1 

2. i 

11.7 

2.' 
·0.4 

.. 0.3
5.' 
1.3 

4.6 

1.5 
· -0.5 

+0,2" 
Senior High 3.1 3.1 +0,0 1.9 1.9 · +0.0 

Designer Drugs 

, 

Any Illicit Drugs 

12th Graders 

Junior High 
Senior High 
, 21h Graders 

Junior High 

3.5 
3.8 
5.1 
5.2 

19.7 

3.4 
4.1 
5.0 
4.8 

20.7 

-0.1 
+o,:r 
·0.1 
-0.4 

+1.0' 

2.2 
2.1 
2.8 
2.8 

10.9 

2. , 
2.2 
2.6 
2.8 

11.4 

· -0.1 
+0,1 
·0.2 
·0.2 
+oS 

Senior High 37.6 38.9 ..1.3· 24.4 24.6 +0.2 
121h Graders 40.8 41.S ...0,8 26.5 26.1 -0.4 

·Statistically significant ditterenC8 at .OS level using chi-square wi1h variables year & nO·tJ~/use, 

I'll-Sizes 
Grade 1995·96 1996·97 
Junior High 58596 68071 
Senior High 70964 73006 
12th Graders 14261 15532 
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students (35.6% and 37.7%. respectively) were significantly more likely than black stu
dents (18.8%) to report episodIc heavy drinking. White and Hispanic male and female 
students were significantly more likely to report episodic heavy drink.ing than black 
male and female students. Male and female students in grades 11 and 12 were signifi
cantly more lilcelv than maie and female students in grade 9 to report this behavior. 
and male students in grade 12 {46.5%) were significantly more likely than male stu~' 
dents in grades 10 and' 1 (32.1% and 37.8%, respectively) to do so. Prevalence rates 
ae'ross the state surveys varied threefold from 12.6% to 43.1% (median: 30.3%} and 
across the local surveys from 12.6% to 35.5% Imedian; 18.4%1 (Tabl. 171. 

Marijuana USB . 
Nationwide, 42.4% of students had used marijuana during their lifetime (Table 16). 

Male students in grade 9 (36.9%) were significantly more likely than female students 
in grade 9 (27.9%) to have used marijuana during their lifetime, Black. male students 
{S4.2%i were significantly more likely than white male students (42.7%) to report havw 

ing used marijuana in their lifetime. Lifetime use was significantly more liKely among 
female students in grad.s 10, 11, and 12 139.50/0, 43.6%, and 43.8%, respectively! than 
among female students in grade 9 (27.9%). Lifetime marijuana use varied fourfold 
from 10.3% to 48.4% {median: 38.S%J across the state surveyS and ranged from 27.7% 
to 61.80/0 (median: 37.6%) across the local surveys {Table 17i. 

Nationwide. 25.3% of students had used marijuana at least once during the 30 days 
preceding the survey (l.e., current marijuana use) (Table 16). Overall. male students 
(2B.4%l were significantly more likely than female students (22.()IY0) to currently use 
marijuana. Black male students (36:.B%) were signtffcantly more likely than black: 
female students (22.1%) to report this behavior Slack: male students (36.8%1 also were 
significantly more likely than white male students (26.80/0) to currently use marijuana. 
Current marijuana use varied sixfold from 5.3% to 31,9% (median: 22.9%) across the 
state surveys and ranged from 15.6% to 38.7% (median: 21.4%) acror;s the local 
surveys (Table 171. 

Cocaine Use 
Nationwide. 7.~0 of students had used some form of cocaine during their lifetime 

(Table 16), Overall. male students f8,Er7Q) were significantly more likely than female 
Students (5.~o} to have ever used cocaine. This significant difference was identified 
for white and black students. Overall, white and Hispanic students (6.5% and 16.0%, 
respectively) were significantly more likely than biacK,students (2.00/0) to repof1life~ 
time cocaine use, and Hispanic students (16.OUAl:) were significantly more liKely than 
white students (6.5%) to do the same. These significant differences by race/ethnicity 
were identified for both male and female students. A fourfold variation in lifetime and 
nearly eightfOld variation in current cocaine use were observed across the state and 
local surveys (Table 191. lifetime cocaine use varied nearly fourfold from 2.9% to 
11.50/0 (median: 5,9%) across the state surveys and nearly threefold from 1.4% to 
10.6% (median: S.3%t across the local surveys. 

Nationwide, 3.1% of students had used some form of cocaine at least once during 
the 30 days preceding the survey (l.e .• curtent cocaine use) (Table 18). Overall. male 
students (4.30/0) were signiflcantlv more likely than female students (1.8%) to currently 
use cocaine. This significant difference was identified for white and black: students and 

Source; U.S. Department of Health :.nd h s· C 
Unirtti States. 1995 Morbidity and Moru~ma~ e,,",:"'R1. enters for Disease Control and Prevention, Youdt Risi; Behavior Sun>dllo.nce~

kItl' ee I eport. Volume 45, Number 55-4. September 27, 1996 ' 
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female and male students in grades 11 and 12. State prevalence rates varied nearly 
fourfold from 10.8% to 42.0% Imedian: 34.2%). Local prevalence rate. ranged from 
25.8% to 39.0% Imedian: 33.1%1 (Table 231. 

Marijuana Use 
Nationwide. 7.6% of students had tried marijuana before 13 years of age (Table 221. 

Overall, male students (10.~o) were significantly more likely than female students 
(4.~oi to have tried marijuana before 13 years of age, This significant difference ~as 
identified for white end black students and students In grades 9 and 10. Overali, black 
and Hispanic students (11, 1% and 12.6%. respectiVely) were significantly more Ukely 
than white students (5.6"¥o) to have tried marijuana before 13 years of age. Hispanic 
male and female students (16.5% and 8,80/0. respectively) were significantly more 
likely than whtte male and female students (7.80/0 and 3.20/0, respectively) to have tried 
marijuana before 13 years of age, and black: male students (15.5%) were significa~tly 
more likely than white male students (7.8%l to have done so. State prevalence rates 
varied more than threefold from 4.1% to 14.1% jmedian: 7.4%}. Local prevalence rates 
varied thr••fold from 5.6'r. to 18.4% Imedian: 9.2%) [Table 23}. 

Cocaine Use 
Nationwide. 1,2% of students had tried cocaine (including powder. crack. or free

base forms of cocaine) before 13 years of age (Table 22). Overall, male students (1.8%1 
were significantly more likely than female students (0.5%) to have tried cocaine before 
13 years of age, This significant difference was identified for white and black students 
and students in grade 11. State prevalence rates varied more than elevenfold from 
0.3% to 3.5% (median; 1.5%), and local prevalence rates varied fivefold from 0.5% to 
2.6% (median: 1.30/0) ITable 231. 

Tobacco, Alcohol, and Other Drug Use on School Property 
Nationwide. 16.0% of students had smoked cigarettes on schoo! property during 

the 30 days preceding the survey (Table 24). Black male Sludents (11,6%) were signifi
cantly more likely than blaCK female students (4.5%) to have smoked cigarettes on 
school property. Overall, white and Hispanic students (17,6% and '4.9%, respectively) 
were significantly more likely than black: students (7,e%l to have smoked dgarette~ on 
school pwperty. White end Hispanic female students (17,7% and 13.SO/c, respectively) 
were significantly more likely than black female students (4,5%) to have engaged in 
this behavior. and white mate students 07,5%) were"srgnificantly more likely t"an 
black male students (1 L6%} to have done so. Across the state surveys, prevale'nce 
rates varied fourfold from 5.8% to 22.9% [median: 15.9%1 (Table 25). Across theloca) 
surVeys, the- prevalence rates varied threefOld from e.4% to H:l,fWq (median: '0,.30/0), 

Smokeless·tobacco use on school property during the 30 days preceding the sur* 
vey was reported by 6.3~ of students nationwide (Table 24). Overall, male students 
(11,2%) were significantly more likely than female students {O.9%) to have used 
smokeless tobacco on SChool property. This significant difference was identified for 
white and black students and ail the grade subgroups, Overall, white students (B.O,,") 
were significantly more likely than black. and Hispanic students (1.3% an"d 3;0%, 
respectively) to have used smokeless tobacco on school property. White male 

SoUTee; u.s. Depan:menl of Health and human Serviees. Center> for Di~asc Comrol and Prevenrmn. Youth RiJk.IJ~1urvior ~rw:iUance~ 
Uniud Slotes, 1993 Morbidity and Monality Weekly RepOrt. Volume 45. Number SS4, September 21,1996 



TABLE 16. Percenlage 0' high school studenlO who drank alcohol or used marljuan •• by .ex. race/ethnlclty. and grade

-
~ United State•• Youth Risk Beh••ior Survey. 1995 
& 

tiI,tim_ aI,uftof Un- &vuln' .!cohol uut Epj,odrc b.¥y drintdl1p' Uhttim. rTIIIfijU.M: UH' Currmt. muie u.... 

c.tlgory F,m'" Mo.. Toul Fomoj. M,I, t_1 F-mll, M.t_ Total F-m,al. Mol. ToU! F-m,I, M.I, Total Z 

Rlu/Ethnlcity " While" 	 91.6 81.,0 81.7 53.3 '4.9 ....1 32.2 31Ui .... 39.1 42.7 40.5 22.1 26.B 24.6 
<:1:2.7)" (i2:91 (±l.ll It4.41 {f3.S} h2.51 US,OJ 1i4,7) H4.S} l±4,61 tt3.71 Itl.91 . U.4,OI (.l2.11 Hl:JII) :c 

Bla(:k" 	 7L1 76.0 73,7 38.5 45.8 42.0 13.0 24,9 1.,' 42.0 54.2 47.2 22.1 36.B .... 

(is.1) (is.71 (i4.1) h"',51 ftfUi 1t4,41 (.t3,SI (13.01 h3.0) (:t;B.1 ) 1-t4.2} hS,!" ItS.81 tiS.51 liJI.lI 


Hisp&nic 80.9 85:\ 82.9 52,a 57.2 54.7 36.1 39.4 37.1 4S.4 53.2 .... 23.5 32.1 27.' 
1t4. H (H.ll 1±3.31 US.OI Its,Ol (tS,ol H6,11 \is.6l It5,8) Hl0,H 1±8.71 tt7JU I±S.21 {±its) ItS.71 

Grad, 
70,2 74.2 72.4 .3.7 46.9 45,5 20.2 27.6 24.5 27.9 311.' UJt '17 .3 23.9 20."91" li :3.6, li3.71 112.!U 1±5.7; H•.71 (±:J,n \i3.31 ftS,ol !fJ.SI l±d.9'~ .t±S,~t) ItU,J (:1:3.6) U:5,4) (:1:1,6~ 


10th 78.2 79.6 7a.9 48.6 5<>.4 ' 4'9.5 28.3 32,' 10.1 39.5" 43.2 41.4 2:U 28.2 25.5 

It•.•) ti5.SI 11:4.21 Cis.3) Hf-tO! 1±4.7) tt5,5! t±4.41 H4.C) (tS,fH U:•.3) (t'.9t !id.3! 1±4.n (:tl.7' 


1111. 92,4 84.0 83.2 51.9 55.5 5'.7 31.8 37.' 'U 43.6 .S.O .... 25.1 30.1 27.6 

(13.3) i;tl. l' HUJ 1t5.0) ~±4.01 ItJ.Ol itS.4l H4.51 (±U, f±6.11 !is.21 tt4,Gl 1t•.9) H4.01 U:2.61 


nth 95.0 ".0 85,5 53.6 5'9.5 5<>.5 31.6 46.5 19,0 43.S 50.4 47.0 21.61 30.' 26.2 

tt3.51 h4.2) Ill.'1 I t5.0l It3.81 t±J.2) (t4.61 hdJ)J Itl,7. ft6,n tiG.SI 1t6.2) 1±4,71 H6.0) I:H.G! 

Tolol 7'.5 81.1 .... >49'.9' 5).2 51.6 28.ti ".2 12.6 )9.4 45.2 .... n .• H.' 25.1 I 
1±2.41 tt2.0) HUI IU.!:ij 112.6) It2.J) hJ.8) tt2.S) i±3.0J i tl.SI I±2.91 I±).O) !±2.8' 1;1:2.11 1±i.0I 

'Evor hlld at leost Qne drin\l: of alechol. 

'Orank 81oobol on >1:1 ot the :ro days preceding 1he survey. 

'Drank five or mote drinks of alwhol cn ot least onD occssion on ~1 of tho 30 dllYS prDcedinl} tho surVDY, 

'Eyer tlSed marijuana. 


"'Used fnltrijUQna one Of more limml during Ihe 30 days preceding the survey. 
"Non-Hispanic.
1JNinety·hva petrel'll confident9 inletval. 

Source: U,S. lJeparlment of HC211h anti hutnan Service .., Celilen for I)i~ase CnrllrOI II.fltl PftVenljoll, rim'" Ri.w Oeh(JI'iar ~Iln'eill(lncc· 


United Sra11'lt, 1995 Morhklhy am.! Monali!)' Weekl)' RCj1Ott. VnlulIll:' .5, Number S5·4, September 27,1996 ~ 
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TABLE 22. Percentage of high school students who reported Ini'llatlng drug~related behaviors before 8ge 13. by '8X, III 
rat<!/elhnicity, and grade - United Stale., Youth Risk Behavior Survey. 1995 

Smobd • what. tigauma 
bafor. age 13 

Drank atcohol before 
aga13

Tried marijuana b~fote 
8ge13 

Tried cocaine before' 
ege 13' 

Category Female Male Total Female Male Totat Femela Mal. Total Female M,le Total 
RacetEthnici1y

White' 23.& 27.9 25.9 23.8 3&. I 30.3 3.2 7.8 5.6 0.' I.' 0.9 
1.4.11' IfUI 1.3.01 113.21 1'3.91 1'2.81 1.1.41 If2.11 Itl.SI ItO.3! ItO.SI If0.2) 


Black' 14.8 20. I 17.2 29.8 42.8 35.9 6.7 16.5 11.1 0.3 2.4 1.3 

If4. I) If3.S) 1'3.3! 1±6.7) It6.21 (is.41 1'3.61 It3.51 1±l.01 ItO.31 It1.&! ItO.Sl 


Hispanic 20.2 33.0 26.6 32.4 46.7 39.5 8.8 18.5 12.6 1.3 2.0 1.7 
1'5.81 1'5.01 Ifl.31 It&.2! ItS.41 li3.S1 l.l.71 (±S.1) It3.91 ltl.41 1.1.31 I±I.II 

Grade 
91h 24.9 30./ 28.1 33.7 46.7 41.0 5.9 12.0 9.2 0.6 1.8 1.3 


115.BI !i4.81 1.3.71 IH.&I !is.OI It4.01 1.2.21 1'4.51 1t2.9! 1'0.81 1".01 lfO.61 

10th 22.4 2B.6 25.6 26.8 41.0 3'.' 5.9 12. , 9.1 0.7 1.8 1.3 


If6.11 U4.2J If4.51 If5.61 If5.71 If3.51 If2.31 (f2.51 1±I.71 If0.61 1±l.1I ItO.71 

11th 21.0 28.6 25.0 23.1 35.1 29.6 4.7 8.6 6.7 0.3 2.4 I.' 


115.21 1'4.21 It3.11 1'2.81 1'4.21 1.2.'! 1.2.1) (±1.9! liI.OI 1'0.31 1±l.51 ItO.8! 

12th 19.3 23.6 21.5 19.6 31.9 25.8 2.8 8.0 5.' 0.5 1.3 0.9 
 I 

If3.51 If3.91 If2.81 If4. II If5.71 If3.61 1±2.01 If3.51 1±2.'1 1.0.61 1.0.71 ItO.51 
Tota' 21.8 27.8 24.9 25.5 38.6 32.4 4.8 10.2 7.6 0.5 I.S 1.2 

If3.') 1<2.81 1±l.61 If3.1) {±l.B) If2.31 1.1.2) 1±t.51 1±I.21 If0.41 If0.61 ItO.•' 
• Other than a few sips. 
t Including powder, crack. or freebase forms of cocaine . 
• Non-Hispanic. 
1NinetV·hve percent confidence Interval. 

II' 
1l.. 
3 
i 

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

~- .- .- ....-~~~ 

IS.. 
Sl.1un:c: U.S. Departlllent (Ir Ilc;llth :'Iud human Sctvice~. Ceillcr~ for Dt~eaNe Com,.,1 amI Preveillion, Yfmlh RiJk. lldl,(lI'iflr SUf"t'ifJallc.:~
United SWle5, 199:'i MmhicJity alld M(lmlity Weekly RCPtlrl, VIl!ume 45, Number S5·4, September 27, 1996 



TABl~ 24> Percenlage 01 high schoolsludenl. who reported engaging in drug·related behaviors on ""hoal ptoporty, by sex, ~ 

,-~ra..{ethnlcity, and grade - Unit..o Stales, Youth Risk Behavior SUJYey, 1995 
II!SmokaI8JS:·tobaeeo Offered. so'd. or given 

Cigarette use on us. AleoholUS8 on Matijuanll \1M on an illegal drug on 
school property' on school propartyt sehool property· sehool property' .choul property" 

C"·9"'Y Female Male Total Female Mate Total Female Mala Total Famale Mal. Total Female Mal. Total• 	 r 
R.c8(Ethnlcity

Whltetl 17.7 lU 17>6 0>8 14.2 8>0 >U 6>5 5>6 U 9.7 7.0 235 38>8 31.7 
(t3.3,1t (t3.2. 112>81 If0>61 It2.41 ItUI (iL71 l±1.7) li1.21 lil.91 li2>5) 1±I.21 li4.41 If4.21 Ix4.41 

BJackH 4>5 11.6 7>6 0>2 2.7 1.3 5.2 9>6 7.6 6.' 17.6 U.] 22.5 35>3 28>5 
li2.41 li2.3) It2>21 11'0>21 If 1.31 1t0>71 liUI It2>21 lil.71 li4.3) (iM) ltV) Ix4.S) 1±l.2) If3.9) 

Hispanic 13.6 16.2 14>9 2>2 3.9 U 9>4 10>0 9.7 8.1 17.6 IU 34.9 46>7 4U 
Itl.9) it3.9i lil.2) Ul.1) t±1.9) Itl.71 114.61 Ifl.31 li3.41 li3>3) (i7.1) (f4.3) li6.9) ItS.ll If4.8) 

Grade 
9.h 	 12.4 15.3 13,9 u 8.8 5>3. 6.5 7.9 7.5 5.8 11.2 U 24>9 35.8 3U 


11351 U2.8! 1)241 IH)) li2.91 l.it ,61 113.21 li2.51 lil.S1 1±2.') 114.4) ~iU) (15.0) liVI li3.3) 

10th 15.5 IS» IS.' 1.0 11.2 6>2 5.6 6.3 6.0 6.6 lU U 2M 43.0 35>0 


1+4.01 li).61 113>31 lt1.0) 1±2,4) {±I.GI 112>41 (±:l.U li1.11 li2.11 112>81 (fl,71 If2.8) 1±5.6) 1±3.01 3: 
11th 17.0 16.4 lU 0>3 13.7 7.2 5.2 6.1 ' 5.1 U no 8.6 25.3 39.8 32.S 

115. , I (f2.e! 112>81 ItO.41 11,3.01 lil.31 li2.31 It 1.91 (t1.7. ItUI If2> 11 1t1.2J If4>21 (±4.8) ltVI ~ 
17th 14.9 20.0 17>5 0>6> 11.2 5>9 4.0 8.4 6.2 4,7 11>2 8,0 no 36.2 29.1 

(+3.61 li4.81 li3>21 liO.91 112.81 1±1.4) lil.61 IH.lI ItI.1I It2.6) IfUI li2.31 1±5>41 1±6.0) ItS.21 
Total 	 15>1 16.8 16.0 0,9 IU 6>3 5.3 1>2 U 5>5 1U 8>8 24.8 38>8 32,1 

112>41 (.t2.5) 1±2.11 1±D.lI liL9) (H.2t Itl.4) I±U) liO>91 liI.4) I±U) l±t.t) 1±2>8) (f3.') It3.0)•
·00 ~1 of the 30 days precedin? the survey. 

t Used chewing tobacco or souf during the 30 days preceding the survey. 

J Drank alcohol on ~1 of the 30 days preceding ftle $Urve.,., 

'Used marijuana one or more times duting the 30 days precedlng the turvev . 


.. Durin~ the 12 months preceding the $'u~y. 
1'Non~f is~aniC. 
t1iNinery-f ve percent confidence interval. 

$tltlftC; U.S. Department of Health and human !\Cty«:ell, Centers for Dir..ease Cnntrol iIInd Prevention, Ymlfl1 Risk neluu>lfjr SIIT'I'eilfnm.:e· .. 
Uuifeil SWlf'J. 1995 Murbitlily and Mllrufity Weekly Rl'~·rl. Volume 43, Nmllhcr !is-4, Sertemhcr 27. 1996 

~ 
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What are the trends in the number of new marijuana users each year? 

The annual number of new marijllall8 users increased during the 1960. and peaked in the mid 1970,. In 
the 1970., more than 3 million people began using marijllall8 each year. The number of new marijuana 
users declined since then, but recent da!a suggest. possible upturn in marijuana incidence. In 1992, an 
estiJDated 1.6 million people used marijuana foi the first time. 

Number of New Marijo.a Ulen 
Per Year in Thoasaod$ 

1961-1m 

Ytar Initiates 
1962 244 
1963 240 
1964 463 
1965 601 
1966 753 

1967 1.670 
196& 2.,245 
1969 2,413 
1970 2,949 
1971 3.165 
1972 3,384 
1973 3.232 
1974 3.374 
1975 3.353 
1976 3:1.67 
1977 3..232 
1978 3.30~ 

1979 2.877 
1980 2,571: 
1981 2.711 
1982 2,37' 
1983 2.190 
19S4 2,190 
1985 2,136 
1986 2.033 
1987 1.939 
1988 1,871 
1989 1.545 

',000 

''>'' 

',000 

2,000 

1.>00 

1,000 

Numb.trorNew MariJUUil Ums Each,Yur 
in Tho....ds, 19/il-lm 

,, 

,\ 

1990 1,389 
1991 1.408 
1992 1,617 

196A 1967 1m 1m 1916 1m 1911 19S::S 190 1991 

$OIJJ'CC n~ SAMHSA. Office ofAWlicd Studies: (1995); N~ Hcu:schoId Survey Ott Dnlg Abw:.c (NHSDA): Trends ill the 
locittentt: ofl)n.Jg UK in !he United State:s., 1919-1992 (in ptcparabon). I>a:.a. are from J~1--93 liHSOA Wid based on ICtl'OSpcctiltt' 

repons of respon4ents oftheir initial oxpcricmcs with drugs. width may have occmrai ltl8ft)' years prior to tht intt:r"t'iew. ,Estimates for 
1992 were based on 1993 dala IWi fo: 1991 en 1992·1993 data. AJI otbcrye:vs WCJ'lii the amnualW:d cstimaIt.S derived tnJn tile dW 
pooled from 1991~1993. i 
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SEMI-ANNUAL TRENDS IN OTHER ILLICIT DRUG-RELATED 
EPISODES 

• 	 Marijuana 
When reported In DAWN drug-related ED episodes, marijuana is likely to be 
mentioned in combination with other substances¥ particularly alcohol end 
cocaine. Between the first half of 1995 and the first half of 1996. the number 
of marijuana/hoshish-related episod.s did not chenge significantly (24,500 and 
21,900. respectively). 

During this time period. statistically significant decreeses were found among 
persons aged 12·17 years, a 22 pereant decrease (from 4.100 to 3.2001. No 
changes were observed in the adult age groups. by gender, or by 
race/ethnicity ~ 

• 	 Methamphetamine 
Between 1988 end 1991. there was a decrease In methamphatamlne (speed)· 
related ED episodes: however, from the second half of 1991 through the 
second half of 1994. methemphetamine(speed)-releted episodes increased by 
315 percent (from 2,400 to 9,800). The number of methemphetamine(speed)· 
related episodes has decreased between the first helf of 1995 and the first half 
of 1996 Ifrom 9,800 to 4.0001. 

• 	 PCP 
From 1988 through 1991. there we. a drametic decrease In episodes involving 
PCP and PCP combinations (from 12.300 to 3,500). Then episodes of PCP and 
PCP combinations increased through 1993 16,6001. The number 01 PCP-related 
episodes remained the same between 1994 and 1995. The number of 
episodes decreased by 45 percent (from 3.200 to 1.8001 between the first half 
of 1995 and the first half of 1996. 

• 	 LSD 

LSD·related episode. remained relatively stable from 1988 through 1993. 

Between 1993 and 1995. the number of episode. increased by 67 percent 

(from 3.400 to 5.700). There was no significant change between the first 6 

months of 1995 and the first 6 months of 1996 (2.700 and 2.400. 

respectively). 


11 
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ANNUAL TRENDS IN OTHER ILLICIT DRUG-RELATED EPISODES 

Marijuana/Hashlah 
. 	 I 

• 	 when repOl1ed in DAWN drug..related emergency department episOdes, marijuana 
is likely to be mentioned in combination with other substances, particularly'alCOhol 
and cocaine. In 1996, 59 percent of marijuanalhashish-related episodes occurred 
among persons aged 18-34 years, 69 percent among men, and 46 percent among 
whites in 1996, 

Number of Marijuana/Hashish.Related Episodes 

by Age: 1988·1996 
16,-1------------------------------------- 

I 	 ---14-	 --- :\\:I 	 . ~ \\\~ 
12, 	 ~ \\\\\\ , 

tn J 	 ',' \
. 'g 	10 I 'f(IIk\ \ ,.\" . 
~ B. --. 	 ...,.""\;.a~\;;.......~~ 
o 6-111111',,,, _"'" . _,": 
~, 	 ~- ...\~ 
;- I 	 _ ~:fII':.\;.;..."".....4 -	 ~\ 

2 

o----~------------~----~--,_--~~--

19BB 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 

12 	-17 - - 18-25 
_.- 35+• • 	 I • • • 26 - 34 

• 	 Between 1994 and 1996, marijuanalhashish-related emergency depal1ment 
episodes rose from 40.200 to 50,000, an increase of 25 percent. Since 1990, 
marijuanalhashish-related episodes have increased 219 percent (from 15,700 to 
50,000). Between 1994 and 1996, marijuanalhashish·related episodes increased 
by 33 percent among those age 12 to 17, by 27 percent among those age 26 to 34 
and by 41 percent among those age 35 and older. 

12 
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MEOlCAL cXAMlHER DATA 

Table 2,oeo. • DruglnwntiQned rno$t lmcp.l.nlly by tnl!ClQJ • .aminerl in 1995 

(Oru91 with le..... r than 10 tnenbons 8re .xc.ilJdfi::I.) • 
Ptrt.ent Number Pereent 

'DrtIg r.anw .1 011(11&1 
N.....' 

Ol'U9 name .1 01 IOta!...'" me/lllons ..lilt. ""'" mentions ._. 
Cocaine 4U9 .. 56 0.6t• .,""" 

Temazeoam 0'.4,118 '....2 t1eroi~e1 •• -- ••40 o.y,.-.. OJj,53 3,913 39,20 ., " 0,$3Codeine 1,i56 12.S4 .,••• -  42 M/tfMI'ndlne HCI 0,445 h4arljuanaIHathish 723 as ., - '0 0,43, Diazepam "0 1.16M._ .. Paeudortpwdnne 3. 0,417 407 ',39 ""'-
PentQQalt)i1af 0,31•• MethampheUlMinoISpood ... .,'" .. Epl'lednne ""34 0,31ArMnpfYllne ... 5.02• "7 Chlorpmll"lazi..,. 0.36Diptt.n hydrall"lln. .58 A.91'0 ,., .. Flura:lepam "32 0.35AcelW'nil'\Oj)l"len 3.98 .. M • .,ndal:itIe 32 0.3512" O·Pm!XIiltyPtlene 3.07 

50 c. ...... ., 0,'"13 Nortnptyllne .."" , 3.4E,.. 5' Tt'leophytlme ,0 0,3314 Amphe\amJne 3,10 

52 0"",
Quirune ... ',77 
53 lbuprolen 26" 02ll " ~ne 230 2.50 


17 PCPIPCP Ccmbinabons 
 ,.. 54 -- .. 02. 
55 """"b••"""",. 

2. 021.. " Unspoc Benmdlazepne ,.. " :to<.. ,. 56 """'- o~'24 
57 Bl"OI'fIptll!lndmme Maleata 22 024 

Phel'lObarl:»tal '57 1.10 

20 eoupin IS' 1.68 

2' FlUoxe'line HI' 1.61 
 5e -CfonaztJPGm 22 0,24 

22 Hydroccdone 14. 1.52 5. ValPI'OLc.Aod 22 0,24., 60 lithium Ca.rbonalo ,0 O~ 


2' AlIplnn '05 1.14 


Alpnuotam 130 1.Al 
Oxazepam ,e o~o 

Fentanyl 17 0.18 
SulaLt;lltal .0 
Chlordiazepoxide .. 1.0ti .," Hydromomhone 0,11 " ".. F'tler,t.el't'TUne 15 O.Hi " Hy:Jantoin 0:97 " OS ........ ..,. " 

O"h'S
QeX'lmmethorphar, 0.95 
PropanOloi: Hel 14 


30 QllomhMlimrnirle 0.92 


.. " 0" 15.. "•• .. " " 
'5

OellilPl7lmlM 0,93 
61 ~Qbamile! 0" 14 

'TlUOdMH~ 0.92 .. OxymoQ'lhones !3" 0,14•• '5 Clomqmvnll_ 13 ~,.32 Meprobamate .. 0.90 •• ,,,,,,,,!em,. 70 13 O,U. 

IIrnpram:ne 7. M2 11 Hruooondoi 12 013 


33 c..aIUCPmdo! 1& 0,82 .. OO~i8mlne SlJCCIflale 7. 0,60 T mI1ett'loprimlSullameth.ox 0,13,. ThionClUlmt 0,15 " Niwllne " 0.t2 
Caltlamazepine ••5. "" " ll')subn "11 0.12"" 

NOTE; Pen;er,Wiges are DaltO on .. lotat f'I1IW medical exam mer drug ablAO ~M COUtll 019.216, 


1 Ir.-eluc)$s oplate$ not SDeQIl8d as 10 !yPIL 


Sell g«!tlel'a1Ioolnote& al end 01 table" 


. 16· 


http:mI1ett'loprimlSullameth.ox
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MEDICAl EXAMINER CA" A 

(Orupwm leMrtulIl'I 10rnenl1on. arelxcllJdeOJ 

.......' P.n:..nl 	 Number P.lCtlnl 

DrugnRl'l\e ollOr.al ""'" 0""' ....... 	 of 101a! 


rneMlQl\B" 	 " monuons 'P"100e$.~-
o.c.nlS 6 to 17 ....... old 	 o.c.ctonta 26 to S4 yeats old 


1 Marijuanalrwtlish 	 32.00 eo_ t,156 52.19" 	 ,2 I1eroll'llMorpl'lirle 1 20 20.00 l1e~hine 1 1,036 41,31 
3 Cocaine 2000 3 AlQ)hoI.in-cornbin&&lon 037 42.19 
.. AicohOHn-comblnatlQn "" 13 13.00 • Codeine 25' n.!l 

MarijuanaiHuh,*" ',58"'0• 	 ,..MalhamphelaminttiSpoad 	 6.8C•
7 	 ... (>,76

• """'-	 .. ',,,OIpbenhydll:Ul'lino 
02 4.20• ...-	 ,7Am,.........
10 	 3.91 

Amittiptylil'l8 	 7. 3.42" 	 ..PCPI1>CP Colnbinabons 3.11
"13 Quinine .. 3.0,.. 	 .,.",."" .. ......,.Al»larnl~n" 	 .' 

DecedenIS :J5 Y**'* O'f ago and oider .., , 	 .,esCOClUtle 	 4\.56 

, 
l1e",irVMorph!MI 1 ~779 

2 HaroinlMGlJ)htna \ 3>7 39.13 , eo",,", 2,665 I .(3.&7 
A1CIOl'n::»-II'1-comblnIWtlrl 30tl 36.45 3 A.ICIOh~-A-i;ol'l\bJNlllon ..... 38.16 , 	 •MarijuanuHaihiJh 177 2t,5\ Codeine 1121 13.55 
CodQula Dial_ 418 ' 7,,.• 	 '-" •6 MeI1\amptlet.1"mVle!Spettd " 61 13.101: 6 	 392 " 6.41..."",,'''''7 PCP/PCo COnttmabont; f;,,(18 7 Arnl!np~ne 	 '.06.," 	 ..' 
D4)henhYdfBmU'le .n Mafit\latla/Ha$hietl m •.:n 
J>,mphelaminf 39 ,001: Otphen/1ydmnKtlft 309 5.10 
D>Al:lpam .. 3.71 D4'",poxyphane 	 ...• 

'0
• 

11 AClIlMnim)phon 3.16 Acelamir.cpnen "', 4.49 " 	 m 
Udo~ne 	 " 16 I." " MelhampnelBmmo/Speed 258 ...."13" 	 Amltnot(l11'Ml 16 1." 13 Noltnplybne 2S2 4.16 
Quinine .. QUMe 271" AJpr,uolarn ".. '"1.10 	 1'"49;; 2."Am...."""""" 	 " 

NOTE; Pflml'n~s are ba5eQ on lola! r.JW mecG.a1 axammar drug AbIIu ca$l't COutl15 101 100 dl;C*jeNA 6 to 11 y.ara old, S23 ~t)14o 
16-10' 25 'flaf5 old. 2, 190 dlC«lonu 26 10':)4 years 0/11. and itOO 1 dKeQentlagad 3S 'fN1S and oIder_ 

Intiudal- OPIDles Ml .pecifted as 10 tyPf. 

Seft 9II'IWra:[ toOln(lt9$ al eMi 0-1 table. 

J 


http:ollOr.al


TaI*t 2.06d • Ol\lgs mtnllOMId I'I'tO$! ~enlJy by IMdicai exatmtta}5 in 1995 ac::otOng: to 
raet""nicity 01 ciaaU:fenl 

(Orup wi.#'t te.., OWl 10 INlmicn&.~ emuded) 

..... 0""' ...... 
_.., 

0'IMn\On. 

Porc,Ml 
of lOla! 

episode. ""'" o..g ..... 
Number 

" menilOn. 

Po_, 
otto"'l 

epiJOdtf 

WtHte dacedents Kla".nl.: decedent. 

, 
2,
•,
•,
•
9 

" " 12 

" " " 

HaroinlUo~ I 
A1a:Jhol~1'I 

eo-. 
eo_ 
"""'
h!a~iIh..._.......,."... 
AmitripJyllna 
~ine 
D-P_ 
Acolaminor*um-,.
Nortript';'lIne-UnfP4IC BllnzDdI&lepine 

.."" ..... 
1,763 
7" .... 
"'" 37',.. 
"" 31'... 
zr. 
zr; 
21, 

'" 

......, 
38.43 
32,79 
13.91 
10,12........ ,... 
6,14 
M? 
5.39 
'.Q2 
.U"........ 

, ....minlUorphine f 
2 COcaine, p,jc:chol·in.Q;Jmtmatlon

• Co<'ame, Marijuan&lHuhish

• M.Iha~ne, MelhamphellamlnlilSpaod

• Ampttetamirte

• Amitriptyline 

" PCPlPCP Combinations 

" uoocai.. 
12 Oipbetlhydran"ne 

" Oiazepam.. Nomipl'j1ne 
15 O-P_... 

007 ,.. 
52' 

'" " " "•• 
" " ••
" 2' 
25 

" 

55.a9 
55.06 
48,25 

'2.8'
7.55 
7,37 
tUjl1 
4.42 
3." 
3.78 
3,5~ 
2,85 
2,30 
2.30 
1.57 

Blld!: dec_nbl 

Coc.ain. 1.192 ..... ,,
•,,,,, 

10 

" " 

HerQin/MQr;!hine 1 
AIcQ!;oNl'!.c:cmb!nlltlon 
Codeine 
h!arijuanalHashish 
CU.... 

M....."""" 
~ne 
Diphenhydramine 
DlalO1lBm 
PCplPCP Cambinabcn, 
Amitriptyline 

1.120 
9" 

"'"' 1113

".13... 
",.,.,. 

43,11 
3128 
10,GO 
1.tS 
US 
5.43 
3,15 
3,17 
3,13 
3,05

2.'" 
" A:etarrul'lophen " 2.1' ,. 
" 

NoMPtyilne 
I)o"pll'l "•• 

2.15 
12' 

NOTE: P,rcGnl,ilg$$ lilA(!: ~ otllOral raw medical oxatr1ltler drug. abuao aIM munta 01 5,316 'llJtwto ciaceo.na, 2.559 biaek dita!ldanla, 
afId 1,08& ht$p(In:c do()II)dIGnl.$, 

http:ciaceo.na
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Statement on Marijuana as Medicine 

BoHot initiatives in sever(ll slates to define marijuana liS a "medicine~ fail to 

""-"""""-.
""'.
"~ribn 
l!"ll(lfrJmnf 
$(iel'ltA if. 
Medicine 


Infl'«'f!'nwM 


D1'~ fI"ds 
.. IIlourf!.' 

HatlO'f')i.1' D",,"O
CrlMmI p(lo:~,. 

Hqw.101 
f'ubfu. Mfai" 

address the negative impact such le~jslalion would have on the hen!th ofour 
youth or the nation's scientific process of (Ipproving medications. The Office of 
National Drug Con-:.ro! Policy {ONDeP) is joining other government agencies 
as well as professional and communi()' organizations in responding to this 
serious concern. 

Desig:n:ning medicine t.hrough ballo! mitin,ives would undermine the 
long-established process which ensure..". dun substances provided \0 the 
American pUblic as medicines ha"\'e undergone rigorous scientific scrutiny. This 
procedure PfO(CI';:(s A.mericans from unproven, incffc:cl'ive. or d3n~erous 
treatments Allowing II: purpor'led medication to circumvent federal approval 
does II: l;I"a\"e disservice to lhe public. beCause the process guarantees lhat drugs 
art! safe and !!freclIV!!, thtlt the benefits outweigb riM-..-s. and thal physicians hllve 
h41d sufficient informllilon \0 permit accurate prescription. Making an exCeptIon 
for marijuanll would create a dlln~eroU$ precedem, Medicine must be btlsed on 
science Tather thllfJ ideology. Misusing bnllo! inil):l1ives 10 exempt mec.ictllions 
from prope: teSting would llise give a sales advonloge to anyone see~ing to 
market medical prodUCts without investing in the requisite scientifIC research. 

The OfficeofNl1tional Drug Control Policy bas creBted a National Dru~ 
Control Strategy b.lseO M science. To this enz, we work closely with Dr. 
Hamid Varmus, Direc\t;\I"ollhe N.monai Institutes ofHeallh (NIH), Dr. Alon 
Leshner. Dir~lor of th: Naliorull IlmilU!e on Drug Abuse (l\IDA); and other 
di$[inguished ,;cienti~l.$ and n:li<!3renerS, The federal ~emrru:nt eOCOTSes the 
therapeutic u:>e of an\" $uhs!aI\Ce ~!i,lt: SlriCt Sltirultirds for s.afety llOd 
effe.;:tl\,'1;fu::SS. T~ e.\islin~ review prOt.:~ ensUres that decisions ilbout new 
drut:s are based on scienlific merie My departun: from the e$(cbbsherl process 
would conSlitl!!!! iI breach of puhlic trust. AmeriCllnS rely upon the CUJTeTlt 

~!'stem I,) $llfeguurd \\·(",,·Id·cltl,~~ m!!di..:ine. 

MarijU31J1I h Not Bl!ni::;n 

P"ropon.:n\$ ofth.::\<! ba[jnll'nililJti\"c.~ pn:$cn! mariiu:ma as a benign substance, 
r1onc\'.::. L't<! lalC:-;l scicnliflc "'~'jJcnce dl.'monmates that marijuana is not. 
Srno},,<!d rn:miwm:l damllp';'l1 thc r-rllin, hc.u-•• lungs, and immune sys!l."m.lt 
irnp.llfj' leamm!,! and ;nt<!rt\:I<:~ wit!"! memrn',Y, percepli(ln, and jud,\'IIDeTll. 
Smoked mUfiiu..lnn con:l:I!ll> czm;;...r';::H:~ing compounds .and hall been 
implic;)lCd in a hi~h p<:n:..:utH!," (jf :.Iuloll'.{)hilc crushes and \~orkplace nccidents. 
Mari,iuat'-<'I.rdakd visits: I,) txlqpitl"lI<..'1TICfSI..'";lc:' rooms tm\'e uipled since 1990, 
MaliJ!mnn is ~lso a)l:)I(ICliHl.'<i with pmCW:ly beh::lvior !c<ljjngto more c:\tcnsivc 
dru~ use. This phlv"llomeoon polle$ )h:riom, concerns glwn the SignlficlUll 
incre3S>: in nlanju:lna usc hy (c;:n:.lgers, 

!he contJ~ing me.;;;:.'~c :lhoUl manjmma m::n Ihese referenda send out children 
couid no: con:.: :1( a wor~c lim~'. In recent years. drug U:'>e by young people has 
increased at an ~Immillt: 1':11":, Among eip.h!.h graders, the US2 of illicit drug:s~· 
primllril~' mari.iuH!W - has lrlj1!t!d. Thi~ ir.creaM: has been fueled by ~ 
r.I,:us~lrable JCl:lt.::lse In lh..: pruporti(\ri of yoc.np. pcop:e who pl!fceivc marijuana 
:IS d.ln~ermls, 

Mnri,iul}rw 3d\'ocal.oi' hll\>: mounted n \\..:~!·fintlnccd, sophistical~d public 

htlp:II""'W\\·,whilchouscdrugpolicy.~o\·/rolicy!rr:I!l$lll>;!tLhlml 

http:3d\'ocal.oi
http:sys!l."m.lt
http:Con-:.ro
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rcltlllons campUip::lID persU.:l:lc AmaiClmS 10 their poin'( o(vie\\', They use 
pcrsonallU1ecdole.<; raiber than sclence to suppor: t.'1eir position, Howcvt't'. two 
recent researcb $ludies pubJisffi:d in Sc:.imce (June 2.7), have demonstrated 
disturbing similarities btt"'eetl mari.iuana·s effects on the brain and tho$e 
produced by highlY addictive druBs hke cocaine, heroin. alcohol. and nicotine. 
Hearing conflicting inform'llion. ma."1Y AmeriCMS are unelear about what the 
scientific research aerually sho",s. 

To clarity this issue, ONDer commissioned a compn:bensive study by the 
National Academy of Science' s ventrable InslilUte ofMedieine (lOM). The 
10M will produce a comprehensive sLlmmary ofme scientifu: record on 
mariju.anQ which will SCTVe: as a foundation for public policy discussion and 
future research. 

AddlliQl'Ullly, NIH recently convened a workshop of cxperts in cancer 
treQtment, infectious diseases, neurology, and opbthalmology to review 
Sdef!1ifie da:a con¢eminll marijutln3' s therapeutic potential. The plIDel's report 
to !'>IIH Slated tha! "There were \'aT)'in~ degrees ofenthusiasm to pursue 
smoked marijuana .. l~paed by the facI thaI, for miln)' ofthe~ dis-orders. 
dl'e<;tIV-e tTt~unert!s are' alre.ttdy available." The rcpon fu..1.her staled: •...in order 
to e~'a!Ullt.: various hypotheses concerning the potenlial ulility ofmanjuona in 
VarlOl.ll; thcrup~utic ~rells. more <lnd better smdles would be needed." 

Dr, V~rmU$ suud that NTH is open to uppiication$ for studies of the medical 
e:ffkx'Y ofmariju:mz!lnd Ihal, subject to tbe normal scientific review process. 
NIH is prepared 10 fund applications that mee:. accepted sl<lndards of scient)flC 
desIgn and are compelill\-e for funding. Research, indudin~ clinical lrials, 
should determme whether mar1.JUana should be considered a medicine in the 
Unilcd $l:31es. (HolltlOd recently delerrnined that murijuana would nm qualify 8$ 

~ m.:dicme in tha! cournry.) 

The federal govemn-.ertt must protect public health by preserving the: 
meciiclll'S<:le:'lli5~ pmceu fot dcterrni!'lin~ medicines. We must als<> protect 
children from incr~a5Cd marijuana availability llnd use, preserve druj;-free 
workplace.". and uphold (cdera: Jaw. With drug u..<:e by young people increasing, 
Amcric:l mU)('l not se:Jd IncorrecllOfor:nelion'o our yoot.~ about the ris).;:s of 
rnar1.jwma. The rcduClion 44 not the promOlion~. of itJid! drugs is a nallonal 
p!'1oriry. 

h!1P;IIW·ww.whilchousccrJ.gpolicy ;;<wipolicyfmja41rted,html 

http:VarlOl.ll
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ONDCP Statement on Marijuana for Medical Purposes 

Augusl 4,1997 

The initiath'es underway in a number of Stotes have Knt a confusintt messa~ 
10 OUT children concerning marijuana thai could not come at a worse lime, In 
recent yeru'$ we have seen druf! use by our yOUilg people increase at an 
Illarm~ ralc. Among glh graders, the \15(': ofiHici! dru~ - primaril~' marijuana 
•• has triple.::. :his increa!it! in marijuana use has been fueled by a mensurable 
decn:ase in tile proponion ofvoung people who perceive marijuana to be n 
danperous 5ubstl1tlcc. . 

Advocates for le{!a!ized marijuana have mounted an intense and sophisticated 
public relations effott to persuade Americans to their point ofview, cum~ 
anecdottll examples to support their thesis. As a result. many Americans are 
unclear about what!.hc scientific research really $<1)'S. For example. in the past 
roOl1til, researchers have Nto"'T.. tha~ the main "active mgreciient in manjuana has 
precisely the same impact as heroin OD a key brain site that influences addiction 
to many dn.lgs. The sarne researchers also found that abrupt cessatiOn of 
long.-term marijunnn use CDU~es the samc kind ot' cellular withdrawal reaction in 
lab rats as tha: prodUCed b:-' other rr.ajor drugs of abU$/!, To clarify these issues 
surrounding mao.luana research. we have eommissioned a scientifIc rcvIC\\' by 
~he NlI,tonal Acmkmy 0: Science>s In.s!ilUte of Medicine nOM). a vcneable 
scientific insulmion renowned for its intcgrity" The 10M a.ssessmc:nt will I 
produce II compu:henSl\'e summary of !.he scienti!ic record on marijuana, which 
wi!! serve as an objective foufldalion for publIc-pollcy discussion and futwe 
rese.;.rch. As !In independent bod~' 0:' scjen~t.fic and medical experts, the 10M is 
well suited to conduct this lmponam study. 

Bejjdes eflons 10 protect Ine m;:dical.scienlifa: process, a number of other 
aC!!OflS afe underway tw feden: agencies 10 continue ent'orce:nen: ofFcdernl 
jaw. preserVe dn.lg·frw: workplac<: lind safay prograrns, ru;d protect children 
lrom incr<!as<:d m::riju.an:: J:lvailabili/!' and usc. 

The 1(lft.!0l0;>1 ObjCClit'e oftl;.: Olrice ofNauooai Dru1f Control Policy is to 
credit: II National Drup. Cor.l:ol Slrate~ ha"ed on science rather th:m ideology. 
We hme wO\\.;ed closely With Direc~or Harold Varmus o(lhe National 
lnstilutes ofHt."ailh (NlH), Director Alan Leshner of the NationallnSlilute 00 
Drug Abus¢. and olner dlluin~ulshcd ~cienw:u aod medica! researchers The 
Federal government endorse!; the tr.era:p<:utic use of aoy substll.,ce bu( onl} ifil 
me::lS striCt sc;en!l(ic SltlfIdMcis tbal ensu~<: safe and efficacious USf:'. 

Research on the thcra~'Utk us;: of marijuana should be treated \"\'ilh the: SI'Ime 
bip; standards for scieotllk research ft..."quired of J'my other dn.lg .....ith a high 
potemiu: fo~ abu~. 7h<: ~:5tinO! FDA·]\::1:-DEA process ensures lha, 
d..:cision~ l'1:gardlof IO\"e.~ligull(lnal New Drup. upplic(lIions are based on their 
scit":nli!ic ml!"rils. Any depunun.: [rom this eSlunlisned process is a breach of the 
public trust thai till American" rely upon to safeguard the quality ofour world 
class medi.:a! $'.':slem, 

Re$CMCh e'sp:ns io tield, '>lJth (;$ cancl!( treatment, infectiOUS diSl'ases, 
neurolo~:y. and ophthalmology TeOOllly panicipJted in a l-day NIH workshop 
which revi..:wed e\:)stiop. re;iC.:lrCr atmul marijuaJ;u and tlsses4Cd What is known 
ah\)ui man.iunna':> jXlssible ',herapel.r:ic pUlt:ntial. Thi~ workshop rughlitilited 
the chlilleng.es of estah!ishing appropriate ~Lenlif;c criteria for undertaking 
clinic~1 research on nlflqiU:Ul:l. Proceedings from this workshop will bt: 
re!~a:,...-C: soon. 

http:chlilleng.es
http:m::riju.an
http:what!.hc
http:ftf~rrt+.tI


ONDer S,3temenl on Marijuaml for Medical Purp ., 

With druS' usc by youn~ people increasing, \\-'e musl nol send.a mixed messAge 
to oW' you!h about the danf!.e:r5 ofmarijuana. Our Nation's goal mwt be to 
reduce. no: promote, the usc of illicit drugs 

Pa~e 2 oi2 

hnl":!fww'l.\'. whi !chOllSedrug.po~icy ,gov/pol:cylw.edotj, hlml 
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ONDep Statement on Industrial Hemp 


July 29. 1997 
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Our primary concern aoout the legalization of the elJlti~'alion of industrial hemp 
(CollllabiJ Sativa) lS the message it '4wld send to Ihe publie at large. 
especially to our youth ct a time when adolescent drug use is nsmg rapidly. 
Mn.-ijuana (CaftnDbiJ Sativa) use among 81h grtIde.-s has tripled over the last 
five years. This increase in marijuana use has been fueled by a measurable 
decrease in the propor1ion ofyoung people who pc:roei~ marijuana to be a 
dangerous su~SWlce, Toadd.ress that ISSue, ONDCP is proposing a $175 
mmion media' campaiFl specifically to educate our youth aboUll.he dangers of 
drugs_ 

The.second m(tjor concern is th8l1egalizing hemp production may mean the ae 
jtlCltI legalization of marijuana cutli\'a:ion. lndustnal hemp and marijuana are 
the product of die same plant, CanfWbis Sorivd. The seedlings are the same and 
;n many instances the mature plants look the same. A 1992 Dutch study of97 
strains of marijuana and' hemp plcms concluded that, shoo of cherr.ical analysis, 
there .....as no way to discriminate between manjuana-prqdUcing: pla..."1:5 and 
hemp.prOducing plants. A research stud;' conduCled a: ~e U.S. Department of 
AgricUlture reached the: same conclusion, 

Supponers of the hemp Jee:aiiZ.lltion error: claire hemp cultivation could be 
profil:lbJe lor U.S fnnners. However. according to the USDA and the U.S. 
Dep:lnment of Commerce.. the profitability ofir.dustrial hemp is highly 
uncer1ain and prnbably unlikely. Here? is a novelty product with limited 
sustainable de\'eloprnent value even in a novelty market U.S. total imPOrts of 
hemp la~ year were only ahOlu $1 ,::: million of a lOIn) domestic ~ulluraJ 
market 01'$202 biilion. For every propoSl!:d uS? of Industrial hemp, then: 
a1read:: exlstS ~m avaUable proouct, or raw malerial. whIch is cheaper 10 

manufacture ond provides better market result.s. For eXilmple. the cheapest 
hem? tinen COSl.$ abou1 $15 per square yard. A simillilJ" cost profile: for the finesl 
filL' liner. is $7.50 per square yard, Pulp andPopel' iflfrrllOfiQl/ol, a national 
l~adv magazine. pOlS me break~even price fer raw hemp productiOn at $630 per 
101'\, However currently, IImshed newsprint sells for only $500 per ton. The 
lead~' tl~'Uilahili~.. of other !o\\'~produclion cost raw material has been the major 
rta.~on for a 25% drop In \~orl:jwjdc hemp production in the pas! tr.T@l:de;:ndts. 
Hemp prodllclion i:, a la~or.inler:jlive operation Coontries wi'lh low labor costs 
such:L( the Phi:ippmes nnd China bave a competilive advatllage over a.,y U,S, 
hemp prooucer. 

ln oor.clu..<;ion, le!?alizin~ hl.'mp p;oduc!ioo would send a confusin1! mess!J@c 10 

our youth concerning rnari.iuOln;;, Also, il rnll)-' lead to the al! jilCfo legalizafion of 
mariju<!na cullivalion. To dale, produclion of hem? appears to ofter no relief 10 
:'amlcrs or manufacturers of leslile~ or JXlper as ll1l a.1temal;ve c:'"op or product 
Ccn;;inly an:' r.e\~ cTedihk evidenee $!!ould be giver: czreful considerallon 
Some federal at:eneie:-: aN collecting and revi<;';v.'ing such information for future 
policy reviews, However, the cur:-enl a~'allable fllC15 do not support hemp 
cuhivation ;;5 a legull." Of ccollomicully viable optioo fu: V,S. interests, 
ONnC? therefore doe:l not consider i: prudcr.~ to dlJnBe the current status of 
Cal/lltlblS SOllva a~ a COnlro:!ed $i;.hel!ul~ rdrug. 

hup:/lwww.\\'hil<.:hQusoorugpoiicy.govlpohcy/hemp,hlnll 

mailto:tr.T@l:de;:ndts
http:aboUll.he
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SECTION IV 


Persons Arrested 


Prinuuily .& gauge of law enforc:ernenl's respome to crime. 
arreSl counts also provide definitive data concerning the age, 
sex.. and race of petpeUators. Arrest practices, policies, and 
enforcement emphases liMY from place to place and even. 
y.r:ithin a community from time 10 Un'iC as, for e;tample. during a 
local police campaign against residential burglary. While the 
practices for certain unlawful conduct such as drunkenness. 
disorderly conduct, vagrancy. and rdated violations may differ 
among agencies. those for robbery. burs1ary, and other serious 
crime arrests are more likely to be uniform and consistent 
mroughoul all jurisdictions, The Pmsram's procedures requite 
mal an atTest be counted on each separate occasion a person is 
taken inlo custody. notified, or cited. AnnualllJ'Tt:SI figures. do 
not measure the number of individuals arrested since one 
person may be arrested several times during the year fot the 
same or different offenses. 

Lav:.enforcement agencies t.h.roughou! the country in 1996 
made an e5(imatcd 15.2 million arrestS nationwide for all 
criminal infractions ~cept traffic violations:. Among me 
~pedlic mmecategories. the higheSt arrest coums were for drug 
abuse violations, larceny-thefts. and driving under the influence. 
with approximately 1.3 million arresu each. Simple assaults 
accounted for 1.3 million arresl.$ in 1996. (See Table 29.) 

When the overall arrest volume was related to me lmal 
United SI3.1es population, the rate was 5.838 arrests per 100.000 
:nhabitams. Among the city populauon groupings. those ciuei 
with more than 250.000 inhabitantS recorded (he hignest rale. 
7.700...... hile those wilh populations from 2!1,00Q to 49.999 
recorded the lowest rate. !\A26, (See Table 31.) For suburban 
C'Qumy agencies overall. me arreSt fale was 4,206. and for rural 
coumy law enforcement. it was ~.311 per 100.000 inhnbitnms. 
By region. tne arrCSt rates per 100.000 population registered 
4,995 in the Sonheast. 5,717 in the West. 6.16911'1 the South. 
and 6.3g~ in the Mid.....est. (See Tables 30 nnd 31",} 

Because of reponing problems at the state !e\·el~, only 
limited am::Si Sta::iSlic$ were provided from Kemud:; and 
Illinois. ~o atteSt data wen: available for· the DIs,trlcl of 
Columbia. Florida, and Vermont. Due to NIBRS convenion 
eHons. anC$! data were no! received from contribuun,t: taw 
er.forcemem a@:encie~ in Kansas and Momana, Therefore. 
tables showin@:lhe age, sex.. or race of persons ll.'Tesled conlain 
limited or no data for mese states. ArTeS[ totals "''t.re. however. 
eSlim31ed (or.inclusion in Table 29. 'lolal eSlimaled Am:sts, 
Uniled Sta~es. 1996," 

A rTesl Tu.nds 

The nalionallollli number of atTestS for all offenses except 

1995 volume, Violent crime arrests showed a ":'·percenl 
decline, Crime lnde:x; ~sts fell :. perccm. and those fOr 

property crimes decreased 3: percent. 
for the 2~year period. 199!l and 1996,juvenile a.m:Sts rOle .3 

percent. while adult am:sts showed vinually no chan~e. 

Violent crime anes!!> decreased 3 percent for adults and 6 
perceDt for juveniles. Durin~ the same timespan. propeny 
crime am:st! declined 3 percent for adults and le$$ than 1 
~n' for juveniles. {See Table 36./ 

Two--yeartrends jn tou! arrests sho ..... no change in cities, but 
indicate: a 3~perccnt increase both in the suburban and rural 
counties.. (See Tabies 44, 50. and 56.) 

Over the 5-year period. ]992·1996. data show IOlal arrests 
were up 7 percent Juvenile arrests increast:d 21 percent. and 
aduh arrests rose ~ percem forme same limeframe. (S~ Table 
34.) Total Crime lndcli and ptopeny crime a:rreS!S declined 5 
and 6 percem, respectively" Violent crime arrests decreased l 
percent during '!.he period. 

For the decade. 1987·1996. art'esu for All offenses were up 
16 percent Crime lndex iU'Tests rose S percent: and those for 
violent crimes_ 29 perren!. During the same limefranu:, 
however. property crime arresa declined I peTten!' 

In 1996, tht: drug abuse violation arrest lotal was 1 percent 
above the 1995 level. 37 percent higher than in 1992. and 58 
percent higher than in 1987. The following table shows '!.he 
types of druBS involved in violauons resuhing in MreSts during 
1996 by geographie region. 

Table 4.1 -Arrest.5 for DrugAbUS(' Violations. l~ 
jPt'<QLd"mt._J 
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SECTION V 


Drugs in America: 1980·1995 


The Nation experienced its highest leyel of illicit drug 
activity in 1995 when rnelS!ll1;d by the total number of reported 
drug am:sts since 198.0. This study examines the national drug 
arrest trend for 1980.· 1995 using reponed drug: abuse violations 
arrest figures from local, county. and swe law enfan:emeni 
88encies panicipating in the Uniform Crime Reporting 
Program. AdditionallY, the study looks al the change. in the 
profile of drug am:steeS thaI bas occurred during this same 
period. 

The illegal drug trade confronting the Nation has slelldily 
increased during the period under consideration, The toW 
impacl ofdrug abuse on society is: i.mmeasurable, and the costlO 
iaw enforcement alone is astronomicaJ. AJ:::cording to the Office 
of National Drug Control Poticy. federal taw enforcement 
agencies expend $16 billion annually ttl combat this problem. 
Trends for overall dlUg am:ru indicate that this socia! ill shows 
no signs of abating, 

In 1995. the Nation recorded iu highest drug arrest loW; an 
estimated l5 million people weTe arrested fot either the sale 
andlor rnanufacturr or possession of megal narcotics. 
Funhermore. Table.5.1 shOWl that since 1980, the number of 
arrests for all druglypes rose 5ubsumtially. with those ofheroinl 
cocaine showing the hijhest increase. 'f41 percent In 
comparing arrests for s~iflc druB types from 1990 10 1995. 
marijuana arreSts have increased 80petcent and hcroinJcocaine 
arresOIS 6 percem. These IWO drug: categories account for more 
than eight OUI of every 10 drug arrests, 

'rabJt 5,1 


Per<:rnt Cnanaes in the Estimated Numb«r' or DtuiC Arn:su 

b~ Typr. Uni~ StAtes.. 19f5' O'fn t9SC. 1985, and 1990 


I 
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Chans 5.; to!:.5 show 19s(}'l99S national drug ams! trtnds 
oy drug type. An analysis of these charts indicates tha! 
marijl:an;1 arreSts dOminate4 the f1l1t pan of the decade, but 
toward the end r:! the decade, these anew were ouisuippc4 by 
heroin/cocaine arreSts. However. in the J990s the pendulum is 
.'iwin,ging the other \\<8y as the number of marijua."l3: arrests is 
again inCreaSlO$. 

Regionally. when txamining the year 1?95 over 1990, tbt 
South. the most populous region. registered 3: 55.~tCf 
incre.se in total drug iUTCsl$, This region acCOUntS fot ~ 
percent of the Nl!lion's lotal drug arrests in 1995, Dunn 
lhis same time period, the other three regions l1iso regiStef~ 
increases in drug arrests: 31 percent i~ the MidWClt. 36 
percent in the Northeast, and 18 percent'in the West. (Ste 
Table ~.2.) 

Tabl!'! 5..2 


Ptrcull Cbl!ftllI!S mE.ct.i.m.Iud Number'of Drq AfT'I':Stl 

by RCIiou. Vnlted Stales. 1m oyer' 1990 
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1995 ...... _ ..._ .. ,,~.. _""....""_ 11.416,1001 U2>M 1'].216 ~1.J31! .)O.m 
~Oaaas~ ~._..,,~._" lSA I ,31.4 I 
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r 

The maJority of arrests for the offi:nse of drug abuse 
violl1tions by type an! fot ponession, Table 5.3 shows Uw 
while the percent of saleJmanufaciure dru,g at'TeStS pealed lL 

(990, aneSii for possession constitUted three OUt ofeVer} tout 
drug arn:w in ~995, This pattern IS' consistent wnh tbt 
historical \!'end, 
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DRUG USE FORECASTING· 1996 Annual Report 

New FEATURES 

LOOk (or these features in the 
lOth anniversary edition of the 
Drug Use Forecasting (OUfj 
Annual Report: 

o 	A. diSCussion of an important 
change in marijuana testing 
cutofflevels that affects tnler
pretalion of marijuana data in 
the Annual RepOrt. 

o 	 Updated coverage of meth
amphetamine issues that 
were reponed in the 1995 
Drog Use Forecasting Annual 
Report on Adulr and It1'IIeIliJe 
Arrestees and in the special 
19% Nationililnstltule o(JUS
tice lNIH report Mt!'lhomphet
amine Use Among Adult 
Arreslees: Findings from th~ 
Drug Use FC'fecasling (OUF) 
Program 

? 	 EXlended analysis oCjuvenile 
drug issues using 1991-1996 
data, 

o 	 AnalysiS of lecidivls.'ll using 
queslions that were added to 
the DUF interview in 1995. 

o 	A report on the pilot testing 
oC an automated telephone 
DUF intervIewing system 
(TELEDUF). 

o The addition of sile report 
pages that reflect the range 
of issues that DUF data are 
used to address. 

As DUF continues its evolution 
tOward. the Arrestee Drug Abuse 
Monitonng (ADAM) program, 
analyses such as these that fo
cus on loca! issues, special 
populations, emerging trends m 
drugs and crime, and new areas 
of research and interviewing 
will become more prominent 
features of the Anr.ual Report. 

1996 MARIJUANA DATA 

Changes in drug detection methodolo
gies and standards have r~u1ted in 
changes to DUF reponing pracricesjor 
marijuo!'l(l. 

CHANGES IN TECHNOLOGY AN[) 

REPORTING LEVElS 

Improvements in drug testing technol
ogy have increased the sensitivity (the 
ability of a test to detect the presence 
ofa drugl and the speciftcity (the abil~ 
tly to distinguish a specific drug (rom 
other cross-reactants) of urinalysis 
tests used to screen (or drug use, such 
as the widely used EMIT n.. In the case 
of marijuana, lhese improvements 
have resulted in a lowering of the stan
dard cutoff level (or a positive test re
port This change was recommended 
by the Federal workplace teSting pro
gram and new gUidelines were issued 
by the Substance Abuse and Mental 
Health Services Administration 
(SAMHSA) o(the Department oCHealth 
and Human Serv;ces, effective septem
ber I, 1994. A lower cutoff is expected 
to identify a greater number of drug 
users" particularly those who may use 
marijuana occasionallvor in moderale 
quantIties. 

The concentration o( drugs in urine is 
measured in nanogra:ns (billionths of 
a gram) per milliliter (ng/:nli or liquid 
of ,he drug or the drug metabolite 
(ormed 1M :he body as the result o(the 
mgestion of a specific drug. The "cut~ 
off level" is the concentration, stated 
1n ng/ml. used 10 deterrmne whether a 
specimen is positive ornegalive. Speci
mens with concentrations al or above 
the cutoff!eve! are considered positive 
(or the drug :n ques:ion: aU others are 
considered negative, In the case o( 
marijuana. the cutOff level had previ
ously been set at 100 ng/mL SAM HSA 
now recommends a lower cutoff or 50 
ng/ml 

IMPACT OF CHANGES 

When the DUF:>rogram began jn 1987. 
DUF adopted Federal guidelines (or 

cutofflevels whjch were then 100 n91 
mi for marijuana. During 1995 as part 
ofa feasibility study. urinalysis tests for 
marijuana were conducted using both 
the 100 ngiml and 50 ngiml cutoff lev
els. As a result of these analvses. be~ 
ginning in lan'uary 1996, ~all OUF 
marijuana teSts are based on [he lower 
cUlofTleveL This analvsis examines the 
impacl of this change in cutoff levels 
on percentage positive for marijuana 
among subpopulations of DUF 
arrestees and in j:)uF siteS. NO will pub~ 
Jish a full versiory. of this report in 1997, 

More than 34.000 samples from 1995 
were tested at both cutoff levels from 
all sites, Adult males, adult females. 
and juvenile males were included, (See 
figure! on the next page.) Overall, low
ering the cutoff increases the percent· 
age positive (or marijuana use about 5 
to 7percentage Pomts, The greatest im
pact o(the change in cutoff levels ap
pears whenpositive tests are examined 
Cor different age:groups. Greater num
bers of younger (under age IS} and 

. older lover age 30) arresteeS lest posi
tive for marijuana when the cutofflevel 
is lowered (rom~ 100 ng/ml to 50 ngl 
mL The youngest and oldest age groups 
are likely (0 be less frequent users o( 

marijuana or use it in lesser amounts 
than other arrestees, Hence, these 
individuals test ipositive at the lower 
cutoff level of 50 ng/mL but not at the 
higher level of 100 ng/ml. Overall, the 
mean age of arreSlees who test poSi
tive for :nar:juana in the 1995 data in~ 
creaSes Crom 25 years to almost 28 
years when the lower cutofC is used, 
The lower CUlofC level had the same 
impact for blacks, whites, and Hispan· 
ics. ' 

A separate analySis examined uends in 
marijuana use ~sing both the 50 and 
IOO ng/ml cutoff levels. The change in 
cutoff level has little effect on theover~ 
all trend in marijuana USe demon
sirated (or 1995.jFor some quarters the 
increase in percentage positive is larger 
than for other quarters, but overall 
there is a 5 to 71 percentage point in
crease when percentage positive is 
determined at the SO ng/ml level. 

----------------------------------------l10//"t,,,;~~~ ------------------------"--------------
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Larger differences in percentage posi
tive occur in some quartets for female 
and luvenile male arrestees" As dis
cussed earlier, these are two or the 
groups [or whom the change in cutoff 
level had the greatest effect. 

IMPliCATIONS FOR 1996 
MARIIUANA DATA 

Marijuana oata (or 1996 reveal that 
marijuana use has increased substan~ 
(ially in many OUF sites, SubStantial 
increases have also been detected in 
many age groups and other subpopu
lations. In many. but not all. cases the 
increases in marijuana use substan
{jallv exceed the Increases that can 
be expected from the change [0 the SO 
ng/mi cutofClevel. For example, mari~ 
juana positives [or .3! - to 35wyear~old 
arrestees increased by 16 percemage 
points in Indianapolis and Atlama, 15 
percentage pojnts in Cleveland, and 12 
percentage points in Birmingham. 
$Imiia:-Iy the mechan rate of marijuana 
prevalence for 15- to 204vear-oids inw 
creased 1 J percentage ~pOinlS over 
1995. but the rale of change {or the 
you:1gest n;a:es vaned across sites 
from a 6·point decrease in Houston 10 
a 19-poim increase in Indianapolis. 

while lhe i:"lereases recorded in man· 
juana use generally fa r exceed m
c:eascs tha t \\'Ould be ex;,ected from 
the change tQ the 50 nglml eutoH. and 
thus mdtca:e true changes in marijuana 
use. readers should use cautiQ:! when 
assessing the n;agnitude of any given 
Change and its significance Moreover. 
changes should be COnSIdered in the 
conlen or the specific site and sub
populauQn of irueresL Readers should 
be particularly careful when compar
i:"15 i 995 and 1996 mari!ua:!a teSt posJw 
live percemages for groups that are 
panicularlyafTected by the change rrom 
the 100 ng/m: to 50 ng/ml cutofr lev
els. including female arrestees, younger 
arreslees, 3tld older arreslees. 

Chrisr<' VJsh~/: NtD., and Thomas E 
~uch!, PhD., !Vim K fack RjJ~y, Ph.D, 
Office of Research and Evaiuation, Ni1 

FIGURE 1 MARIJUANA ASSAYS BY GENDER/AGE 
PERCENTAGE POSITIVE: lOONG VS. SONG 
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DRUG USE FORECASTING .1996Annua{Report 

1996 DUF ANNUAL 
REPORT ON DRUG USE 
AMONG ARRESTEES 
In 1996,PUF program sites located In 

23 major metropolitan areas collected 
data from J9.835 adult male booked 
arrestees, Data were also collected 
from 7,532 adult female booked 
arresleesal2J of these siles and 4,145 
Juvenile male and 645 juvenile female 
delainee5at 12sites and 7Sl:fes, respec~ 
tively, 

This report presents drug use detected 
through urinalysis for adult male and 

. female aneStees and Juvenile male 
arrestees/detainees, Because of smal: 
sample sizes. data on female juvenile 
arresteesJdetalnees. are not included. 

Program findlngs are reported fr. three 
sections. The first section provides an 
overview of trends and Issues in the 23 
!.>,res. The findings for adult males. adult 
females, and juvenile males are shown 
according to drug (marijUana, cocaine, 
and opiates). age group !partlcularlythe 
youngest adults), and olher categories 
(school status (or juvenile males), The 
section concludes with a special analy, 
sis or methamphetamine. 

The second section of the report pre
sents special topics anC analyses, in· 
cluding the impact of changing cutot! 
levels for marijuana urinalysis 
(see NJ9% Marijuana Data" On page i 
of this report) and an overview of 
TELEDUF, This section also includes 
ana!~'Ses of juvenIle DUF dara and re
cidivism, 

In the third section. Site-specific tables 
anc. graphical analyses (or adults and 
juveniles are provided, To assist read
ers. the report includes a diSCUSSion of 
DUF data coteciion methodology on 
page'! 3 and a guide (0 the tables On 
page 20. The repon concludes with se
lew~d DUF S:le reports on loca! and 
pOlicy issues that have rehed on DUF 
data. 

DRUG USE AMONG ADULT 
MALE ARRESTEES 

o Marijuana use among adult male 
arrestees mcreased at almoS1 everv 
si!e, at rates exceeding those noted 
in recent years. 

o Compared (0 ]995 c!.ata, 12 sites 
showed decreased percentages of 
adult males testing positive for co· 
caine, 9 sites showed increased per~ 
centages. and 2. sites regislered the 
same percentage, _ 

A general trend ofincreases in the frac~ 
tion of arrestees testing ,positive for 
marijuana is apparent across sites_ 
Only Phoenix reported a decline and 
San Jose reported no change in adult 
male marijuana test pOSitive percent· 
ages. In contras:. regional patterns are 
more evident for cocaine, opiates, and 
methamphetamine. Cocaine, which 
has historicallv been the most com
monlyused drug among DUF arreStees 
in most Sites, was surpassed by mari
juana in popularity among male adult 
arrestees in many cities. but pnmarily 
in the Western United States. High rates 
of amphetamine use remain largely a 
WeStern U.S. phenomenon, white the 
highest rates of opiate use cominue to 
be confined to a few large cities. 

U~E OF M .... RIIU....",": 

,:) 	in 1996, increasmg rates of mari· 
juan.;; use registered across ali age 
categones of adu)t males, This find
ing 1s;n contras: lO pas; years where 
increases were noted primarily in 
the juven:le and young arrestee 
populations. 

ln nine DUF sites, the jncrease or 
marijuana positives from 1995 to 
1996 among .31~ to 35-'year-old 
arrestees reaChed Of exceeded lO 
percentage points, and included m
creases of !6 percentage points {In
dianapolis and AilantaL 15 
percentage points (Cleveland), and 
:2 percentage points (Birmingham). 

USE Of COCAINE: 

o 	While cocaine use among male 
a:reslees conunued [0 decHne or re~ 
main stable in" manY DUF Cities. re· 
markable increase~ were noted in 
several sites_ ;,


In Omaha, cocaine positives (Or adult 
male arresLees g'rew to 24 percent in 
1996, up from 19 percent in 1995. In 
MiamL cocaine ',positives increased 
from 42 to 52 percent Cocai ne leSt 
positives rose 3 percentage points in 
Indianapolis. In qther sires (Dallas and 
Houston) where there were overall de
creases or a leveling effofcocaine posj· 
tives in the adult male popUlation, 
potentially significant increases none· 
theless showed up among :5~ to 20
year~olds (a I1nding that is discussed 
further below)' Given the small num~ 
ber of cases, however, caution should 
be used when assessing the signifi 
cance of the tren,d in this age category. , 
USE OF QpJAm: 

o Opiate positives among adult male 
arrestees remained low relative to 
cocaine and marijuana, although a 
few si~es reported rateS ofmore than 
;0 percent ; 

Opiate use am0r:tg male arreSlees con~ 
tinued to be hig~est in Chicago, Man~ 
hattan. Philad~!phia, Portland. $t, 
LOUIS, and San Antonio, In each of 
those citieS, opiate test positives 
equaled or exceeded 10 percenl in 
1996. The highe~t recorded percentage 
among adult male arreSlees was 20 
percent found i~ Chicago. In each of 
these sites, however, the ra~e dropped 
J to 3 percenta'ge points from 1995, 
except in San Antonio where it re
mained the same. 

USE Of AT l.fASl ONt DaUG; 

o 	 In the majOrilyof sites II Sout of23). 
the rale at; which adult male 
arrestees we~e found positive (or at 
leasl one d rug increased over the , ' ,ast year. 
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in 20 of.23 sites, more than 60 percent· 
of adult male arrcstees tested positive 
Cor at least one drug, and twO more 
sites were within 3 percentage potnlS 
of the 6o-percent barrier. In only one 
site-Sanlose-did less than 50 percent 
of the arrestees test positive for at least 
One drug. 

Several trends appeared to account for 
the overall higher rates of drug use in 
the adult male arrestee population na~ 
UonWide. The greatest increases (5 to 
J0 percent) weTe seen in sites where 
both marijuana and cocame positives 
are climbing. These sites include Den
ver, Fort Lauderdale, lndianapoHs, 
Omaha, and san Antonio, aU of which 
are cities not historically associated 
with the highest rales of drug positives 
in DUF data, but which are currently 
experiencing increases in prevalence in 
the arrestee population. On the other 
hand. cities tradilionally shOwing high 
drug lest positive percentages, such as 
San Diego and S1. Louis, showed sta
bility that is explained by a drop in co
caine positives and an mcrease in 
marijuana positives. Further:nore, in 
Manhattan and PhiiadeJphia the rate of 
positives found fo~ any drug among the 
adu!: male population decreased b)' 5 
and 7 percentage pOints, respectively, 
despite the fact that these cilles fol
lowed the nationwide trend of in
creased maniuana lest pOSltlVeS, The 
declineS in these two cities can be ex
plained by significant decreases in c0
caine and opiale lest positives in adult 
male arrestees. 

DRUG USE AMONG THE 
YOUNGEST AOULT MALE 
ARRESTEES 

o The percentage of the youngest 
males testing positive for marijuana 
increased sharply in most sites. 

The median rate of mariJuana preva
lence for this group WaS 64 percent, an 
increase of I [ percentage points over 
the past vear. However, the rate of 
Change varied across sites from a 6
point de;:rease in Houswn toa 19-poim 
increase in Indianapolis. 

o Recent cocaine use, measured 
through urinalysis, among tht> 
youngest male arrestees continued 
to drop in most sites, but increased 
noticeably in others. 

The decline in cocaine positives among 
young males noted in many DUF sites 
in recent years contrasts 1h;th Increas
ing rales for this group in a number of 
sites in 1996. the most pronounced 
being found in HoustOn (14 pen:entage 
points). Other sites that showed in~ 
creases are Omaha n) points). Miami 
i! opoints), and lndianapolis (8 points:. 

US! OF cmAm: 

o The median rate for opiate lest posj~ 
tives was 2 percent among the 
youngest male arrestees. 

Whlle the youngest adult male arrestee 
group exhibited ~he lowest prevalence 
rates for opiates among adult maleS in 
1996. the percentage testing positive 
increased in nine sites Of special note 
are Philadelphia and SL Louis in which. 
respectively, 12 and 14 per~nt of the 
youngest males tested positlve for opi· 
ates. These are high levels for this age 
bracket and thus these figures bear 
watching to determine if they are in
dicative of an emerging or more wide
spread heroin problem in these 
communities. 

DRUG USE AMO"~G ADULT 
FEMALE A~RESTEES 

~ 	1:'1 20 of 21 sites collecting female 
data, the (ractlon of adult female 
arrestees lesting posidve for mari
juana increased. 

o Consistent with prevIous }'ears, adult 
femalesexnibited hIgher prevalence 
rates ror cocaine use than did adult 
males, 

USE Of M4JtlltJA"''': 

In 1996 adu:t females dIsplayed notable 
increases in marijuana use. In five shes, 
increa~s reached 10 or more percent
age points: Atlanta (13 points), Bir
mingham 00 POints). Cleveland (II 
points). Ponland 00 points). and 

St. Louis i II points). The highest rales 
ofuse were among those under age 2 i, 
with a median rate of 36 percent for 
that age group. Females 21 and older 
were detected as recent users of mari· 
juana less frequently, 

USE Of COCAINE: 

The median rate for cocaine test posi
tives among adult DUF femalescomin
ued to drop slowly-from 50 percent in 
1994 to 48 percent in 1995 and 4:6 perM 
cent in 1996. Desphe the consistent 
decrease. there was significant var.a· 
tion among sites. At the majority of 
sites, rates began leve!Jng off. with 
large decreases al five sites (New Or
leans and Cleveland down It points. 
Birmingham dov.," 9 points, and Dal~ 
las and Detro:t down a pOints)" On the 
otherhand, some sites reg istered sharp 
increases, with Philadelphia up by 10 
percentage points and Phoenix up by 9 
percentage points. Increases of Sand 
6 percentage points for cocaine test 
poSitives were Seen among females in 
san jose and Portland. respectively. 

USE OF cm"ru: 

;:) Generally, opiate use among adu1t 
females remained stable Or in" 
creased slightly, 

Two exceptions to overall stable rates 
of opiate use were seen in Manhattan 
and Portland. In each of those :wo cil
ies, 8-point increases were repo:1ed, 
bringing the opiate tesl positives 
among adult female arrestees up to 27 
and 26 percent respectively. In Pon
land. the same percemage of adult fe~ 
male arrestees tested positive for 
opiates as tested positive for marijuana. 
Both Manhattan and Penland opiate 
figures were among the highest. San 
Diego, a third site with historical!y high 
rates or opiate positi\'es among its 
adult female arrestees. however, dem
onstrated a decline among females and 
is currently at J~ percent prevalence. 

Uu OF AT lwr ONE DRUG: 

o The percentage of female adults 
testing positive for at leaSt one drug 
increased overall. 

~''l£'"____________________ 
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In the majority ofsites, overall drug use 
increased, and in aU but two sites (NeW 
Orleans and san Antonio), the Tale was 
more than 50 percent Even with co-
caine use slowing doWn jn many sites, 
the decrease was offset by Increased 
use of marijuana, amphetamines, and. 
to a Jesser degree, opiates. 

DRUG USE AMONG THE 
YOUNGEST FEMALE ARRESTEES 

o 	Decreases in cocaine use for the 
youngest female arrestees were less 
dramatic than in the previous year. 

While severa! sites reported sharp dew 
clines in cocaine pc,sitives consistent 
with the previous year (percentages in 
Birmingham, Dallas, and Oenver de
creased by 12 to 16 pOints), percent
ages increased in to sites_ The most 
notable increases in cocame test posi
tive percentages among the youngest 
females were in 51. Louis {17 pOints), 
Ft Lauderdale (8 points), and Por'lJand 
and Washington, D.C. (6 points). Again, 
because of smail numbers of respon
dents in these categories the percent
age changes should be interpreted 
cautiOusly. 

:) Female arrestees under age 21 had 
the highest percentage ofmari;uana 
positives among adult females, 

In every SHe, marijuana positives 
among the youngest female arrestees 
were more than 20 percent. with dra· 
ml'Hlc Increases over J995 in a few 
s:les, 1n 5t, Lou;S, the rate for this popu~ 
Jation wen: from 26 10 50 percen:, In 

Pon;and from IS !o 30 percent, in 
Cleveland from 18 to 47 percent, In eir~ 
mingham from 18 [0 43 percent and 
in Atlanta from 10 to 49 percent 

USE Of OPI"H5: 

J 	 Prevalence ofopi3te use varied con
Siderably across sites (or the young
est female arres:ees. 

Although nine sites showed rates of 
less than 1 percent for opia,e use 
among I.his group, in some sites high 
rates were found even among the 
youngest female a,:estees. In Manhal

tan, Philadelphia, and Portland, the 
numbers were a: 15 percent or greater. 
in each of these sites. the percentage 
represented an increase over 1995. 

DRUG USE AMONG MALE 
JUVENILE ARREST£es/DETAINEES 

Interviews and urine rests were con
ducted with 4,J45 boys in 12 sites in 
1996. 

o Marijuana use rose sharply and co
caine use was up slightly among 
ma~e juveniles. 

Drug use among boys was greater in 
eVerY sire but one (in San Diego rales 
held· steady!. with increases of 10 or 
more percentage points in B Out of J2 
sites, The increase was due mainly to 
marijuana use. The median marijuana 
test positive rate for boys was 62 per
cent in 1996, compared to 41 percen; 
in 1995. Cocaine use, typically low 
among juvenile males. has fluctuated 
in recent years and in ! 996 took a slight 
upturn, increasmg In the majority of 
SItes, Sites with the highest rales of 
cocaine use were Cleveland, Los An
geles, Phoenix, and San Antonlo, rang
ing from 101013 percent prevalence, 
Use of opiates among male juveniles 
remained very low overall. 

DauG USE AND ScHOOl ArHNDANCt: 

J 	 Overall. cocaine use was much 
higher for boys out of school than 
fOr boys in schooL a cor.siSlet.t find
ing for severa! years, 

Marijuana use rales (or bOys out of 
school continued to be higher than {or 
bo\'s in school; hOwever, in three sites 
(oCnver, Los Angeles, and PhoenixL 
the rates were within 3 percentage 
POlnts of each other. 

The median prevalence rate for mari
juana use by boys out of schoo: (61 
percenn was lower by.3 poir..tsthan the 
median use tale for 15- to 20-year~old 
mak arrestees-the adult group with 
the highesl :atesofmarijuana use. The 
median marijuana use raM: for boys in 
school was 48 percenL 

OTHER DRUG tis! , 

USE OF MnHAMPHnAMIN£: 

o While methamphetamine use con
tinued to be detected mainly in 
Western U,S, DUF sites, test positive 
rales fell significantly from )995 
ievels, ' 

The eight cities (San Diego, PhoeniX. 
San Jose, ponland; Omaha, Los Ange
les, Denver, and Danas) that were cited 
in the 1995 Drug Use Forecasting An
nual Report on Adult and Juvenile 
A!'reslees as havin"g the higheSt meth~ 
amphetamine test POSitive rates among 
adult arrestees all reported substantial 
declines in' 1996, iln san Diego, adult 
methamphetamine lest positives 
declined from 37j to 29.9 percent: in 
Phoenix from 21.9 to 12.2 percent; 
in Portland from 18,7 to 12,4 
percent: in San Jose from 1a,$. to 14.8 
percent, in Omaha from 8.1 to 4,3 per
cent; in Los Angeles from 7,5 10 7,0 
percent; in Denver from 3.8 to 2,2 per
cent; and in Pallas from 2.7 to 1.3 
percent Only in San Antonio d\d the 
perceniage of methamphetamine de· 
tectlons increase:over 1995, from 1,5 
percent to 2.1 percent, 
a In keeping with trends of recent 

years, adult females showed greater 
methamphetamine use than males. 

Females continued to lead males in 
terms of methamphetamine tesi posi
tive percentages by 2 to 10 percentage 
points in most or the Western sites, 
Only in Denver did a larger fraction of 
males test positive for methamphet· 
amine than remal~s, The gap between 
females and males increased between 
1995 and 1996 in five Western sites. 
and dedlned tn lhree. Far greater num~ 
bers of females w"ere arrested on pros
titution charges than males, and drug 
test positive rates were often the high
es~ In this charge category. How
ever, ever. when female and male 
methamphetamine use was com
pared across sll,:\ilar charge catego~ 
ries, females were detected as 
methamphetam,lne userS more fre
quently than males. 

~\"'l.~ 
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o 	White arreSfees continued to use 
methamphetammes in greater per
centages than blacks and Hispanics, 

In San Diego in 1996. ,boIlI47per,,,,,, of 
the white ~ were detected as re.
cent methamphetamine usetS, compared 
to25percentofHispanicarresteesand 10 
percent o1bladcarre:stee:s. Note that in San 
Diego and !.OS Angeles. Asian arreste<S 
had the second highest test positive per~ 
centage lbehind whites). although these 
figures were based on a total of4: J and ZS 
Asian arteStees. respectively. 

The broad declines in meth
amphetamine use were approximately 
proportionate across facial and ethnic 
groups., although Los Angeles provided 
one exception. OVeralL Los Angeles 
dropped from 7.5 percent methamphet
amine positives in 1995 to 7.0 percent 
in 1996. This drop appears to have been 
driven by a change among blacks. The 
percentages of whites and Hispanics 
detected as recent melhamphetamine 
users in Los Angeles increased, while 
the percentage of black users declined. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Although the da~ presented here can
not resolve the issue of how drugs and 
cnme are linked, they clearly demon
strate that the reiatiOnshlp is strong and 
enduring, A median 68 percent of 
arrestees test pOSitive for at least one 
drug at arreSt Moreover, DUF data 
likely underState recent drug use by 
arres:ees, as urinalysis can only reli~ 
ably detect drugs for approximately 48 
to 72 hOUfS after use. These data also 
indicate thai regional and local trends 
can depart substantiallv from the na
tional trend. 

In terms of general trends, the sharp 
declines in cocaine use tha: have oc~ 
curred in some aties have been largely 
oEset bysubstantia! increases in mari· 
juana use. Marijuana appears to have 
broadly replaced cocaine as the drug 
of choice among arreStees. At ::he dis
aggregated level. DUF data also S\lg
gest that there are significant regional. 
gender, and age cohon variations in 
drug use patteTf\s that must be mo."'J

tored carefully. RegtonaUy, metham
phetamine use among arrestees still 
appears to be confined to Western 
States and. in most cases. has abated 
SUbstantially. Opiate use also appears 
geographicaUy concentrated in the 
largest OUF CIties and selected West~ 
em Sites. Oro ....'h in drug use appears 
strongly in the youngest adull cohom 
{ages 1 S to 20}, while older cohoI"'.s are 
generally experiencing a slow tapering 
of use, particularly with cocaine. Fe
males. continue to be more frequent 
consumers of cocaine and meth~ 
amphetamine than males. 

The consistently large fraction of indi~ 
viduals testing positive for drugs at ar
rest and the substantial loca.l variations 
in drug patterns combine 10 suggest 
that! I) point of arrest is an appropri
ate stage 0( intervention with respect 
to addresslng substance abuse and I2l 
communities would benefit from hav
ing local knowledge about substance 
abuse pauerns among their arrestees. 
NU is working 10 address both of these 
i.ssues. NU is f\lnding a demonstration 
program in Birrr,ingham called Break~ 
ing the Cycle that offers universal teSt~ 
ing and needs assessments (or 
substance ab1JSe at arrests, followed by 
the developmen~ of a tailored program 
of treatment. sanctions, and supervi
s:on, Ntl is also supporting the evalua
gOn of thIS program to assess the 
program's impact on individual 
arrestees and on the communIty, If suc
cessful. comprehensive S'Jbstance abuse 
intervention at arrest coule result in 
redUCed drug use. reduced recidivism, 
and improved funCtionmg in areas such 
as employment and education. NlJ is 
also supporting the evaluation ofasec
ond program called Operation Drug 
TEST {TeS1ing. Effective sanctions, 
Treatmenu which wilt operale slmitarly 
with Federal anes:ees. Fmally, the 
President has submitted a budget re
quesr to Congress that would allow r\1j 
to reengineer DUF inw the 75-sile 
ADAM program. ADAM sites will be 
located in large urban areas and wlil 
collect data from arrestees four times 
per yeaL In addition. each ADAM site 

win conduct o\ltreach data collection 
in a suburban. rural, Indian tenitorv or 
other arrestee population on an ann~1 
basis. Combined. Breaking the Cycle. 
Operation Drug TEST, and ADAM 
promise 10 greatly increase our under
standing of appropriate community
level interventions against arrestee 
drug use and provide the research plat
(orm With which to measure progress. 

K. Jack Riley; Ph.D 
'With Nora Fitzgerald, Ciabn~lI~ Ai, Kyle. 
and Shu-AIm 1.J 
Office ofResearch and Evaluation. NIJ 
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The 1994 survey was based on a 
sample of 300 counties selected to 
be nationally representatiYe,_ All bvt 
1 oflhe 300 were In tile 1988, 1990, 
and 1992 surveys. The 300 Include 
the District of Columbia and at least 
1 county from evel)' State except, .by 
chance. Vermont Among the 300 
sampled counties. 1 sentenced no 
fetons duling 1994. The 1994 survey 
excluded Federal courts and those 
State or local courts that did not 
adjudicate adult felony cases. 

Table 1, Eatimated number of felony
conviction. in State courts, 15194 

Mold IW!!riol./$ 

oonvit1lOn off.1'IR -'~~ 


AI! ofl'*n..,. 872,217 1oo.0~ 

Violul_ a.fl'en..,. 164,583 18.S,*, 

Mu fIlCHllTliIl'\1.taughter 12,001
M'-, a.~4 10" 
Manllla~*'" 3,003 ,3,......."" 	 ",


",02& $,'..""'" 13,319 1.5""'".U__ 
11,901 

Aggravated ....uIt 65,114 1,5 

tIM"",. 14.001 L7 

" 
Otnet vlGlem- 21,301 24 

Ptbpfttty o"~". 215.198 ~L5'*. 

Burglary 98,109 11,2 
,

Residentel 13,300 1.'N:.nff;$idenba< 34,152 3,' 
UntpetifnH.I SO.()57 5,' 

L&tOl!:ny 113.026 13.0 
Major ve!'licle tnc1\ 2\,049 2.. 
Other th'ft" 91,1]77 10,5 

Fra.Jtllrol1ilery' 64,063 1,3 
Fraud" 28,268 3,' 
FotQl'Y 35.196 4,' 

Ol\lg oftenH$ 214,245 31.4,*, 

PO&!loellSion 10U1S 12.5 
Tmtflckitlg 165,430 19,0 

MarIJUana 15,931 1..
"'he, 104.181 lUI 
Uns.pccified 45,3\8 '.2 

Weaponr. ol'1e nns 3\ ,1'10, 3.6,*, 

Other offenllls' 127.160 14.~ 

~o:e. OeI&iI INi'l nol 6IJI"I'I1Q lotel 
because of fOl.lndlr'\tl Oatl $peofying 
the COfWidlon cl'fcMe we~ awilaeor lot 
612.211;:':_$ 
"MaMlaugnter 15 debd au rv>N'\t'~nt 
manHtughier onlY.. A small rwmtler of 
caSts were clawlled au I'lOl'\M'gligem 
mansiaughU!r ""'n •was undea, it me 
wrnrdiOn o~MoI was ~f Of non
M9i!pent mal'!~ugl\ln 
·!nclurdes DfteMfallJd'! at negjipel'1t man
wiaugllter. Hl(Ullj assault, e!'llflunnaping. 
<lnclJtlea a 5ffian numbEr 6f mrw~ 
wilh vnspeeilied othIOlWU't 
'il\Cludes FJtIllIulement 
'ComPOSl!d 01 notwiolent el'fenSH wen 
as receiving Slolen p(operty and ....ntlallsm. 

ACCOrding to the BJS Federal Justice 
Statistics program, Federal couits COft
victed 44,170 persons of a felony in 
calendar year 1QQ·tl That number 
represents 5% of the combined State 
and Federal total number of fetony 
convictions duling 1994, 

The 1994 survey included only o1w 
tenses thai Slate penal cOdes defined 
as felonies. Felonies are widely de* 
fined as crimes that have the potential 
of being punished by more than 1 year 
in prison. 

Felony conviction offenses 

A total of 872,200 pers!)rlS were 
convided of a felony in State courts 
in 1994. including 164,600 {!)r 18.9% 
of the tOlal} for a violent felony: 
275200 (31,6%) for the pr"""rty of· 
fenses of burglal)'. larceny. fraud, and 
fO'l/ery; 274.200 (31.4%) lor drug 

'III '994 llle SU!e ctllJ(! C! 1 <X:..I1lt>t. lMMge/II1•.tiIO< 

W!OMltdb"lOU<¥.a,OOO~_~ _Ihan 
....r tile Natiol\., "6d!tral ttJul'l:ll ~ 

offenses; aod 31.000 (3,6%) forweap. 
cns offenses (table 1), The remaining 
127,200 (14,6%) consisted 01 persons 
Convicted of nonviolent offenses such 
as receiving stolen property a~d es~ 
caping custody. Marijuana trafficking 
convictions were 1.8% of the conyjC.. 
tion total, and marijuana possession 
convictions were 1.3% of the total. 

Sentences for felonies 

In 1994, 71% of all convicted felons 
were sentenced to a period of confine w 

ment - 45% to State prisons and 26% 
to local jails (table 2), Jail sentences 
are for short-term continement (u5uany 
for a year or less) in a county Of city 
faciliiy, while prison sentences are for 
lon,Herm confinemenl {usually fer oyer 
a year) in a State facmty_ 

An estImated 29% of all convicted 
fetons were sentenced to' straight 
probst!!)n with no jailor prison time 
to saNe. 

Table 2. Types of felony sentencq impo$8d by State courts, 
by offense. 1994 

Most &eriOJ$ 
oon...icliol'! oltense 

All offenus 

Violent offenses 

Murder'.,po 
Robbery 
Aggrillv/l1ed nsau~ 
Olne' violen!"" 

Ploperty onensl!S 

BurgJa!), 
!.!HCerri' 

Fraud" 


Orug oflenllu 

PQSM$.'4iQ1"' 

Trafficking 


: Wtapons oftel'l5eS 

: Other olfensu4 

, 

,"', 

To1Al~ 

,"'"
,
'00 
,00,""

''''' 
100 

""., 

,00 

H"
"" 
,"'" 

'''' 
''''' 

""'" 

""" 


".. .... 

.".'''' ..
97 

as 
,.as .. " 77 

1S .. 
.'",."" ., 


0; 3e 
OJ " ",. 4'"
,.... ...." 
56 

,....... "" 


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

3 

27 
" " ,. 

I,I, 
,.

'" 3",""" ,.
22 
28 34 
28 '" :m, "" >Z 34 
23 

m. "" " 
"'.."'" 

i 	Note: fo! pef50M receiving a combination 01 seJlt~ I!'I* Mntenoe 
desipMlion QJme from the most ,,",ere penalty imposed _ prn;on beil'Q 
lhe mosa "",,He. followed by jail, lnen ptOl:iation. Prieot'I ~es death 
sent.nce'S. Dalil on selllence ~ _re .~dllble l1n &67,109 e..... 
"includes nQM@gligentlTlilnslaughter. 
"Includes offenses such as negligent mansisllgtlter, MXUIiU .$$Sult, 

IlI'ItI kio:napill9_ 

'jne.!ade:$ motor vehicle theft. 

",cloou mrpe<'y am:! embezzlement. 

'Coff\P05ed of norwiolent ol'f*"SHIIJ(:I'I as reQIINIng ..den 1)ropetty

anti vandlli5m. 	 . 

,, 
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'10 heve past CICnV\.CtiOM tot vioiIl'It cl'im•• 
Neafly' 3C$ of )ali InmallS cMf98d wtrh A 
vioient eft... in 1989 haG p'fiiausly bNn 
on pn;sbatiI:In or ~ tot a'IiCIkJl'll: ......... 

Inm810s chatged wtm drug cfl8ft$8$ Wlrt 
rrDre likely:han thO.. ~ wtth 
property or ~I'dtr often.., lD nev. 
nowr utore beln Mrnenc.d fer. crime 
(2B%. compared 10 19% aN:! 1$%). 
IM1atu Chal'£ltd wIh dn.Ig ottet\J8$ and 
tt'QH ~ Yrifh vlOient ottensn wilrt 
equally ikely (28'%) 10 MV. nwer bMt'I 
,ol'Qnced In the put. 

In 1U9 IIi:out a quanarat thall'lf'Mlel 
d'W'p1ild witt dru!f OftenM$ and 0: third 

of the "'*'nt and ~ cflondel'$ !\ad 
"'""....__5). ~65'" oj 

1M dnJg otterw:len had' been COI'IYiCtOd as 
UutI, atmcst tha aarnel*C8nt1lgt1 U 
ttm.e ~ wtr.h vtoIont Offenses bLR 
bwatthltt1M Bt"- for publ:>order 
oftendlr; and Ihe 71" tor prQPIITI 
c1t8f$ra. 

Dn.Ig Oftena.rs haG ICmawha!, WMr 
erlrmMl ~NI'! other OffetlClera. 
AbouIl2% of ... dnJg off..........'" of 
tM vialIm oftndera, 20'%0 at W PfOPIIttf 
Off.nders, and 23% of me SllbIc-OtdfH 
off._ra had' Cllust llix prior ..mencn 
10 pn:IbaIIon or Inr:::an:::llirmlon. O¥~ 17'% 
at til JtJllnmatas It\ 1989 had IIx or mort 
"l'Qncae to protNdIon or I~on 
betOtJ melr mast tot U*, c:urrlflt oft,,..,., 
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,- drug -by""'''''"" 
I 

AboUt 78% of all JalllnmN:S in 1989 
~ 1h8:t u.y !\ad UMO 81 .851 one 
II.iegaI drug dunn; their Ute, and 5"," 
__...y II&! .......... _latiy. "". 
15:, one» or morv a w_ tor at leu: '\ month 
_.6). Amotv C/cuwicwd lnmmu. 44'% 
had I4Md ctn..1QS In the! month tMrtal'lllhtf1f 
D.I!f1N'tt 0fI~: 30'"4 dally or almost Gally 
and :?"% UI"ICHr1h. Il"IfluertCo When 1"8Y 
c:ommtQod thllr C:I.B'nI:m ott.nsa. 

I 

Jlllinmases we,. tw\ca at 'lIillly tI$ persons 
In the OeJWrai ~"lntm 'to have evar UNO 

dru;I n'" times more uUIy t:W1 {!'lOs. In 
the GeM"*' p::IPUlaDon ID haw bMn OJrrtnt 
.... of c:in.l;s. (For jal11nm..1S 0lJ:r7W'M us. 
nHrt to thf moMtt! tHIfol1il 1MalT8St: tor the 
pMraJ pcpulSlon. TO the rnorut'! Uttorv trw 
tntaNift.) e.uec; on H1IMate. tmm me 
'"0 _ He__ Su"'"Y"" Drug 
Abu.., __ by'" N_'''"'''"''' 
on Drug AbuN (NIDAl. 37% at all ~~f'tJ 
.12or Older I'I8d used •• Ullc:tt Gru; II 
some tlmo, and tJ'IOt9 tnan 6% wet. Cl.It'?$I'It_.' 
Atlout hal U. mmates In local jails II'! 1989 
had uMd c:acame or CI"IICK; In 1983, 38"'100 
__ hlMng ............ dnJgo Cccotno 

alii crack WON m. only df\JOt tot wnId\ 
ptOpanxll'llll'llly I'I'IOI't II'II'TI8I8$ AlpOJ'tId \1M 

lI'I1989 Dmn In 1913. By every rnMSUI't 
applIed_wer \ISing tne dn.l,;F1, war UlJng 
ttwm f'4IQUiarir. using them mthe mcntl'I 
pra»dlng tna cflen... .,., Uling 1Mm Ill: 
U. 11m. Of Ihe off.,.. -'in.. at eot:aIne 
and crack Inctlutld. ' 

~""'O!'!CNoAl:ir.lloa."__~ 
~ GI'I Dr1.vAOWlJ: .......E-.- ,~ 

ttII(I.... l-4 
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About 4% of State prison inmates were not U.S. citizens 


About 31.3OD 1Mlat.. wera al.ns 

• AbOut 1 in 23 inmateS were not U.S. dt:i%.ens. 
These aliens Were tram alleast 49 coUf'ttJiDs in North 
America. South America. Eur<>pe. _ and Allia, 

Othe< 
13% 

Pen:em oi ahen inmates: 

• Mexicans accounted for abOu! ha:I 
at tne aliens-

Coumry Pereen: ot ...." in
010n91n 

M8Zi= 

males in Stata P"$01'l'$
,,% 

Cuba 10 
Dominican Republic 
Colombia 
Jamaica •
EI Salvador •

Gu,Jtemaia 2 
Trtnldad and Tobago 2 
Ul'dtod I(jngdom 
V1e=nam I 
0",.", IG 

Youn~.Iils_iO men pr.domlnallld 

• Nearly a!l aliens were male. more than 1our~1ittns 
were of Hispanic engin. and abOut tlalt were 
age 2510 34, 

• Abo.. a third at aliGns ""re marrie(!, nl>3l'1y __ 
thirds had not completed high eohOOl. ..., no>aJ'1y fo",· 
!II!IIS had a jcI> at ttl& time OI1heir current off..,.., 

• ApptOldmately 1 in 1 D ali""" __ non-HIlIPBnir: black 
iI\ma!e$. About 1 in 25 were nof'oH.apanir: _ 
_ os. and _Ill 1 in 25. Allian-I'Elf<e l$lande"" 

Abollllh_ftllha 01 81'-" 1_.
had owr ulld drug • 

• AtxltJt two--flfttls of alien inmates used drugs
dUl"irlg t11e month priDf to arrest for tneif curtem 
cffense. and abOut afif'I:tI were under tnt InflUence 
01 drugs at 1!10 lime of me offense, 

Percent 01 alien inmates using drugs
Inth8mol'lthb&- Atthetlme 
~retI'l8Dtt.ns. ofthu,tten.. 

:11% 22'" 
25 12 
,. 6 
10 6 

2 <1 
2 1 
1 <1 

• AbotJt 14.000 aliens wer. Incarcerated tar drug 
off"""",,. ilduding 7,l1DO tor ttafficking at1d 5.'00 
for_len, 

• 87% at on OSIimalDd 1,400 aliens from ColomlXo at1d 
67% of an _ 2.700 alienS frOm ttl& Damlnl<an 
R~e were incarc8rai8d tor a d~ offense. 

11011111'-" .......... w... """'In~ limo 
lor drug" (45'lO) or YIo_ (34%) 

• ~ety '\ 0.800 altens were incarcerated tor 
...."11 cmn.... inCluding hOmicide. nlbbory. assauII. 
an:1 sexual assaUt',

Vu:!lent 

Property otlensese,'lI'2'l' ~I _ iiiiiiiil , 

~nyltl'left [J 


Drug offens;es 
Poss~n 
'Trathcking 


, ,i 

PUblic-on:ler Df1enses Ciii : 

0";" 10"'1. 2O"k 30'% 40% 5CI"4 

Percenl 01 alien in~", 

"'" 

, 

8 Sou:n::c: U,S, Dc:pa.runc:at or Jvaticc. ~1 of J~ $nom." ~ 11/S:IDu Pri.ftm ~. JWl. Ma)' 1m, 
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Compared to 1986, inmates reported Increased use of cocaine 
or crack and decreased use of marijuana 

HaH 01 allln_.. In 1981 1Ia~ ...... 
cocaine In lOme to"" 

Thiny-M PO_I had .........rna or crack 
on. reglllartmis. compared 10 22% in 19116. 

Mr dIU; '''''' ......Iotarijuana ,. 7&Coal_ 50 .. 
...._ 25 a 

Allout. quattB. 01 the inmateS in 1991 said tfI.y had 
used cocaino or cr.ioI< in the montl1l>efo,o the offense. 
comparvO 10 a tIfth of _ in 19116. Al>out 14% 
commltmd lh9it Offense tm1et the in.1luen::e of cocaine 
.,""""in 1991. ""from 10%. 

The """",mag_ alm_ using manj..... in lila 
month beta,. the Offense decreased from 460/. in 1986 
to 32'0.4 in 1991. Elevan percent of inmates: were under 
the ittfIuence Df marijuana 82 the time of the offense 
In 1991. """parod to 18'14 in 1985. . 

About 80% of inmates in bOth 1986 and 1991 reported 
ever using a drug, and 62% reponSCI regular use of a 
arug: at some lime in ltIeir lives. 

mmat•• ln 1991 were leu nuly than those 
In 11186 to have ..- dlUf1lln tile month _ra 
or at the time of the otfonee 

My dIU; - 31% 36% 
_luana 32 4& n 1& "'" ecca;_ ,.2S l!C '0 
~intopiatas~ I. 
BertllbJrates· • 

11

• •, •
7 

StImuLants' a I. 3 •
kaiIud l"CIgana:' 7 2 3• 
"kr ____ dll"VO~ ...... lC. 

"~ 

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

-
~..

'"' 20'!(, '"'" _ 80% 
Ptr;cnor.... 

Cl ...... _ "'.;,;:'"-........ -""""I 
 ..., 
About the same prapgrtion 01 inmates in 1986 and 
1991 reported using heroin or other Qpiales. ;,11'1 trle 
monttt before the Offense for whiCh they were serr 
lEInced. about 1 in 10 I'rad used heroin or ether 
opiaJes. and al>eut 1 in 16 ~ CIlmmi11od!he 
oHonse """.r the influence of 111... OM.lQ$. 

Mar!luana _ atilllM mo*, commonly 
used drug 

Inmates in 1991 were mOte likely to nave used mart
juana tl!an any 0_ 0"'11. More trIIn IIat1 ,eponod 
ustI'YJ marijuana on a regWaf DaSis. ard a th~ nao 
used marijuana in the morntl before the offense. 
One in five inmate. IIIOOJ1Ild using matijuana daily 
in the month betore their offense. 

About 14% of in___their olla_ 
undartlle Inft_01_or....... ; 
Si.'d&en ;lI8rcent Of intTia%e$ were daily users of CgcalnQ 
or crack in Ihs month before their offense
• 12% ware using cocaine an:t 1'% were using aaek , 

Inmates were twiCe as ijkely to report using coc:ai.,o 
as to repon using ClaCk
.. For the month t>efOre the o"8Ose. 20% rePorted 
cix:aine use and 10% reponed crack usa• 
.. At the time at ltIe Offense, 10% wsre utr;:Ior the 
influence af cocaine """5% were under thel 
int1uence of crack.. 

•
I 

~: u.s. ~(li Justice, ~ ofJ=x:cSUtfrrics. Sluwy6j,sw, 1"riJDalnml.uu. 1991, May 1m. 21 
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Cnmmal history ana current offense 

Most ;::eljerallnmates Wlthom prior 
o11enses or wil" a nistory 01 Clnry 
nonvIOlent oHenses were seMng a . 
se:'llence tor a aryg offense (table 12). 
Fi.... e 11'\ ten ilrst time inmates and over 
-=: in 10 nQn'oliOOfMt reci(livisu were drug 
uafflekers', AOOut 7 in '0 Federal in
mates Wrtn no prfOl offenses and 2 in 10 

State inmates were in prison for drUgS. 
Compared to inmates with no pnQr 
offense and to reckiivisU with no prior 
viOlent ottense, Feder&! and State 
inmates Who were CQ1"IYic:Md In the past 
of a Vl(iel'!! offense were less likely to be 
in prison lor a cutrent arug aflense, 

In bo'th Fec\el'al and Stale :;risons, 
Inmates with prior V101eOt offenses were 

likilly to be in prison for ano:her VlOieni 
offense. ArloU143% 01 tnese Feoeral 
Inmates and 55% of State violt!l'lt 
recldMst$ were ~ !:Im.on for anotne~ 
YtO!ent offense. 01 vlolem ,e::idIVlsts, 3: 
mlt'd of Federal inmates anc a tIttt'! 01 
State Inmales were 1M pnson lor rOObery. 
Abo.I! 10'70 oi Feoera! !:Insane's and 
Ei5o/c 01 State inmates wltn no !:I~jous 
sentef'lee5 were Vi !:ItlsOn to! a VI~nt 
offense. 

OrvgUH 

Atthough Federal inmate, were mul!h 
1'n000elikely lh3l'l those in Stale prisons to 
be &erving a aente nee for drug Offenses • 
1hay were leSs I:kely than State inmates 
to have used Cr'U;S {li!lbIe 13). A&ked if 
they tlad ever used ClTugs. neo ever 
used ctrugs at least once' a week !or a 
month {regul4tty}. or nad used drurp in 
the month belore thea' last arrest. 
F«!eraJ inmates reported ., WIiI thM 
did State prtson inmates. Federal 
mm81es were atm~ nat! as likely as 
State inmates to have been using CInJgS 
,at the time 0: the current oNenw (11% 
and 31 ""). 

Marijuana was the drug most common 
for DOth Federal and State Inmates, 
fOlloWed try cocaine-based dtUg.s and 
heroin 811:3 other OPiates. A fifth of all 
Federal II'Imates ahd: almost a third of 
State inmates had used cocaine at leaSt 
once a week ftit a month Of more, Just 
utder '0% 01 Federal inmates iJnd 15% 
~ State inmates had used neroin or.-0_ "'gWArty. 
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. Amou,.t 01 drugs involved In the current offense. 

by mccw'Hlepenlc Oft;Jft of N'ntef'jcecf Fed,,..! inmates. '9$1 
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Federal inmates in pnson tor arugs had In estimating the weiglTt at drugs • White otlendet$ were sen1e...eed tor 

cemmmed cnmes thaI usually tnvolved rnvolved in the current offense, the larger amounts of heroin on average 

large amounts of lIIegill dr.ugs and large offender may nave been charged w\1h than blade: 01 Hisoanic inmates.. Haft 

amounts 01 monay. The amovnt of all me Clr'1J9$ in the entll'e operation. of the whites in herein eases were 

drugs inVOlVed in a c::ase can serve as An off$ndet WflO served a SEtr'ltGr.:e invotved wtth al Jeast 600 grams 01 


, one measure of the seriousness Of the fot I.aLrndaring money trom illegal dtug heroin, While hall 01 the,,1acks were 
crmes, For examole, at least hal! of sale$., tor exa."I"Ipte, could have been convicted 101' 230 !if.ams and I'\aH of 
the cocaine tratrcl';ers in FeOetal pn.s.. enarged wittl the 'tOtal amount sold. ltt$ H.ispanics for 170 grams. 
ens in 199~ had been cot'ivic:ted in a ThrM interviewed prisOMl$ convic1ed I 
case Wf'Iich had concerned 3 or more in the same ca.se coutO also have cited' • In offenses involving aaetc, half of 
pounos of ct:lc.aine {500 grams. 17.5 the tat&! amount of drugs. the H.ispanic inmates were cOl'IVictad 
ounces 0' a little more man a pound}, in cases il'lvolving at ieas:t 250 grams; 
The average trafficktng case irrvo!ved • Among offenaers convicted of heroin half of the bIaek inmates were in cases 
over lao POUnds, offensas. half wete inv!)vOO with at having al ielW' 30 grams; and half o! thct 

lust 240 grams 01 herem, The average white inmates. at i«!ast 20 grams. 
AC:O'd!1"Ig to titug Eniorc:ement Admin case concerned 2.510 gram$.. In Fed
istrsbC)f); estimates lOT 1991, the Uttimate eral crack cases, heH of the ofienlGlS • In cocaine casss;'Hisp.anic pnd Wfiite 
value of 180 pounds of COC8/M ranged were in\l'Ohred with at;east 40 grams drug ofhmdet$ were involved wrth Wger 
trom $2.9 million to $14.5 mRlien. 01 e:rack {an average of 940 grams}. amoU1'lts 01 cocaine that! blaeio:. inmalElS.. 
{Other estImates: 1 gram 01 heroin, Half 01 the eocaine otlenders were Hatf of the Hlspi1l'\ics in cocaine (:QS8$. 

$4(1.5450, and , poJ.lld Of marijuana. sent8l'lCed lor at loast 1.580 grams had at least 3.000 grams 01 c:ocaine. 
S40().$3,OOO.j· Of the drug: (an average of' 77.690 half of 1h& wtlites at least 1.ooD grams,


grams). anl NJf of #Ie bla.ci<s at least 500: 

grams. 
 I 

http:l,Q;t8.Dl


----
--

-- ••• 

----

~ gruupa o1lrtm8:1n In addI1IDn ID fe, _. o..r 90% '" I"".... "'"' ..,. ~, as: nt. 12"4 of It'Ie tel'll 
Inrmtt.s: 11J#POC'80 01 drug use. AbOUI perfomMlrd "'CithIr'" funcdans. suc:n u tor hlJrcin., 1.5% tor mll'ttlampnatamines, 
70% of cxnnmuntry-baMd t~ ..Sled praerunce, PS~ric. or 98rial'rie and 5.6% lor m~na. $We tlldillift 
.mt.r en Inrncaes or ranaom gl'ltllJPS and MMet:$ 81$0 tasted theft tesltlOl'lLS. ~ hlgMf posI1t'1e niles tot aruo 18$1:$ 

inmm.. IUspectlid Of ~ drug•. Noarly 60"1. ot fadltio, lOt yIlI.I!!Itul man FMMnll facilities (lat»I , 1). In $tale 

At7tost.n a.otfi IWNN fa::IJties UI$1I1d""At:ou1 $2% of fadlltles thlll p~ II»" 
cIaJ wort. ...... or pre_ISH pm;ram.s __eslOt_"_'O). 
Ni'*Yo1hr" ~rc.nt Of fadltl.s tha: 
..parae.1y hand., off.nr»1'11 raln.c;aJeM. 

awd 101' vtolaf.lng 101M c:cncltt1on Of thtir 
c.upt!'YUd re..,. also chSldUld mmBla 

T..... 10. "-dll... t:IadnQ: 1Itm'" 
or ftNIhiIHUs 10t dnlQ ..... iIIf tunc:tion 
of c:onK1IOnaf t.:uny.....1_ 

0'N"
oFtIe~ __• GoIlnMllIo/:lljIl~ 
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, NiN: F"tdi_ ""'t .. ~..m"... 
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anenders 18$180 Inmates, 

For III! IttlNilfI,S fftUId. sw. ptistms 
t8pIJIflJd hiIJhtIr pt:IIIJfJwI mes tNtn 
F«I«aJ pt1lOftI 

NIlionMd•• 3.1% of the tuI.I for COCIIne 

In the 12 mDl'lthS btrforo ..1un1130. 1990 • 


. 
Tu. 'n. NlI1l'lbI!r of bldJl_-=nt tor ~ dNp, ftull'lDitrof" 
g"'-'. Md f*"CIM poeItM. """" oAIiy 1, 1-. to.WM 21, ,100 . 

NtItutIDns. 3.8% of tests tor cocaine were 
posttJve• .;ompal'lid to 0.4% In F«Ieral 
p:riscns. StaI. tadltln found 2.0% of the 
1Nt$ ShoMnp r808M tMthamphetamlnl 
use and &.3% lhOwing marijuana U'IM; 
Federaipnsons found 0.1% and 1.1""',""'_. 
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- twcil\ UtttI ... pcsmv. (table \3). It!
_".,-..". '"SUI. """ _ !riglr<rm __ . FIcMtaI ta:iltlas hDkting f.-- tnan 500tc::JItJtJs ffIIPOIWd ~ t.'IIW rHl. Mats. tM perc:er'llagea were 1).5% tor""--"'--


1..atve prisons, ~ntr Fedlral or St_ marijUana., 02% to( cocairw. MC noM torWhen tachtl:tas t'l2Mr than ~I drug 
MI highOr _. 0I1X'1i1ivo drug ....... Mroin. Arno", Slate ptiS'o.ns, thf; larg
tlma .,. considered:. Federal and Slme 

JadIitiQ wltn 2.500 or mote inm81es had_"'" ...,. IIbou! --"Y 'uly ....... In Federal taciltills wt1:h 1.000 or mote 
__.... tnlholr __ _ 1M highest Pll'C8tIUiQW Of pasilive IHtIinmall$, 1.•" of u.. marijual'la 1". 

u .... 01 ... _ ... _0.11% 01'" tor amp'''••''-' _. aM ..,,""
'11\ 1QGf.bOC:tl F«MnJ and S\alefactNes 

wntcn l8I1act fDf ccca!no hid .. iNIl 01'11 
poetIM I.MI. in GQ( 2 in 10 fedIN*' 
1Inlini fCH' rnelhalnptwWntna. tM un at 
1M drug ... dlIt:ovattd. Mat~tn.... 
dlllIICt4ld in IbciUl 8 In 101aditin teIUnQ. 

Comm~t__ 1igh« 
1IIte5 d C1n.tg u:w rna a:atlft,.nuw-. 
THtt had posn;v. 0/,JU:lCIm80 tOt 8.8'% 
at tnacoc;aln,lUtI and 8..1'" Gfthl tnario 
)LIIM l8sta: C/Idm.!rm.rtd Dy commutity.'**' tact=-. comparCld to 1-"% Of 1'tIt 
co::aino tua and 5..8% 01 matl~ 18S'tI 
in conflf'lflmtmt fa::lllia ,.... 12;. 
Mothafftptwwrllnn. howtMlr. wet. found 
tIi(R often in C!OntinomMt ta::iItios (2.~ 
listed pcshive) than In comiru.mtty.buId 
_.(1.'%"""",,_). 

AmMg Still. c:cnf'lIwnUJI'If lir:Jhio$, 
~ tat teA• ...,. highftt 
6J thOu testing on wspit::ion ort&' 

Hew Inmal" Mlrw te*:2:1d tor l8SUng 
l1tactad tho ral8 of poa:tlvo '0101.11.1. TtIOU 
Slme ccnflMmem: tac::UrU•• UlStltIO ot\Iy 
When drug use W81 lI.It.POCl«I rec::ardltd 
ttgner l'Ilo' of ~w. rnuu than Q1Mtr 
fadltl," 1hZ IHI" randomly ot com~ 
Ml'tlivet)'. WtMHl l.cHili. umad oru, on 
JlJ$Plcton d ctrug usa, 8% of t:OCIIJ"" tat. 
,end 1'% at rn~ant 'UU wore pc:si'Wa. 
compatCld to 1.5% Of IOU tor COf:8Jne and 
5% or .... 101 mariJI..NlNl tJth4;n tadIttJae. 
leSted ...ryan. 01' III: 'ranaam. 

TN "$UttI tor SlID community-baed: 
lad1t1es ..rl oppos.ltq tt'loN 01 confine
tI'1.m tadaHa. TntJng on .usplden onty 
pJt)d",,*, " ~ parcent. at posiUY8 
I8S1JIlS 11'141'1 \a$ti~ .v.rycne 01' • ramom 
sol8alcln. In commul"ity--baMd tadlllia 
whiCh t.stect on sur.pic:icn Cf"Ify. ".8%"" 
.pcr$IIlve fer CIOiIIiaina W $."% tor marl
jJana: in cornmunfty-basfltd facil1le8 WI"Ig 

O'ther H~QI1 m«hcIOa. around '" of 
IUt$ tor cx:x::aIne and no for rnarljuana 
wort poshHa. 
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Source:: t:.$. DqlI.runmt of Justice. Bu.rcau or Jun.ice Sc·ri"Jcs, Dr., E",jt=mtntJ _ r'~lJIJIftml ill PriItw, 1990, July 1991. 
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'Tho _ holding 1.000" 2,4. In

...... .., Iho hIgIIOII1 ..,.. "" mar1juana 
and m~amiNL Amon; FN.ra/_.'I10"-","_y'_'"

haD h/gIIor ..,.. for _1Ilvo dIvG-' 
#Jan minimum ..o.n1ly taclltin. In m&lIo............., _2.5'" 01 tho.- tor 
~~7'% 01 the t.atI for coc:::ainI, 
and 1.ft til _11:118 tor NfCin wer. 
_. In minim.... _. 0""'" lot 
m~ 0.3% tor coc:etM. and none tor---.
$:Ie:la m.clium MCIIIty flCllt.., OeMt.sty 
had h!;hiIt pc:I!!iItU¥_ I'll" U\aII maJlimum or 
mJmnum _ ",iscns. Far...,. dIvG 
in tMd.ium NCU1ify taclllia. ,he p.II"OMl" 
age pcstWe wu as ioIbws: 4.$'% tor 
marijuana. 4.2% tor m~ina. 
1.7% tor c:::acmtMI, and 'U% tor n.ratn. 
In maximum and mintmum t.:lll'" the 
~~ ... 5,0% or ina tor 
~ 0.6% or IUs. tor m~ 
taml,*,,- 1 .•"" Of ins tot CiOCII:ne, and 
D.8% Of lisa tor Nroil'l. 

~ ,...,;$ Itom drug'" IftIMd 

amtmg IEiItJa pMforming tilt.,.", 
~ 

Fa:lnt.. whk:h confined tnmes_ tC/tUmIICI 
to 0JSt0dy 101' peroil ~~11i01'I$ n.s 181&
Ilvoly high .......... 01 _lIive dIvG 
td$ltable 14}, MQfI thJn 9'% 01 tests 
tor marijuatw wlr. JlIClISitrv.. as wwar. 6..2% 
01 tests tor methamph.camltMlS, 3.5% 
tor CDcajne. and 2.9% 'tM" heratn. FacitIJes 
t'Ic:)Idtng iMI~ WhO ~ In WOI"K 
tlie.tf.H pragram5 or WhO w.,. j:QParing 
tot dis.enWV1 also hlld r.l~ high 
postllvl til$! r81ft: "'" tDf cocaine, S.9%. 
tor man;..na., II1Id 1.8'% for heroin. 0tugI 
ai:ofIollraalmlnt In fclhes was USQCI.. 
mad with ~Hafy hig:h pot:llNI rasutts 0f1 

• s.1$ tor ooc:aine and mariJuana use
3% tor QOt;:aiM and 7.6'% tor mtllijlana 

Fa::ilties t\andbttg )'OU'Ihtul ottendat$ 
go_..."nad-.... ___ 
f8SWt" 2, .... 10< marijuana and 1..5'" 
tot cocaiM, 

~drug tests ...e inDd 
1'0 ;ntW;tiOn CfivItift 

fht; Stal. confiMmtml fa::llties that qu... 
liClftOd and fl'i$Qd Inmal. I:d ClId not 
uCh8nge c:tt:nhes or MaICh boc:Iy CI!I'V'ttia 
hid ~ f'8J8$ Of po$fttYl 0I\Ig lests tnM 
tullit$ dcIn; alItheH mnsures ~ 
15). n.1e$1$ tn tn. f&dltie$ using IU$ 

stringent maasur .. were 5.2% ~. tor 
c:ocain.. 13.5% lor mart~ and 1&.2'% 

. 
T.... 1,," PoaHiw.,. ...... trarft _1. ' • 
to ... :ta, ' .. ..,. f'ImCIDft of t.::Ilitf 
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0 

.. .. 0 - &1'57 ., .. , ·, u , ·,'.>0, ..""'""~~U'OVIJ' ,.... .. 7.'• e ... e 

...... :u.. ,.... .... ... .... 
U> ..--..... ..... U ... .. 

01_1 .. 1.' ... "'---*'11 ....... .. ...
.. ... ... .." ' .. ...'" 
~••< ·MIJliH· ... -......."... 
.... ..or t;:I!'nIy~~..cMnot. 

, ....._d'\,~...,l'..q- ... 
: ..., IftI\' I'ICt.IGII ....~ Far ndl -.a 
, .....·~__._U~~MO... 
; ......... ~ c:mr, Nftt'<171111~ 
i ~'''';''I:!ocIJ~''''''''',,~ 
• 

tor met:hamphetatrUne:s. 'fas In 1clUes
""""""'n; .._ oI1If'IICIf.. dIvG 
InIMfioion a:ti:vItios wert 1.2'% posIltte 
tor o:eaina, 4,8% tor mari~ and D.e-4 
for ml'thamph~ Fa::IlttlR wtich 

... ... u ... 
~ atW/ffJIoww. "BDOf CUItf 1IMI'd\
~~• .,., .........911iWdt" lflii)! 
II'IIcU:Ie -...-J~ t:l'IMr....
ov.t.I,.. . F ",_IJIIIo'\IiIOWft:~,a_ ......"""'ACit.4'~~_. ~.. 
IlOl: IICIuOI; MY Of_ tcIMI:IiMt ... , .... ~......_.
~ IJIJ types af ImtrdaJon adMrHas 
had hIQhIr po:aitive drUg tntrBI.,1'Ian 
_ WIll", Cld bOdy CII'Ilty .....eIl.. 
lD'ICUar cbthing UCIllngQ. 1M tacllllles 
IIOInv l1li_01_ may ..... 

9 

ScUM:: u.s. ~ of JIlIticc. Bureau of JIIS1ice S>.cisries. D,., Enftm:#1M1Il DNI rrtafhll:tlJ" ~, 1990, Juiy 1991. 
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GUIDELINE OF DRUG DEFENDANTS BY DRUG TYPE' 
(October I, 1995, tbrougll September 30, 1996) 

101.5 WI.8 
ZlII.1 lDU ConUnul"l . kentlManage Wl.1 
DI'Ulr Protedr:d Criminal Drug SImp!< 

Tramckl!!l lAJrCaUOM Ente!J!rbe lislablbh_ 

DRUGTVPIl TOTAL .. .. .. ..  " 
mr.u. 17,112- 16,191 94.3 3%9 U 60 0.3 41 o.z 550 3.1 

Powder Cocal.lll! 4.411 4.3So. 97.3 41 1.1 11 0..4 6 0..1 51 1.\ 

Cratk Cocaine "~603 4.35S 94.6 118 3.9 18 0..4 12 0.3· 40 0..9 

Hetoln 1,7" 1.653 93.6 75 4.2 4 0..2 S 0..3 29 1.6 

MarlJuana 4.249 3.814 91.2 12 0..3 10. 0..2 4 0..1 J49 8.2 

MethamphetAmine' 1,613 I,SSS 95.8 12 0..1 4 0..2 1 0..4 45 U 

LSD 9l 89 95.7 0. 0..0. 0. 0..0. 0. 0..0. 4 4.3 

OIher 361 316 86.' 5 1.4 7 1.9 1 1.9 n 8.1 

·()(~"1.416~ 11,161 hh: ~1l1ikri..rssG (~Two,.PIIrt D(ckup). of;bue.I7.li(J _t~uJ:td« IIlDLl (l}:uJ. TtdJicldq).lD1.1(PJ:~l...ooatitic.J}.1()J.5 
(CoDtiIlllillf Q1l1'1bad~). lDU (RmtiMa.nase ON,~, (I' 20'2.1 (Sift1llt l'caotDioo), Of lhe!e t1,110(Uel, f(M hh: n~W~ to misriq ildQ'mltiOD 0A11tu.Il~ 

lh PY95. !.he ".lel!%}' ~lIei~~tWnilll: rNJ.turc, ~ lItdu&I, 10'.... IiiId ~ p'1loCUt1lOf1. Pntt 16 miS, Ihr: ~~ did oat 
i1lCtoxl~ fL11. l1\,e uurnbc!f of lCl!cua (..tVda _.r .fisiIM fa" iodu.riOl:l i. 1M tabte) b e.m rut ve., fuI~ 1]0 (l996}, 'U (199'>. I (1994), \I {199l),..u I (1992+ 

. __ .' • _ l~iotlH;( ~uitbru \Ultlt!in!hit I.tbk &It puridro l~ Aw-i.t A, 
'Fw_~. __ - ~. -

SOURCB: U.S. Se~C~ 1'996 D.lUilt, MO~6, ~ ." ";" ~ .-.- " 

. '" 

http:0A11tu.Il


T.ble19 

RACE Ot' DRUG DEFENDANT BY DRUG TYPE' 
(October 1, 1995, through September 30, 1996) 

Wllfffi BLACK HISPANIC OTHER 

DllOG TYI'I!: Ton,L ........ N"""" ........ N"""" ....... N,_ "'~$
""
TOTAL 17,16l 4,403 15.7 6§046 35.2 6,l7J 37.1 340 :1.0 

Powder Cocaine 4,468 925 20.7 1,341 30.0 2.139 47.9 63 1.4 

Crack Cocaine 4,6O.l 2Z2 4.8 l,951 8S.8 399 8.7 31 0.7 

Heroin 1,765 m 9.9 414 2U 1.093 61.9 83 4.7 

Marijuana <4,249 1.681 39.6 ISl 6,0 2,266 53.l 47 1.1 

Mf!thamphrtamtnt' 1,623 1.0<\3 65.5 18 1.1 440 27.1 102 6.3 

LSD 93 90 96,8 I 1.1 2 2.2 0 0.0 

Othtl' J<il 247 6U 66 18.) 34 . 9.4 14 3.9 

I Of 1M U,4J6 ~ 11,261 welle xmomduodr.r USSG OuipkfT-.r.rt D (dmp). Of~ 17,170 ...ere ~lIf1enmfll.lllDI,l (Druf T..mddlll), '2[H.l(l'wkcledl~ti®s).lDLj {ConlilllJi~Crirnipll!akrpiJe'. 
101.1 {ReIltlMJUBe 0.... P..ft>Mj~). OJ 101.1 (S~~ PUbelSioa). Of Itu= 11,110.:uu. 'rur _~ "l.CI,,~ du~ ill miuilt(! infOl'lMt..... <I1iI dde~·' rUle, .!Id'row- dot II) miuillS id~IDD va drug l,pe, 

'Is FY96.dw ~I~~ i.cludu medu:~1K' mitturt, ~l4miDe 1('1\141. Ie£. ,00 mtth~miM j1fUUUtU l'ria: to FY?6, the eRg«)' _1tu~flWmin~ did CO! inct..ldt R:F_ The 1I11~ 
Q{ICEaJU (whh:" _t:uaJillible let iadum. ill t/IiJ "'hie) fIT ouch ye.v lite u foi.oWI: 130 (1996), 48 (1991). I (199.},? (1993). 1M I (1992), De.!lcl'ipUl}IU(.'h~ub!eli used ilthifu.b!t II« p"cvi6t6 io A~1Idil A. 

SOURCE; U.S. Stllltucittg~. 1'?96 f41.&fdt, W)t-/FY96, 

• 

http:OuipkfT-.r.rt


, 
Table 30 , 

GENDER OF DRUG DEFENDANT BY DRUG TYPE' 
(October 1. 1995. througb September 30. 1996) 

MALE FEMALE 

,, 
, 

DRUG TYPE TOTAL Number P=n. Number Percen' 

TOTAL 11,166 14,1187 117.J 2,179 12.7 

PO'Itder Cocaine 4,471 3.889 87.0 582 13.0 

Crack CO<lIin<- 4,1;03 

1.766 

4,102 

i,471 

89.1 

83.3 

501 

295 

10.9 

16.7 

Marijuana 4.249 3,754 88.4 495 11.7 

MctWu:npbtt.amine~ 1,623 1,384 85.3 239 14,7 

LSD 93 86 92.5 7 7.5 

00.•• 361 301 8lA 60 16.6 

l()ftbe 42.436 CtiC:&. 17.267 wett $¢tI.W\COd under USSG ctupu:r T'"'O. Pan D (4Np), Ofthc:se. 17.170 ~ ib\tI:::nocd ullr.'b: U:lDLl ~ TtAifiWng). 2DI.2 

!Proteaed l..l::aMN). 2DI ..5 CConrirruinl Crtm.in.a1 Enlet"pf'isc). 2DI.8 IRenlfManaae Drua &tAblidutx'.:t\(),. or 202.1 iSunpk i't:.Iue:uioo). Of J:tae 17,1'1D ~ fO\\l' 

Welt: arilided due 10 nUuiog infomu.tion <m dru, rypc, : 

tm FY96. !bcatrJOfY IDCIhamphtwnine inc:ludc:s metIwtIphewniJ'le Jl\i.l.1lIl't.. rn::thamphewn:inc acttdJ. ICE. JtIId IlItJi:lolmptw:wninc: ~_ PIi« 10 flY%. U\!e 

caleJDrY mcth&mphcwninc did nO! inelu;dc ICE. The number ofn C&$($;..tUe.h <Rft eligible tot ItlII:lusion in Ihi. 1oIb1t:) tOtucll)a1 m 1$ follow;: 130 (l996). 48 

(1995). I (IW4). 9 (1993), and I (19921. Dct.!:riptionI of vviabla IUeO in tmt tI.bk:: m pvvided in AppcndixA. : 


Tabl.31 

CITIZENSHIP OF DRUG DEFENDANT BY DRUG TYPE' 
(October 1.1995. through September 30, 1996) 

US. Citizen Non-U.s. Citiun 

DRUG TYPE TOTAL Numbe' P.ercent Number Perce", 

TOTAL 17.llfi Il.34S 72.1 4.175 279 

Powder Coc.aintt 4,444 2,866 64,5 1.578 35.5 

Crad< Cocaine 

Heroin 

4.595 

1,759 

4,182 

. 791 

91.0 

45.0 

413 

%8 

9.0 

55.0 
I
• 
", 

Marijuana 4.244 2,828 66.6 1,416 33.4 

Methamphetamine) 1,623 1,270 78.3 353 21.8 

LSD 93 91 97.8 2 2,2 

Other 362 317 87.6 45 12,4 
, 

"Orthe4ZAJ6case5. 17.261-=S(J'I~eneed Wldet USSG~ Two. Pan D{(1n:Ip), Ofthe2. 11.no_snltt:ni:o:llmdcrU2DLl (Drug Tl'Ifftdcingl. Wt.1 
~ l..carlDIU). 2Dl.5 fCOflUlluiQ,g: Cril1litW Enw::rptiJe). 2IH.& iR~ ONg Ew$lishmaIti. or:m:u (51_ ~onl, Oftbr::sc; 11,i70 ~ ffJlUr 
~,",,(;!Qded dJj" III mining infonn&tloo tilt dtull)'Pl:. lI'Id 46 M W II'tIUln, lnfom:wimm c1uumhip. 
"tit FY96.!he Ulepyme~CIeIndudes.1TJIi~1\C mi~~&CtIW. ICE. 2nd tDCt!wnpheulml.M pteCWJOI$. Prior 11':1 FY96, 1M 
II'JIII.elory mMam~!'\t did. nOI inclUde ICE, TIlr: III.IrnbtI of ICEUJel (~-...eft. elisible kif ineliWan in thlt tlble) for each )'Of are IS follOW!:: 130 (19%) • .48 
(1995), 1 (l994}. ~ (993). _ 1 (992), Deuriptiolu of vanlb1e:l used 11'1 t1Iil u.ble uepmvi6ed in Appmdtx A. 

SOURCE: U.S.~!\gC~ 19% bmfilc:. MONPY96. 

48 

http:Crtm.in.a1


Table 33 

MODE OF CONVICTION OF DRUG DEFENDANT BY DRUG tYPE' 
(October 1, 1995, through September 30, 1996) 

PLEA TlUAL 

• 


DRUGn'PE roTAL N..."" P=en, r..\nnber p=, 
TOTAL 17.148 lS,471 ".1. 9.8',67' 
Powd... CocalM 4.464 3,988 89.3 476 10.'7 

Clad< c.c.m. 4,598 3.953 86.0 645 14.0 

a .... n 1.703 1.641 93.1 122 6.9 

MarIJ....... 4,l46 3,994 ".1 252 5.' 

Methampbdambte' 1,6:13 1.414 90.8 14. 9.2 

LSD 93 92 98.' 1.1 

J6] m 91.7 30 8.3""'" 
IOf Ibe 42.06 cues, 17:167 ""¢ft~~ USSGQaptrT""O..Patt D (Gnip). otlbcx. 11,1'10 ,""~\UIoCkr UWl.t \l.)rug 
T~.ml':~~),1Dl.S(CQllrilt"iaBCrimiAd~).:lDl.I~DruE~).O(Wl..l(SiqU 
1>IlI'l 00). 0I1:bex 11. 170 -. tl ""'" ~4uc I.OUII.CIi.q w~ao.n»Je of ~ end fom du~ w~iof~QIl4nlt 
"",. 
'lD FY96, It\i:; ~~ id/.,~mi~~KIIJ.aI.lo:.&Dd QIMh''''Phr<'mi«Ie \1tXl\tt'J1XL Pnc.. to 
FY96, Ji\e eu.cpy~did oat ~ ICE. Th:: I:Wtb::r dlCE_ (~ ..... c.ligiblc (crindusicl:llnthitlabk) fll( cadi ~IR III 
faUowr l'lO{l996)••• (1995),1 (1994),9 (lim), ud t (1992). ~rLftli&bltJ:ua:diAdW: lable.vepnMd=dib~A. 

SOURCE: U.£~~ 19960lll.l.ftlt,MONFY96. 

Table 34 

WEAPON INVOLVEMENT OF DRUG DEFENDANT BY DRUG tYPE' 
(October I, 1995, tbrough September 30, 1996) 

No Weapon Weapon 
Involved lnWllved1 

DRUGTIPE TOTAl. Numbf:r P~nl Number Percent 

TOTAL ]1.166 14.672 '5.5 l,494 14.S 

Powder Coc.atnt 4,471 3.981 89.0 490 11.6 

CtDCkCac:.a.lne 

Heroln 

4,603 

1.766 

3.466 

l,676 

15.3 ... 1,137 

'0 

24.7 

5.1 

Marijuana 4,l4' 3,896 91.7 353 8.3 

Methamphdamlne' 1,623 l.227 75,6 396 24.4 

LSD 93 BS 94.' S S.' 

00.... 361 m 93.6 23 6.4 

'Of the 41,.06 CISI:S.. 17.161 wcrt ~ u!:IISa USSGCbapw T""'\), Part D ,cLnif$;' Oflhmc, 11,170 _.teII1C!a!d u.a6;:r UIDU (Drus Td~. 


lDl.1 ~I...oeati-oaI).lDlj (Cami~ Crimill&! ~).lDIJI (hA1IM~DnlI E.w.1Wvrat}.«1D21 (SjmpltP~) 


Atk!iuOMlly, l~~ W(R adudt.4 d!,oeto rris:riq Imf.'fl'l'llUOG oa:dniS type D.:::a:ripciOllfof~u.ted iIIlbiIUbte lin! ~ W~A. 


~deUl~1 fer -..po:o~QIII.I.rIII.Iu UD1,1\bl(l) ort.{)OlI,vjaiot;UAOa: II U,s.C.19'l<4(t:), 

'ID F)'%, \he: CII.ql«)' ~~jDcluck:s~" m.i1.Qm, ~1It .awlI,ICE. &ad ~~ Pri«1.OFY?6. 

the. CIIlrlon' mdha~IPliIle did aa ~ ICE. T'tKo l1umbd dlICE Cl.IIe;I (-.fIidI WI!l"II diphlt fer ildw;ioo. iA WI abl/!,) lor c&dt y;:ar m III follO'lll'f: 1;;0 

(1996)," (1995). 1 (199-t}. 9 (19'91). md 1 {l991}, ne.,.;nplioru of ~l.UICdililbilt.1lbU 4ft P'O"ided ill~A. 


SOtJRCJ:.: US,~~ 1996 Dwlil"MO:.'FY96. 



Figure I 

AVERAGE LENGm OF IMPRISONMENT BY DRUG TYPE' 
(October 1, 1995, through September 30, 1996) 

Sentence (in m...tbs) 

I~~====~====~-------------------------------------' 

..... 12$A 

110 

100 

40 

lO 

o 

c~ 
(N=4A51) 

Htroin 
(N -1.68» 

LSD 
(N.82) 

Othe, , 
(NaUl) 

!Ollhe 42,4)6euu, 17:l67wm ac:n~ undtt USSOChapruT~, hn D (dnI~), OfIhcK.17.17(1~undct PItt 0 ruidcliDUOUitr 
lhaIIlf2D 1.1. 2D! .1, lOIS, WI.B, or 2021 ARdq!lctcd In Ibil ti.gIuL AM>tion.a1J),. 1,109 eua 1rilb =u nI(IIItN prHon 
onk~ 100M'. tl.dlldcd. Of tile tcmtining 16,0(>1 CUCl, thn=e _ e:u:ludred 4uc 10 '/I'\i$1il1B druJ ~_ 118 OU!! 10 INNioJ~n. 
infcl1Tw:ion, • 

SOt./ll,CE: u.s. Saue:ncing Commimoo. J996 OaWile. MDNFY96. 
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tlgureJ 

NUMBER OF DRUG DEFENDANTS BY DRUG TYPE AND YEAR I 
(Odober I, 1991, through September 30, 1996) 
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:moo 
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'92 '93 '94 '95 '96 

Powder Cocaine 
'92 '93 '94 '95 '% '92 '93 '94 '95 '96 '92 '93 '94 '95 '96 '92 '93 '94 '95 '% 

Crack Cocaine lI.mln Marijuana Methamphetamine 

'Only (aJ1oeS «1I!~nc"'" II"",,"' 11101.1 ~I)ru.l!.fj".t.;!\!tt. 11)1 1 (f·l<!{u.r.II .... fllt..,.I. 1111 'I tCu.u;nvlft, Cri""rul F.I1u,rnw). 101 II (i<e~tIMlN~ Orol E!;labl;mnEnl). or :1In.1 (Simple Pm~(ion" 
Me depicted u"lbi~ Jipre AtldlljOl'll1 U\tl _'" ucl..6ed d\!e til ,..;,••,.., i .. fuormlltioo. on dnll~: !Y!'O: 

SOURCE: U S. ~lI.:jn.C_luiDfl.IW1,19%'>'lIImn. M(lNFY91.MONFY96. 

http:f�l<!{u.r.II


Figure 5 

Predicted Price per Bulk Gram of Marljuana--l0 Gram Purch ..e 
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Prer[ued by Abl Assodales hlC_ 
Somee: System to RelliclIs In/{Hmation ~lOm Drug E\llderu:l!. 1981·1991 7121197 



AVERAGE PRICE OF MARIJUANA IN THE UNITED STATES 
by year, 

1981·1991 

'(€Ill .,.. 1992 1993 198~ 1985 t086 itJS1 ~988 .... \990 1991 1993 1994 ....'99' '995 19S1 
O. 

~~---- --~~-

PwChnS9'11 of 1 pound or less 

P,ice pet bull! Qram 
Nu.nhC! 01 cases 

2.56 
210 

3.10 
m 

3.77

". '.'".<3 
" . I t 
'24 

5.73 

'B 
.51 

55 
6.10

B. ". 
00 

on.. ... 
'" 

9.19 

"0 

IU4

••• 
9.12 

\1' 
6., 

.511 
6.H 
.30 

•.51.. 
Purchases 01 1 ounce Of IAS$ 

Plic& pel bulk 9,81'1 
NUl1lbm o! cases I Z.11

," 
3.7.. •.20.. 4.9S 

,01 
.., 
" 

",
" 

... 
" ''''., 9" 

l5 
13 "15 

" 
IZH 

" 
10 IIEI 

70 
12.16 

'2<1 
14.41 

" 
,.. 
.J 

8,39,. .,. 
" 

Pleplt,,"d by Abf A$!looales Inc, 
SOlIl(;e: S\,,>tem To Aeklt>Wt InfotmnliQrl 110m OUlq EvIdence, I Mil 1991 '1\li!17 



, ,,CANNABIS 

" 
,MARIJUANA: Annual Price and Poten...)1 Data " 
, 

IINational Range , ,(dollars)I , " 
19!>61994 1995QoamiIy 1993Tl'P" ,,I - i i;, 

, 3{)1).4,OOO211>-4,000 100 ",000300-S,OOO ,, ICnrnmcm:W 
, ,,a..do , , " 41).400 401400Cluace ;zs.4SO ....So ,, I 

, 
,i , l'l>Imoy 4.05% 4.6'2%•.~ 4.32% ,.(llIC) ,,I 

I, i 
BlJ().$,OOO 700 ·10,000 1,Q00..9,.!oo 900-9.sooPound , I

'S:ia:s:::railIa. , 
, 

, 
60, BOO7'5..1,000ClwII:e 100.1.000 100-900i 

'! 
FlltI:Iley , .s,m. 1,_ 1.51% Il9S%
(lHC) , ,i 

MARIJUANA: Quanerly Price Data 

National Range 


(dollars)
, 

QWUltity
• 

Commercial Pound 

htQUlU't:f 

1996 

200 • ',000 

, 
,, 
, 

2nd Qu.t11er 
1996 

200 ~ 4,6no 

3,d Qu""", 

1m 
loa· '.000 

.th Q~""" 
1~6 

, 
100 ~ ~.ooo 

Con::mmial Outll;;e 4U ~ 400 .tIQ • 400 40·400 40.400 I , 

Siase:miHa Pound 100 • 8.000 , 1,000 .. 8,(.100 1,000 • 8,(110 

S1D.WDilla Ounce: 60 ~ 6CO 100·600 100.100 
, 
, 

1.000 .. iIO,OOO 

100',800 
, 

, 

• 




.,, July· September 1996 
(dollars) 

,- l'rlmoIy Soa<ce - - am:. n.zw"
Q.",.."-1 ~imrmillll eu.""","," SiJ.,.,..lnilla ,, 

- (Xl!JlAl.!/ldEJ(! 
100·4.000 1,000 • 8.000 40 ·400 100 • 700 

TIlAIIllS - MEXIUS l,0004O 1,400 NtA 100 .11$ , Nt", 

(Xl!JlAl.!/IdEJ ! ,-. 300·4,000 1,000·6,000 5O.3lO 
, 

US 
100·600 

Chicqc ~ 8l(). 1,700 ' UIOO·6JOO 7'J • 160 , 
42\).4IPJ 

, , 

DolIu MEXIUS 500.150 3,000 , 60·80 NtA, 
, 

MEXIUS 500· 1,800 1.500.3,.100, n....r NlA NtA, , 

, , lAM1\!EX1 , 
, DeImit , 150·4,000 1,500. 3,000 8O.~O 

, 
UO·200 

I I US, , 
, 

l\I!OOlJS 350·900 NtA WA ,, B" ....... WA, 
. 

los ....,.Ja MEXIUS 4?!l 5,000·6,000 
,, NlA 4SO· ?OO, 

MiIIIl1i CCUlAM'OS 600. 1,600 Nt" NtA , NtA - , 
lAM'MllXIUS 700·4,000 2,400·3,000 90 • !SO ! 400, , 

, 

I /i:wQU:as MEXIl.;S 700· l~OO 1,600·5,000 100 ·400 200·600,, , 

NewY'" MEXItJ"S 300,2,000 2.400.~ NtA NlA 

Pbillldcililio 1AMIMEXIUS 1,500 • 3.200 • 1,400 - 3,200 100 ,25() NtA 

Pbor:oi> MEXIUS 65ll.15O, , NtA 7'J ·100 NtA 

Sao DiI:IP> MEX 400·800 I 1,000 50' 100 NtA,, , 
,s.n-= NEX!I'!lAIIlJS 100, 1.000 UOO·6,000 40· 100 200 -600 ,, 

s..1woti MEX/US 1.500 , 1')00 NtA NtA 
. 

5<oolc NEX!I'!lAIIlJS 
,

350,3,000 2.000 ,8-000 NtA NlA 

StlDwr MEXIUS 651).2.400 1,500,4,000 NtA NOA 

-1IIDlL rx:: 1AM'MIOOllli 600-2,400 1.100· 5,000 100.:\00 140.500 

,...~-." __ ."",-",_"~~"",,,~"""(IIIIII;I.'n.iiIJIot~ ......,,-_fW). 
-·....... _......-_••_ ...-aL.. Ior .............~a.....~ .... _ ... _._....................~ __... 


.lJII),. ........ ...... 
~ 


9 



,, 
O;:tobcr • IA::cember 1996 

(oo1lars) , 

Ptimuy-
l'oaaI l'oaaI ()...,. I 0

, ~viIiaD. 
(No IIUIiC:rdal SitR!!!!!la c.......dal 

, 
Sil1u,miUa, 

, CANICOUJAM''I NaIioool """ao 100· 4,1XKI 1,000 • ICkIXKl 40·400 100·800, 
MEXnBAIIUS, 

, 
MElG'IlS 1.1XKI· 1.400 l,8OO !IX;, l25 1OO..  , 

-. MElG'IlS 300 ·4,1XKI l,OOO • 6.IXKI 50· :tll) , 100.600 

~ axJMlOOUS &SO·3,1XKI ~. ?,!XXI 75· 160 
, 

420 ·480 

ndW MElG'IlS 500 • 750 3,!XX1 OO·80 WA 

IloeIM:r MElG'IlS '00 .1.l!OO IJ(l(). 3$)0 NlA WA 
1 JAl&'l.IElU, 

I>:troIt 
U!i 

750.',1XKI lJOO • l,lXKI 100 • 250 !5().2OO 
, 
, - MEX JOO·900 NlA NlA NlA 

i I..os~ MEXnBAIIUS 200. :rn lJOO. lo,lXKI NlA .00.Il00 

, Miami alI.I1AMVS ?CO. 1.800 , NlA NlA NlA 

NcmBk IAM'MElG'IlS 700.2.500 2.000 ·3.000 NlA NlA 

NcwQl=. MElG'IlS 'lOO ·1$)0 1.600 • 5.000 100·400 :/00·600 

}/eo' "IOri< IAMMElWS , JOO·2.1XK1 , 2.400 • 3,5()0 , WA ~A , 
!itAl'hlladclpbia IAM'MElG'IlS 2.000· 3.000 1.400·3.200 100·250 

, - MEX/t:S eiSO· I!:>O WA 15·l25 N/A 
, 

San I);qo ME)( 400·800 1,000 50· 100 N/A 
, 

5.111 F:nmc::i.cxt Ml1X'lHALUS )00· 1.000 l.~ .•.000 4() • I!IO :/00.600 

lim I""" MElG'IlS 
,

1.500 I 1.700 NlA NlA 
, 

CANJMEXI- J~, 2.500 2.000 ' a.ooo , 
lilA , N/A,, TIIAlIlJS 

St """" 
MElG'IlS 65()·2.ooo UOO ·4.000 NlA NlA 

........111.... OC JAMIMIlXIUS 
, 

600· 2.500 1.100· '.000 
. 100· JOO 14()·500. 

,, 
, 

1, , 

, 

I , 

. 

'noo __ .r __.............. _~~_~ ...... IWD:I.~('I1W), ..... __(l::fI ....
_~ 

(CA)f) ... _ ..u._ .... ____, 
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l3cawJC ofU.S. ~ ple:bcue for m.arij~ bashi.b pri=s are DOl aw.ilabit for IfWJY rqiom. 
Wb= ~ _ • ....w prices in 1996 ian,g<:d _ $610 $10 petgta!ll, SIOO to $1.200 pet 
-. an4SI,OOO!XI $3.500 pcrpcllllld. n.-pm..,.. i<I=IicallO __ ;,,199S, H.ubiJb 
is "J'CI"%d!XI 1>0 .wllable., lilt _.~-.. II!Id W....i.gton, DC, D",siaIas, 'The ruc 
""""'" ofbashish _.,liIt Uoirod _ .. 1996 __cd ~.78 p<n=t, oompam! 10 3,62 Jl<tIlCn, ill 
1995. 4.6<1.,., ....., 1994.1111d 6.60 _, in 1993. 

.Ha/;h;shoilpriccs.,.."",._ rm 1996, Pn""""",rtiDgfimnpriol'to 1994 indi~ Iha1 bashisboit 
mldll>rSl5 10 $!ISpa gmmlllld for $2,jOO!XI S4.000pujlOlollld. The_ofbaobishoil_ ill 1995 
~ 13.23 pcrocm THe, _>pIIl"ed!XI 11.57 _ in 1994 IIIId 1.52 _, ., 1993, 
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Federal-wide Drug Seizure System 


. ____ .fy 19~ ...______ FY1995 FY1996-----,''"-_.
HEROIN 1,309.6 KGS. 1,164.5 KOS. 	

) 
0 

1.532.3 KGS. 
(2,887.2 LBS.) (2.5t7.3 LBS.) (3.378.1; LaS.) 

COCAINE . 140,484.0 KGS. 106.186.4 KGS. 115,301.0 KGS. 
(309,709.1 LBS.) (234.097.1 LaS.) (254.191.0 ~ LBS.) 

CANNABIS 473,127.4 KGS. 607.331.8 KGS. 663,589.3' KGS. 
(1.043,049.9 LBS.) (1.338.915.1 LBS.) (1.462,939.81, LBS.) 

Marijuana 472.390.3 KGS. 592,807.7 KOS, 648,612.5lKGS. 
(1,041,4Z4.& LBS.) (1,306,895.4 LBS.) (1,429,921.8. LBS.) 

Hashish 	 737.1 KGS. 14,524.1 KOS. 14,976.8 KGS. 
(1,625.0 LBS.) (32,01&.6 LBS.) (33,017a:LBS.) 

The F.de",I-wld. DNQ Sel,un> Syatem (FDSSI contain. Information IboU'l dtU\l 
.elzu,... made within the Jurisdiction Orlh. United Stain bV the Drug Enfon:."",nt 
Administration, Fed'",1 Bureau of In•••Ugsllon, U. S. Cusloma Service, .nd U. S. 
BorGe, ""11'01, •• well .. maritime ••Izu,.. mid. ~y tho U. S. COllt Guard. DNg 
$elzutu milde by other Federal Agenclet. Ire Included tn the FOSS diU base when 
c\Jstody of the drug evidence waa transferred to en. of the four agencla. Identified 
Ibo••. Honce, FDSS oullolic. ,.,"oct the combined Foderal dND ae!zure offort. 

Nol.: 	 AdditionallnformaUon 0" drug .. seized sfnce October 1993 by the U. S. Border 

Palro'.r. now Included In FDSS. This addition ...ounlS lor the nollceable ; 

incre-a$e in coca.ne and marijuana 10ta18. wnlCh are no longer $tncUy 

comparablt to prior years' tolal •. 
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been available from Colombia, Bolivia, and Pe:ru for worldwide export, 
This figure includes 435 metric tons potentially available from Peru. 215 
metric tons potentially available from Bolivia, and approximately 110 
metric tons potentially available from Colombia. ,In publishing these 
numbers, we repeat our ,",veat that these are theoretical numbers. 
useful for uaminiDg trends. Though research is moving us closer to a 
more precise _aine yield estimate far Latin America, we do not yet 
know for certain the aetna! amount available far distribution, 

CONSUMl'TION DATA 

Most of the chapters in this report contain some user ar cOllSUUlption 
data. Far the most part, these are estimates provided by. foreign 
governments or informal estimates by USG aHencies. There is DO way to 
vouch for their reliability, They are included because they are the only 
dats available and give an approximation of how governments view their 
own drug abuse problema. They should not be considered as a source of 
dats to cfevelop any reliable consumption estimates. 

MABlJUANA PRODUCTION. 

Cannabis cultivation dropped in Mexico in 1996 to 6,500 bectares with a 
potsntial yield of 3,400 metric to..... This is a seven l"!1'?'nt drop from 
1995's figure of 6,900 hectares, with a potential YIeld of 3.650 mt. 
Muican law enforcement agencies eradicated, 12,200 bectares of 
cannabis in 1995. In Colombia's traditional cannabis growing zones, 
where intensive eradication in previous yeara had virtually destroyed 
the crop, there was a resurgence of cultivation in 1993 to an estimated 
5.000 hectares, That estimate did not change in 1996. Jamaica's 
cannabis crop rose to 527 hectares in 1996 up from 305 hectare. in 1995, 
a 73 percent increase. The 1996 potential yield was also up an 
estimated 73 percent to 356 metric tons from 206 metric tons in 1995. 
We recognize tbat there may be considerable undetected cannabis 
cultivation in Central and East Asia, and on the African continent, 
though there is no evidence that any of this cannabis significantly affect. 
the United States. As we gather more accurate information, we will 
report significant findinga in future INCSRs. . , 



- - - -

-- --

CANNABIS. 


DMlOPMEHTS IN THI UNITED STATES 

Marijuana. a Schedule 1 controlled substance and 
prodUCt of q,e Ctmnabit Jativa L planL fema.ir.ed the 
mOSt commonly used ilUe-it drug in the United States, 
Two additiormi Se.hcdule I t;OQuolled $ubsumces derived 
from the c.anrutbis pl.am-bashhh and ha.shish oil-W'Clft: 
in limited dr.m.and in the United State$. Marijuana 
remained readily available in the continental United 
StaleS during 1996. 

Both the: cannabis piaat and deha·9 tetn.hydrocannabmoJ 
('THe), (he plant's Primary psychoactive chemical. 
ate controlled substanec:.!:. Marijuana is made 
from the flowering tOlK and leaves of the plant, 
which are coJlected.. tmn~. dried, and then 
smoke4 in a pipe., or as a cigarette caned a ''JolIOL,. 
The flowenng fop$. idsc k.nown as colas Of bods. 
are prized because of their higher THe content. 
Some usets hollow oUt commercial ciim and 
replace the tobacco WIth marijUAna On the Streel. 

such marijuana Clj!'lU'S;lre k.nown as "blunts." 
While joints contain an avcrap! 500 milligrams of 
marijuana. blunts may eontaln as much as six 
tim:es thIS amount. The smoking of biunts. once 
limiied to East Coasl c !ties. is now widespr:ad 
throughout the United Stales. In 1996, the: use of 
cigan fii1c4 with a combination of mari}uana ano 
crack. cocaine or PCP was n:lpot1erl in several 
large mer.ropolitan a.reas. Marijuana is smoked in 
combina'.ion with methamphetamine on lhe West 
Coast. 

Duong lite early 19SOS. pric:es for commercl;11 grad!': 
marijuar,a mnged from 5350 to £600 a pound. In the 
first six months of 1996, the absolute price for;l pound 
of marijuana mnged from £200 10 ~.OOO. IhoUl:!n it 
typically sold for $800 a pound. The cou of lil~SemiH::l, 
Ihe unpollinaWi flowenng topSofrhe female pian! with 
an inhen:mlly hl,gher mc content. ranged from s.:.000 
10 S.2.000ptr pound over a decade.ago. 1O:rnugn mio
! 996. u'tc price ran.ed from S700 to 58.000 per pound. 
d'tOl.lgh the saie price typically did not fall bclow S i .300 
per pound, 

Dunn! tt1c. l:\te 197f}s and e;:).ny I98Osc. the THe content 
of cOlT.men:i~! IlTaOe mariju':ma avemged below 2 
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percent. By comparison. the averajl:c 10 1996 WlU Just 
,above 4,62 percent. The average THC content of • .... .- .... 
sinsetnilla in 1996 was S,.S9 percent. up from 1995' s "" 
i.o5! percent. Matiju~l'Iaseiu:d in Copper Center. 

http:fema.ir.ed


Alaska, In 199) was round 10 nave 01' me ContenT of 
29.86 pen:ent. In 1996. marij~ seized in Alaska had a 
me oofttenl of 23.42 pen:ent. This suggests t.h.at the 
presence of higi:J..potenCy marijuana conUn~. 

AD... 

Aa:oi"ding to the 1995 NtWimal Ht1uuhQ/d Sv1"fl~ t1n 
Drug Abll.Je. appro:dmate!~ 65.5 million Ameheans
aboul one thin:! of the general population--reponcd that 

they had tned marijuana at lMS't once in their lifetime: 
.and 17.7 mililon ~ that they had used. marijuana af 
lust once in the past year. CUll"Cnl Use of marijuana. 
defined as any use during (be past month. dechn~ 
steadily from 1979. when thete were 22.3 million Current 
users. through 1993, M.arijuana u.se in~ from 9.6 
million CUtT'COt users in 1993 to 10.1 million In 1994, In 
1995, past month we dec~ to 9.8 million users. 

In i996. pa&t~month ttwijuam use b~ 12th gradm: 
stabilized. while marijuana use increased among 8th and 
!OtJl2raders at all prevaience ;Cvets. According 10 the 
1996 MottifDrtng lhe FruuTr SUm)', 44.9 percent of 
senion clauned to have used marijuana at least once. up 
from 41.7 percent in 1995. AnnWll useai$o Increased 
from 21.9 pt::n::en( of l2th ,riders in 1992,;034.7 
pert:enl in 1995. and 35.8 in 19%. Current U$C,'i, which 
increased to 21.2 pm:ent in 1995 from 11.9 percent in 
1992. remained stahle in 1996 a\ .21.9 pen::enl, Among 
10th graders. lifetime marijuana use increased to 39.S 
percent from 34,1 pen::em the previous year. AMual use 
mcreased to 33.6 pen::ent in 1996 from 2£L7 percent in 
1995. and CUrrent use increased to 20.4 percent from 17.2 
percent of 10th graders in 199.5. ManJuma use among 
8lh g:raders increased for the tifrh consecutive ye:tr. in 
1991).2.3.1 pen::ent of respondents admitted to life(ime 
use compzed to 19.9 percent in 199.5 and 11,:;' percent in 
199:;, Annual use jncreas~ from 1.5,8 percenlln 1995. 
to 18.3 percent In 1996. and current use from 9. 1 ocrcent 
\0 , ! ,3 percen!.· . . 

Cp..... ard trends in marijuana use among 8th ,:and 10th 
graoers were discouraging. Within the :::onte~t Of 
ma..··iiuana's widespread availabllilY and tbe perceplLon 
lnlll liS abuse causes minimal ~, lhe increase In 

'eponed use among this impressionabJe population group 
especl;ally was troubling. '!he: neweSt trend in mari.iuan;J 
use. lhe smoking: of blunts. appeared l:O be confined to 

younger user.; .lOa may ha'Ve bee.n responsible for tne nSe 
m many mari)u;ana use indicators among Ihi.s age group. 

iegolilction initiotive$ 

On r\ovemner 5. 1996.lhe citizens of Arizona;and 
CaiiiOrTlta enllCte-d into law initiatives Ib:!.! raise irnponanl 
::ma prac:uc.11Iaw enlotCement issues m both SUlIes. 
Arizon:!. Ptoposnion 200 fDNt; Medicalit.:11iot'l_ . 

Prevention and ConlJOl Act of 19961 e),empu from 
criminal prosecution seriously or terminally iii patients 
po$$CUin, ot using SchedUle 1 coru::rolled s-uhSWlct$ 
(which include heroin. LSD. and mari,iuana t ptelCribed 
by a docwr. C:I.lifotnia Pmposiuon :U.5 iMedical Usc of 
Marijuana) petn'HU paticnu and primary care givers. 
upon recommendation ofa physician. to pouessor 
cultivate: marijuana for JMdi(:4l putpOSQ. The initiatives. 
are summarUed below: 

ARIZONA PROPOSmON 200: LtJws on Conrrollttti 

SubstanCf.f 

.. 	 Requm:s a person who commits a violent crime while 
on drugs to S~ his or her entire primn 5entl!nce~ 

• 	 Provides parolelprobalion and U"e.J(ment as an 
alternative to in;;an:;mrcion for perrons: convicted only 
of personlll po$$C$slon of controlled subs-tance on firs~ 
tWO offenses.: 

.. 	 Allows dOClOrs 10 p"at:n'b~ orh~rwjJl! iiifBat 
st.WzlfJIJCeZ (Scltedllu J, for centUl! ptltiel!tS; 

• 	 CreateS doctor~reJa~ fund and commission, 

CALIFORNIA PROPOSmON 115: M~dica1 Use of 
MarijfJ4NJ 

.. 	 E:umpu from crim;:..en laws pan'r:nrs o.nd defined carr' 
give1'$" who poss~u or cultj\'tlIf marijldJltlJ for medlcai 
mmment rUomJmMl!d V.V Q physician: 

• 	 Exempts physicians who recommend use from 
climina11iability. 

'liVhile Ihese imtia,j'Vei do nodung [0 change Federal drug 
eniorcement policy, meirpass.age has significant 
implications an drug Jaw enfon::emcnt in California and 
Arizona. as wen AS for seYer.Jl other StateS when: 
marijuana legalization is pursued actively. 
AntilegaIization groups in both States ha~ work'l:d 
vigorolJSiy and effectively to modify or repeal the 
initiatives. 

lrclliddog to ""' Una.d S_ 

Drug trafficking organiz.ationsoperating: from Muico 
have smuggled marijuana into the United Stiues. for OV/!!'f 
20 years. and an:: responsible for supplying mOSI of the 
foreign marijuana a ... ailabie in the Unlled States. 
Vinullily all marijuana smuggled into the United States. 
whether grown in Mexico or tranShipped IhroU1!h MeXICO 
from other localions such as Colombia. was smuggleo 
across the Southwest border. The El Paso intelligence 
Cent!:r (EPIC) reported that U _S, authorities seited a 
recon;; 478 11\l!tru: tons 01 marijuana along the $OUthwesl 
border in 1m-a so.:pcrcent increase over tbe 319 
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metrie tons seimd in J995. Oftbe 1996 tOtaL law 
enforcement ;uuhorifies seited 211.3 \Tl¢tnC tOM in 
TexM. 168.7 meQ"1C tons. in California. 70.7 meaie ton5 

.in Arizona • .:I.l'Ul 27..3 tneO"ie tons in New Mexico. 

I:>n1B UatrlCk.ing organi%.aUon$ oper.u.inl$ from Mexico 
'tfnployod a wide variety of 'IrlW'pOnatlOlt ArId 
conctalment method$. for SftIuggiin, marijuana, M<»t of 
the marijuana smu8,led inro the United SlateS was 
concealed in vehides-often In false compartments-« 
hidden in shipments oflcl!'itimate ag:riculwral products. 
Marijuana also was smuEsied IICrGU the border by horse. 
raft. and backpack. Then: were sporadic repent of 
marijuana being smuggled to the UniTed States by private 
aircraft, -U.S. detection and monitoring of .air traffic ;and 
air interdiction cfforu alone the Southwe$l bonier. as 
well as the relative case of overland smuggling. kept land 
moV1:ment at the forefront of drug smu.g:ling: across the 
border (Wer the pa.'ft de~> Shipme:nts of SO kilogr;uns 
or less wen! smuggled by pcdemians vd\o enlered the 

United Statc~ via bonier ch«:k.points and by backpackers 
.who crQUw the border at more remote 10('11IOnl. Drug 
ua.ffkking CIr,anitatiOns operating from Me1ico also. 
concealed marijuana in lUI .my of vehlcb. including 
C01'n.m¢f'Ciai vehicles, private aUlomobiles. pickup U\lCb. 
vans., mobil: nom('!1. and horse t.railm driven through 
border portS of enay. Larger shipments, up to 
multithousand kiloiranl amounts. usually were smugiled 
in nctor-rrn.Hertrucb. 

In addilion to o""Criand smuEgling. traffICker vessels often 
sailed up the coast of Me~lCo. either to U.S. pon,:L drop
off shes along the U.S. coast. or (0 rendezvouli pOints 
with other bonts bound for the United States. For 
e:..ample. dunng November \9%. VSCG assets observed 
severa! large bundles inside 1wo suspect vessels off the 
coast of Muatian, Meuco. Mexieo.n authorities 
launched l'I Joint se.otrr::h wnit the CSCG Ihat rtsuhed in 
[he seitun:: of 1.5 meDic tons 01 marijuana .\tnd two 
Yamaha J50 horsepower vessels by the Government of 
Mexico. Three Mexican natIonals from [~ S:are of 
Sinaioa, were am::Sled, 

While sigllifil!ant qU:lntn.ies of manjuana. were: !<elzed In 

Ihe Southwest border States in '1996. t~ w,as rome 
Indication [fiat d1'\l!! lr,2ffickers altered their smuggling 
routes subsequent to incre.ased drug iruerdlclion 
initiatives alonE the U.S.-Me,.iC.2n border. intelliGence 
reporting and data from the Feder.t!~wide Drug Seizure 
SyStem (FOSS) indico.ted that tr:affickers toUled \.lrge 
quantities of mM'ljuann. alon~ with cO(:ame. from 
MexJCl)n :!.nd Colombian sources through the ea5~ 
Caribbean and Pueno R.ico. to desnnauOtls in Florida:lnd 
,aloor' the East Coast. According to FDSS. slsnifuzIDl! 
marijuanll seiz.ures in 1996 occurred in Ft. l..3udctdA!e. 
Ronda (5.8 metric IOns In M.lrCh OInd 14 merric tons in 
April!: Nogales. Anton.. ,6.4 metTIc 10M): S:m 

Bernardino. California (5,1 metrie Ions): Ke~, West_ 
Aori6a (4,7 metric IOns I; and Maverick: Tuas (35 
rnea-ie tdns). 

,
AJthouEil Mexico has superseded ColombIa as the 
primary source counay for marijuana sOld in lhe United 
Swes. muimon quantiti¢$ of rru;rij~aha 'cOt'ltinued to be 
smuJBled by ~ from Colombia 1.0 the United Stales 
duriltf 1996. The EI Pato IntelliBence Center (EPIC) 
reponed in 1996 that U.S, authorilies seized 3::.3 metric 
tonS of cannabis tran$poned by commerci:ll maritime 
traffic from Colombia to the United StlUcs. 'T'he total 
ilmOUnt of cannabis seized in the United States in 1996 
from maritime shippln,g was 170.9 metric lons-19 
pen:ent of which was of Colombian ori,in. Colombian 
marijuana also was traniported by vessel to Mexico for 
onwDTd land trlU\$shipment to the United SUtes. 11 U 
unknown how m;x:h Colombian. marijuana reached the 
United State$ over tbls $1TIuggUng route., 
In addItion to groups operaung from Me:&:ico and 
Coiombta. traffid::en from Jamaica and Veneluela al$o 
smuggled marijuana to _he Uniled Sta~cs. Marijuana 
from these sources w.as transported to the Uniled S~ 
by carJovessel. pica5un:: boats. and f~hin,g boats via 
traditional maritime roulC$. Marijuana shipments 
originatinE in the Far East were confined to the West 
c-L 

, 
There was no evidence that the United Smtes was used as. 
a transShipment point for foreign source marijuana. 
l\ather, a[[ marijuana smuggled into the United StatCS 
from foreign sources was destined for and distributed 
withln lhe U.S. drug market. Lik.ewise. vinually aU U.S.~ 
cultivau:d marijuana wasconsume(t tiy drug users in Ute 

Uni1ed St:ltes.. Only very hmnedqu~tities of U.S.
cultivated mArijuana were shippcrllO fon::ign markets. 
and almost ali of this was smuggled ~ the Canadian drug: 
matket ' 

Distribution in the United States 

Once m:uijuana was smuggled succe,ssfully aeron the 
botder. uafficker! con!lOlld.aled t~ shipments at central 
sireS in cities such as Tucson. Atjzo~: 51 Paso. HOustOn. 
and McAllen. Texl1S; Los Anj!:eies, Co.llfomla: and Las 
Cruces, New Me:&:ico, From these distribution hubs. 
marijuana was shipped to cities in t¥ Midww. North. 
and along,me Oulf Co.ut and ~tem st.2bo;lrd. 

Dimibulion was accomplished by us-ing a wide, ever~ 
Changing VOlrielY of methods. ihCiu~ing: motor vehicles. 
couriers aboard publk ground and air trM1spon. 0100 
packa~ delivery services. 

DomC$ricall~·. distribution w.as controlled by a vanety of 
~roups and individuals. rangln~ from i""'ge, sophistic:ned 
organizations thOlt controlled cultivation osnd intersuue 

,• 
S{lUTC~: ~ S. ~T"!'Imvm o(JlJ~io~. Dn.s EniOl"CClllem A4minifln;tion. The tiNiee Rtporl 1996' r~Sir11 ; 

lfl!l'(:4;,rI1'f!-,.~1~~ !997. .• "#Y0 i1t;"D_"'fJfO:h~ 
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dimibution of mariJWl.IUI. The ors;n.niuuon. headed by 
Miguel Cato-QulntetO. is belie...cd to own many ranci1es 

'in Sonora. where drop arc stOred. The organIzation also 
stag,s dn.ig smuggjing iflCl.ll'lioru into the United StateS 
from these ranches. 

Mexican- and Colombian~pmdue.cd muijuaba 
uansported through Mexieo was s:t:ntlggied into the 
UnilCd States primarily across: the Southwest border, In 
November 1996, -one tarp:MCale marijuana tri.nsportaUon 
FfOUP based in the Sf.3Ul ofOaxil:!a. Mexico. was 
identlfled. This grCi\lp allegedly was planning fO 

transport seven..! lOflS of marijuana fn:nn Oa.uc.a ro 
Reynosa. Mexico. located on the U.S. border near 
MeAHen, Texas. MFJP llgents executed search warrants 
at four residences in Oaxac.a. seiung approximately 1.800 
kilograms of marijuana. $everal muijuantt: pre.s.se.s. Qild 
assorted paexaging pantphctnalla. 

In addition to seiwres mar::ie by U.$, authorities <It the 
bonier. MexIClln authorities alSo made large lrwijuana 
sell;ures from ... ehicles bound for the United StateS. 
Mexican offICials' sciud 1.t50 metrie tons of marijuana 
during- 1996. up from "1&0 metric tons in 1995. 

While Beine tanked founh in worldwide marijuana 
prodtlC'tion a decade ago, cannabis cultivation sln= then 
has bcc:n redul;ed ~tly. Cannabis fields of modes! size 
~e grown in BeHu, II' was not known preclscly how 
many hectares of cannabis were cultivated or witru 
amount of marijuana was proauced in the countrY, 
although quantitiCS dId not appear to vary from ~vious 
years. 

The Belize Government conducted aerial 
recohna.lssancc missions followed by manual 
eradiQllon of cannabis fields and seedling~, 
Manual eradication. which iM FQvemment. 
viewed as mort: effecti... e and more 
en... ironmenUl.!ly sound than &erial crlldic.:nion. 
tat!eted modesl-sized fieldS r.::mgin~ from 500 to 
several lhousand plants, In one April 1996 
operation, the Belizean police eradicated 15.900 
cann3.bis plants, The tOlal number of cannams 
plants destroyed during 1996 wa,$ 129.771, 
compared to i 35.216 plants destroyed in 1995. 

Cannabu was cultivated in Costa Rica in mostly 
;;mall and w.dely dispen:ed plou located in 
mounUlinous areas In the nof"theton and southern 
pans of the country. While overall production 
remains jaw. COSta Rican dru8' laweniorremenc 
authorities indicated lh:11 eu)ti"'auon wou: intended 
for expon. msteild of merely for domestic 
consunrction. Public SeCUMty Ministry personnel 
eradlQted some IIOJ)()) cannabIs plants in 1996. 
A lotal of 450 kiioErams ot mm]uana was seizeq. 

'The npatWve Peten rqion of northern Guatemala. 
bordcnn.s on Betae and Mexico ~howed signifICant 

, cannabis cultivation dunng 19%, A l.a.rge scl:wrr: of 
processed. PlCkaBed marijuana that compnsed most of 
the It),4 mcmc tons of marijuana scm:d in 1996 stton!,I~' 
indicated that men marij~a prociucuon was intended 
{or e.xpon Ulan tn p1'1!vious years. Small amounts of 
cannabis al$O wetC !'tOwn thmu~hoUt the eounlTY (or 
dome5tic cOf1$umption. The Department o{ Anti· 
Narcotics ~rations (DOAN) units in both the highlands 
and the Peten rqion specialize In manuai eradication 
opetations and OIhcr drog.n:l.ated investigations, The 
OOAN conducted a very sUCC'C$sful canruiliis eradkauon 
campaign in 19% that n:.1ulted in the deStl'tletion of 213 
hccULfeS of cannabis plants. 'IlUs eqwues 10 

approximately S4 percent of the country's cannabis: crop, 
'The remaining atUS of cannabis cultivation h:td a 
potential Yield o{ 5 melIlC IOns. 

Colombia. histDriodl)" has been a major fott'll1n source 
for the marijuana available in the Unl1ed States:. 
Cannabts. cutti"ation flourished during the Illtc 1970$ and 
early 1980s. wM the most e1tcl'nive concentrations: 
loc.ated in the Siena Ne"ada and Semmia de Perija 
Mountairu of nonhem Colombia" In 19&4, the 
Govtl"llment of Colombia responded to this: drug threat by 
launching an aggressive aerial eradication c:smpaien. 
Thousands of hectares of cannabis in the Sicm Nevada 
and Semania de Perija Mountains WCtt destrOyed u$Jn, 
chani;al hemieldes, In response. traffickd'S moved 
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cannabis cultivation to new 1lI'U5. particul~J~ 

Colombia's wett and na~t feifi'on$. Today, 
sipific.en! cannabis cultivation has rc:sUn<l<:ed In areas 
~vjOlU!}' tboupn to be: Jnactlve. in 1996. Cilttnabis 
cultivation in the Sierra Nevada <lnd Scrmllil de mjll 
Mountains e:onscrvatively was estimated at 
approxima:ely 5.000 hce'I.arcs, Si,n..ifteallf quanuties of 
high-quality cannabis also have been 1Oc:atea in tilt: 
mountains of Huila and Cau:a Depanrnenu, An 
ill$l~flcant amount of eanriabis eradicatior, takes place 
in Coiombjn be.I::ause of the need to depSoy limited 
eradication ~ apin.st coca ..nd opium poppy" 
cultivation. 

The potential amount of Colombian m-arijulUta available 
for worldwide consumption (total proouCtion minus 
se.U:un::s) stoOd at 3.9l5 metric: tonl in 1996. c:ompan:d 
to 986 metrie lOns in 1990. Joint police ..nd military 
operations in J996 sci:.tt:d 24\ mwle IOns of marijuana, 
Mosl of thAt marijuana w.as destined for export to the 
United Slates, Europe. lind LAtin Amerir:.1, MetnC-fOO 
seizures of marijuatla in Colombia Wae commonplace 
.and Oi:currtd on a regular basis. 

, 
Colombia's marijuana nde isdomiruued by il'\dependenl. 
trafficl:ing orgui:taions run affiliated with the Cali Of 

Medellin dNJ rri.a.fia.s, Chough many Me involved in both 
marijuana and cocaine trafficking. The United Saw 
traditionally has been the primary mUrket fOr Colombian 

. marijuana. In 1996. the continuing imporu:ncc of tm 
United Swe.s to Colombian marijuana traffiekers WI! 

eviden.ced by the 32 metric (om. of marijuana selttt1 
either in the United Sla~oren route 1.0 the United Sw£s 
from maritime vessels sal_ling from Colombia. AI U'Ie 

same lime. muluton seizum of Colombian man.luana ItI 
Europe indiwed that Colombian m~'Uuana U1lf(teone: 
oT!aniustions established markets, on the European 
conlinent. Some specific examples in 1996 highb,ht thI$ 
tn:nd: 

• 	 Ouring AUgUSt. police in Rouen.i France. se~ted 
approx.imately 20 Metric tons of m..njuana Imported 
intO the coonit)' from Cartagena; Colombia. in .a 
shipment of blue jeans. ' 

• 
.. 	 In late August ..uthorities in Cartagena seuc:hed tbt 

Dutch-flagged vesz! Nttd/Jo.v4 MlUi 6$6J. a.nd 
dismverc:d 27.3 metric tons of marijuan:l in It 

contain¢T shIpment of fertilizer destined for 
Ronmiam. the Netherland,. ihis seilure was only 
stightly smaller than the Euro~n.~rd 27.S metric 
I.On$ of Colombian marijuana $Ciud in Rotterdam in 
November 1995. 

CDioooblD 1.6$0 -.. 	 , 
1991 • In July. police in Barcelona. Spain. seized 12 metric..... '".. 

0- tons of rnarijuanil.. Stizun:;$ of such large quantities of -, "'oo marijuana in Spain Me quite unusual. given the rudy11.615 
<lvailabililY of Moroccan hashish at much lowcr pnces. 

_, 1" ...,._ ............0 c......' s..-.., -.-.. I"'.
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Even thouth 8ruIJ "'81 a major producer of nUoH Oennabl. CultiYatlon 
marijuana, most of iu production was for ("--'-..' 
domestic coml.unption. The smail amount of c......... &cd. ... 

marijuana not inumded fer domestic consumption 
usually was tntcked from Brazil's inU!lior lCl pon 
cities on the nOf'ttlust coast suclles Belem. 
A.cantLini to Brazilian authorities. mariju.ana is 
eqxlrt.ed \0 Suriname and French Guiana and. 
occasionally. to the NeUu:rl.a.l\ds for distribution 
there and the rest of Europe, Helem is a nawral 
link for marijullNI t:affic~ ~ of iu larJ:e 
Surin~ conununity and !he considerable: 
commercial activity. both lcpal and illegal. 
conducted berween Brazil and Suriname. 
Nevenbeleu. BraxiUan marijuiuu exports have 
remained minima! due 1(1 sll"I)ng domestic: ciemand 
and thc low quality of Braziuan marijuana relative 
10 other sourc:e areas. Silltific.am qu.antities of 
marijuana Still are imported from ncighboring 
countries, most notAbly Pata~W1y, to meet 
dmne$lic demand. Marijuana producuon and 
traffIcking wett conlrolled by Brazilian nJ.tionals 
during: 1996. . 

lUcial cultivation of CMDIlbii was confmncd in 
most of Brazil's 26 Slates and in the Federal 
District of Brasilia, The nonhcastem States of 
Bahia. Paraiba, Pernambuco. and Piaui remained 
the center of cannabis cultivation. Reli4ble 
~.wmIHes of tOllI cannabis cultivation 'lIo'eFe nOI 
available. Brazili.an authorities m.ptl'ed up 
ennna:"is eradication campaigns during 1996. 
eradical1ng over UXXl metric tonS of cannabis. 
Tbis .....as a considerable inmase Over the 160 
metnc mns of e>mnabis destroyed ltle previou~ 
~e:3T. At the same time. Brnilian authorities in 
!9% St'!l1:w 19.8 metric tons of marijuana. n 
subs-unna! increase of almost 10 perce:nt over Ihe 
1[.1 metric tons confiscated in 1995. Mar1Juana 
serzu~;. in Brazil have: ruged from 10 to 20 
:neuic Ions annually over 1M: ~t 6 ~eAt5. 

CanM.t\i$ W6L$ grown in Guyana's heavily forc:ste:d 
mu~nor, especiaUy alon, creeks and in r1yt:T 3J'eA$ 11 is. 
Ihereion:, difficult to <uSI!1S accuratdy the ~mount of 
:;:;mnacls under cultivation inlhe toUl'Itry. O(ltclion of 
:;ann~bii fields from (he air was diffiCUlt bcc~use the: 
iic:lds W(Te: obscured by the rainforest eanopy. AI the 
\i!me I1me:. access lO tbe area by vehicle was ofle:n 
Impossible due 10 lack. of r03d$. "T"he MCA of eultivation 
actuall:-' [ocmed and eradicated 10000ed S,4 hcct~($ In 

!99{" down s18nificanll~ from the 100 hecw(s 
er,1(lJC3IW in 1995. Over S.2 metric tOns of rr.arijullfta 
we:re seIzed In 1996. 

CannabiS is. th( only illiCIt crop cuili\':ued in Paraguay. 
An eSlImated 1.500 be:ct.lll"es were under cuhjyallon. 

..,.1'.700 U:.lOO 
.-.-	 ,- 5,,.. - ,- • on 	 1996--. 	 '",-	 ,....,",no .un 
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Cannabis is gro .... n in small plotS. primarily in the 
northeastcm.lhickly forested rt,ion of Paraguay along 
the Bn:tilian border. Crops art lwvested throughoul ttI¢ 

year, MtttVC'ning the cannabis crop is a labor IntensJVe: 
effon as growers: take care to winnow 01.11 the stems. 
seods. ~ tn\$tl, The result is a bl~b·qualiIY marijuana. 
most of .,..'bich i~ ell.~ to Brazil and At,entma where: 
il is in demand and commands a handsome price. 
Marijuana was compressed into sml1U pacUges for easy 
shipping 10 Bruil ~ntina. and Europe. Only a small 
:amounl of Pa.raSWAyan marijuana I't-Mhcd lhe United 
S...... 

The Anti-Nur;ocics Exeeutive: Secl't!Wiat {SEHAD) 
eontinued large-scale eradication opcmions in 1996. 
dC$VOying 449 heet.lll"es of cannabis. In March 1'1%. Uu: 
SENADeradlcated an estimated' million cannabis 
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planu In the Caputin Bado re,ion of Amabay 
.Depanment. MOSt of the cultivation I.he" Wert ioemed 
on huge private nutebes.. Pa.rasuayan authorjfies 
confisc.atecl 3.2 metric tons of pressed marijuana. 40 
metric tons of harvested marij\Wta, and 238 kilov-ms 
of cannabis seed last )'CW. 

1he (0'"11.... 

Althougb limited quantities of cannabis usuallyarC' 
cultivar-ed in The :Bahamas. uUrprismg amount of 
cannabis C'I.Iltivation wu discovered in 1996 at fidds in 
the Andros Islands. Eleuthera. and Grand Bahama. ' 
Altogtlther, aulhoriEies located and destroved more than 
II.SOO cannabis pilUlU, Of this tOtal. 8.875 planls were 
eradicated in one October operation. when three c.n.nnabis 
fields We" locau:.d about II miles: east of Freeport, 
Orand Bahama. Testing indicated that cannabis 
cultivated in The Bahamas had a low nte C':onteru and 
was believed to be primarily for domestic consumption, 

inc Bahamas long havc served as a U'allSit countrY tot 
. marijuana shl:pments IOthe United Swes from Colombia 
and Jaf!lai;;a, Although maritime drug smug-gling titrou,n 
the atea ~ eonsiderably in 1996. antidrug forcc$ 
made some significant seizures. For eltampje. in August, 
au!honues. confisc.n:m over 9(X) kilograms of marijuana 
and arrested five suspects in a maritime operanon near 
the Rag~edls!and Own, A lotal of 2,6 meDic Ions of 
marijuana wen: seit.ed in The Bahamas in 1996. 

Jamaica 1S a major producer of marijuana, much of 
which is destIned for North Ammcan mar:k.ets. Jamaica's 
climate, soii. and rainfall encourage the production of 
highly marketable varieties of marijuana, locally known 
as 8Q.nJa, About fOl.lt 10 six' crops (If cannabis were 
grown and harvested during the .vear, Both sinsemilla 
and commercial gmde marijuana wen:: produced. 
Cultivatton 3.'"US were Ioc:attd primarily in the wellands 
of the weMern and central region and the: remOtt: 
mountain ;u-eas in the cast As a result of successtul 
eradlcation c:unpai~ns since 1987, c;;mnabis: fatml!f'S 

\'Inually have ceased lar,c:.scalt! cultiv.:nion by shIfting ~(I 
half hectarepl~ (It' Jess. Additionaily. $Ome plOtS were 
located along the bases ofste!:p. n~w rQvmes lmd 
c<lnyons HI order to coneu3 cultivatlOfl and t!vade 
heiicoplet'·bome eradication operations, 10 (I~hc:r eoses, 
c.mnabis ",,'as grown imtmll:..ed with legitimate crops to 
make detection from the air more difficuh, In 1996. 
harvt!stable =<lnnabis cullivation rem3:ininji ailer 
eradication was eSI!malt!d to be 527 hectares. up 
slgmnC:mlly from 30.5 hec:t.ares in 1995. The t!Slim:ltc:d 
poteruiai yield in 1996 was 356 metric Ions. up from 206 
rrn:tric to'5 In 1995. 

The Government of Jamllic:'l m;lint.:nned its c;ln~is 
eradicau!)n c:lmp3ien. In 1996.1;lmaic:ln :mudruj forces. 

r 
I 

destroyed 473 btctan:s eountrVwide/down trum 695 
h~s in 1995. and well bel~w the! t.:IJle! of 800 
hca.art!.S set out in a bilalcrnl narcotics ~ent 
bet'WC¢tlW United States and Jamaiea, Westmoreiand. 
Sl. ElU:abe!h. and S1. J~s Parishes ~rt those ateas 
pnncipaUyeoncerned. Political and envlronmcntal 
opposition to aerial orplanorm herbicide spraying forced 
Jamaican authorities to' rely upon manual eradiCAtion. 
Even so. eradication teamS stili U~ h.eliCOpters: to reat:1I 
remote cultivation sita. Dllrln~ a 3.rimnth period when 
!he helicopnm were ~. the erkiieauon teams 
unfonul'llue:ly bad to rely on trucks fo:r uansporuuon. 

In 1996. Jamaica was the only signillCanl Caribbean 

source for marijuana found in the United SUlt5. The 

island aim served as a ttanSlt paim for shipmenu of 

Colombian rna.rijuanacn mute to tbe,iUniled States Of
, 
Canada. Marijuana was smun1ed out of Jamaica by sea. 
either in c:om,ainerized cargo. In commen:.al fIshing 
trawlers. or pleasure er:ttL II was commonplace for 
multiple shipmenu. ofmarijuana weighing in the 500
kilolf'M'l range to be: srupped from JamaiC<l to Nortb 
Ameri<:a. often wi!h legitimate eltporU such as 
agriculwtal products or appa;rel, S~Uer quantities of up 
to4 kilogr.tms f'O'LItinciy were smuggled CO fhe United 
Statt.S by tourisu and profMsionai couners travelin~ on 
commercial airline flights, Altoge~ 11'1 1996. Janwcan 

, authorities seized S3 metric lons of marijuana. up from 
37 metric tonS in 1995. and above the: 50 metric tOn 
henchmark specified in the bllateral U.S,·Jamaiean 
n.m:otics agreement. ' 

11'1 addition to marijuana. hashish oil:also was produced in 
Jamaica. mosdy by a rmup O'f traffickers on the north 
coast. Jarnaic.vt authorities. selud 267 kilognmu of 
hashish oU in 1996, and 47 'kil<>g:;anis of hashish Un.ad.;r, 
has been the traditional market tor h~ish oil from 
Jamaica. A lotal of 690 kilograms of hasru~h oil were 
seized in Canada last year. most of 4hich was of 
jarn,ajcan origin. Appmltimatc:ly SO pereent of the people 
arrested for hashish oil smuggljng iri Canada amVt'!d 3l 

Toronto'sPiertOtl intc:nmuonal Alrpon from fliFW 
ori~inating iI'I Jamaica. Hashish oil :~vailable 1ft the 
United States came principally from Jamaica and 
normally was sold in gram quantitieS 10 m.uimltc: profits. , 
Triakiad and Tobago. located jusl7 miies from the 
Venezuelan coast. was a si@nifteant'producer and 
eltpontT of marijuana. Cannabis was cultivau:d 
extensively in the forest and jungle 'areas of nonhern. 
oastttll and 50uthem Trinidad. andi'w a minor t!xlent In 
Tobago. in the past. joint eradicati~n effons wllh 11K 
United States under the cannabis eradicalion program 
Operation 'W'EEDEATER uncovered mMty mulliac:n:: 
cannabis plantations. as weI! as previously undis.covered 
airstrips. A lotAl of S.8 million mature C-3nn.1bis plantS 
-3nd 3,s1,000 seedlin~s were eradicated manually In 19%" 

" 

5' 
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commercially viable ouWde Of the Middle 5»t markets 
in Lebanon and Jordatt. 

Cannabis has been a t:l:':aditional crop in Egypt since the 
thineenth centurY. when culUvauon was first re<:Orded. 
Marijuana production and importation were banned in 
1879. but cannabis cuitivaiion remains widesprc.ad. In 
1996. eannabis cultivation was concentrated in the 
NUe4. sparsely settled temin of the Sinai PeninsuJa. 
although limited cultivation also took place In Uppel 

Egypt No reliable estimateS are available as to the 
number of hecta:res under cultivation. or po~nt.ial crop 
yield. Nonetheiess. eullivaUon probably incJt:llSed in 
1996. This increase a:curred despite the eradication of 
over 226.6 million eannabis plants. In September alone, 
eradication operations near Bir EI Abd in the nonhero 
Sinai and R.:a Sudr in the sout.nem Sinai resuhed in the 
de$[ruelion of Over 500.000 plants. 

s..b-s.1Iantn AI... 

Sub·Saharan Africa is a significant.sourte of marijuana 
for Africn and. to'a lesser extent. Europe. C:mnabis 
,rows naturally and is cultivated widely throughour tbe 
region, particularly in West Africa, Marijuana is the 
most abused drug: in many AmcaJt countries. allhough 
there is limited production and consumption of bashish. 
Similarly, Southern Africa inC1"CASingiy IS emeiiing as a 
re:g:ion of cannabis production and larE~e; 
consumption, Moreover. many of Africa's pam and 
airpom have become transit points for the i:nternational 
traffic in marijuana. with P"k.i:ilani hashisb tnlttming the 
pam of East Africa~ and local marijuana being: smuggled 

• throu!!h Centra! and Wen African. airportS. 

In. Ni~tria. substantial quantities of low.potency 
cann3bis were cultivated by independent subslStence 
{anners. Cultivatlon occum.d in ~ver.l! are.u. with the 
greatest concentration in central and nor-hem Nigmn. 
and in Pelta State in the southern par; of ,he cOtlnlT)·. in 
19%, Ihe Government of Nigeria tool: only limiu:d s!ep~ 
\0 reduce cnnnabis production in the country by 
destroying some cannabis fields and recommendiny crop 
sUDslitullon 10 fanners in c"nnabis~produeini areas. 
Marijuana.locaUy known as Jndian ~mp. was used as a 
source of cash or even as. eunencv In illicit cross-border 
Irade for food or Consumer pind~ts. 11'1 1994, the tOl.SI 
year for wbi::h full-y~ statistics were avaiiable, Nlgenan 
_Gf\le: law enforcement offici.a4 seized 14.2 metric Ions of 
maOlu.ana, By Conlr.1$l, in the finl9 month$ of 1996. 
Nigerian autborities reponed the sellure of ~ 1.4 metric 
Ions. 

A large pan of N'II~'enan marijuana production lS 
smug!!led in metric·lon Quantiues to Europe In conmner 
vessels. nM on a smaller sC:lle to other Afdcnn 
eountries. Examples ot such shiprnenl.$ Indude j,4 

metric wns of marijuana discovered in a contamer 
IJ.bipment of CaJtvas thal arrived in Pn~ue, Cu:.:::h 
Republic. Thi:l tWO<Ontainer maritime shipment iTom 
Lagos. Nigen&..l0 Vuna. Bulgaria. was later transporreo 
by D"3in throug:h Romarlla, Hungary. and Slova.k.ia. before 
finally arrivini in the Czech Republic. The ultimate 
destination for the marijuana was AntWerp. Bel~ium. 
Also in 1996. authorities at the Port of Su:zecin. 
Poland. in July, discovem,d 2.$ metric (ons of rruuijuana 
in • consignment of ~ that had arrived from 
Ni¥eria. 

Gluma.likc Nigeria. is another major source of WeSt 
African-grown c:annabil Multikilo¥ram quanuues of 
marijuana wtft"t smU"ied from Ghana to Europe. 
typic:a.lly by COUriCB traveling on commercial airline 
flights" Marijuana also was smuggled by truck or boat 
into other African countries. inCluding AniOla. the Cote 
d'lvoi:e. and Togo. 

In Zaire. Cllnnabis prows in moSt oftb.e country. 
pal"ticuiarly in the eqwuorial region of Bandudu. Za.irians 
smuggled multikil~ quantities of marijuana by air to 
Europe, primarily to Belgium and France. In one Marth 
1996 case. cu$loms officers at Brussels' Z:lvantem airpon 
seiz.ed 140 kilograms of marijuana diiCOvered inside 
wooden st1IL"tI,I';S that were pan of a s.iX-<:fl!e consignmem 
of an objects from Zaire. 

In Cameroon.. the airpcms of Douala and Yaounde 
served as deparrure points for marijuana couriers en roUte 
fO the European airporu of Paris. Brussels. London, and 
Zuricb. Recent reportinr indicateS that a kilog:ram of 
marijuana costs approximately $10 on the Ca.meroonian 
marUt. The same amount sold for $500 in Pllris. In 
1996. marijuana smuggled by couriers departing 
Cameroon was usually ofNis:erian. Zairian:. or 
Camerooman ongin. 

In Ke:nya, cannabis. known locally as banghi. grew wiid 
and was cultivatCd on private land. Sizeable cnnnabis 
plantations wett found deep inside n:nional game 
reserves, MaJor areas of growth were: located in the 
OorthWtslertl provinces of the country and the 
$OUthWlenl c~ta! regIons near Malindi. C::mnabis also 
,grew in the wesrem, cenO'aI. nnd eastern areas of Kenya. 
in 1996. Kenyan police discovered and eraaie.aced !S 
hcc:~ of cultivated cannabis plants. plus another 2.741 
scattered c::,anubis plants, Vinually all ClUtnabis tn Kenya 
was proceued inlD marijuana as opposed 10 hashish. 

Marijuimacultivaied in Kenya was smuggled to Europe. 
both in muhilol'l quantitie5 transpaned by maritime 
vessel. nnd in small qUMIU(WS carried by touriSts. Some 
marijunna atso wu smuggled to Ibe United StOlles, Kenya 
also served as il transshIpment point for hasbish 
snipmeJU..!i from P~stan bound for Europe. and on 
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oe<:a$ion to the United Swc1, For example, in April 
19%. Kenyan authorities seJKd a record 20 metric 'COOS 

of hashish dis.c:overed on the island of Chale. near 
MombaA. 11= shipmdl.t. one of the la.ri!:~t drug 
shipmentS ever seized in Africa. had been smu8gled from 
Pakistan. In January 1996. authorities in Antwerp. 
IWgium, s.eUzd 6.5 metric lDftS of hasbisb discovered in 
a container shipment of tea thaI had arriW!d from 
Montbua. Kenya. The shipment tepoJ'ledly origil181ed in 
Af,hlInistall aM was destined for the Ner.heri.ands, 

According to South African authorities. South Africa is 
the world' s IIItJeSI producer of c::annabis. Cannabis, 
~nown locally asdizgga. hw; been grown as a tradiuonal 
crop for yean by rural South Africans. Cultivation 
occum:d primarily In arable. weU-warercd an:.as. 
espc.eially in mounwnous temLin. Specif.c llI'tti of 
euluvAl.ion in.ctuded the South African areas of Kwuulul 
Natal. Ciskel. Tl'3nstci, the wtem Trans\laai. and in tilt 
neiFhboring countries of SwuUt&nd and Lesotho. No 
estimateS \10 eft available for cannabis cultivation in Scum 
Africa In 1996. 1n !995. however, South Africatl 
lIuthorilies eilinwed that oyer 82.700 h~ of 
CAtlnabi$ wete under cultivation. primarily in Tr:uukel. 
The potential marijuana yield from this cultivation was 
placed at I?S.()(X) metric toM. The total potential yield 
in South Africa and in the neighboring countries of 
Botswana. Lesotho. and Sy,.az.i1and was estimated to ~ 
over '80,000 metric 'OM. 

'While moSt of the marijuana produced in South Africa i!. 
for domestic or regional consumpuon. in the past several 
yc:at$ then:. have been a number of instances of SOUth 
AfnC;Ui marijuana being smuggled to AustraliA, the 
Netherlands. <lnd the Uniled Kingdom. p:u1Jcululy in lllr 
frel~r.t. In 19%, South Afncan traffickers smug,gled 
marijuana to !he Netherlands and the United KJn~dom. 
where they exchanged the marijuana for designer dru,s 
such as MDMA and LSD. 

Sovtmrt and: (erma I Alia 

Cannabis if'ew wild and was cultivatea in pa.n~ of 
Pakistan, Hashish produced from c:mnabls was 
consumed locally or exported. with mulwon maritime 
shipments smuUled \0 Europe and Canada. PAlOslani 
<luthorities seize murulon quantilres of hashish on a 
re~utar basis. The rota1 amount 01 hashi", seLud in 
Pakistan during the fll'\l ntne months of 19% was 1S9 
metrlc tons. This was a substantial dectuSe compared to 
Ihe 543 metric tons seized durin, the previous 12 months;. 
Ouuide of PaJdstan. a num~r of sia.nific:Lm seizures 
were made in 1996: 

In January. C<Uladian Customs agems in Montreal 
seIzed 3 memc tOTlS of hashish 1hou had arnved from 
Pakistan via Halifax. Nova Scotia. 

• 	 Durin, September. authoriues in KuI:lUl.. Bulgari:l. 
sci= neu1y9 metric tons of hashish fo~nd In a 
container shipment of marble tile im'ponect from 
K.a.raclIi. PakiSWl. by way of PiruuS, Grt::eCe. 

Cannabis pw wild and was eulti,,~ in Afghanistan. 
Estimates of c.annabis cultivation or haShish production 
arc ftOl available for 1996. 1n the absence of an effective 
eemnj goyetnment. production. distribution. ttaffJCking, 
and the finaru:la1 stnlctufe underpinnin~ Ule drur tnde 
were 001 curbed (0 Jny form during 1996. As in Pakistan. 
cannabis: produced in Afghanistan was processed into 
hubuh. Hashj$h not eonsumed 100000ly was tntUpOrtec 
to European matkets. Significant seizures of European
bound hashish shipmenu in 1996 included: , 
• 	 1.7 metric ton" &eilZ!d in May by authorilies. in 

Beryozll RussiA. 'The hashish waS discovered in a 
container shipment of alfalfa!tt.ds· uanspone(l by rail 
ane vessel from Hera... AfEhanistan. to the Netherlands 
via UzbeIWWI. R.ussia. and Latvia~ 

,. 	 In FebruM'y. Tan:anUln authorities at the Port mDur 
Es Sa!aarn disco..'CTed ne<trly 8 metnc lOns of hashish 
in a coruaintri:.e:d shipment of tea en route' from 
Afghanistan to Ukraine. lntelligc:rIce $uggesu that this 
was one of many hashish shipmen~ from PakisuUl or 
Afghanistan that 1J1lnSiwI East African eounaiC$ en 
mute to Europe and Canada. 

There WAS illicit cannabis euttivinion throughoul the IU'e2 

covered by the Newly Indepeneeftt Statu during 1996. 
A significant ::unotlm of the mariju.ana Of hashish 
produced in Central Asia i$consumed locally ...Ithoup a 
ponion is exported to Europe. Local officials in 
Kn.khstan estimated th:n approximately 138.000 
hec~s of cannabis grew in the Chu' VaHey. with a 
potential ,annual yidd of 5.000 metrif IOns of marijuana, 
In addition 10 the Chu Valley, abrutJO.OOO hecQ.IU of 
cannl1tns were cultivated in the T aldy~Korgan ~gion. 
Lesser amounts were grown in [he Almaty City reglon, 
Kyzl.Orda. and South Ka.tAk:.st.an obiasIS, 

In Tajikistan. cannabis grew wild and ;uso WAS 
cultivated. .Loca! authorities would like fO conduct targew 
kale eradication campaiin~. but due to limited available 
resources. the.se activities have been restricted. 
Eradkalion efforu lUw: been downsized dra'nically 
-eom~ to t~ lflf1!'e·s.cale o~MItions conducleQ under 
the Soviet regime. 

, 

S\lllrt~, uu.s. t!~pMtlflen\ ofJ~nic~. Drug Enf"",.clflenl A4m,niflnli\ln, TM "'NiCe R.pvn 199(>' Tilt <"'_ph, nl'lll'" 0_, ,;"
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Executive Summary 

~ pAn of an ~g projeC't to dclcnTIint hoW much Amt;ncans .pmcl on iUcgal 4N~ U,l5 report 

rucuscs on the ~Ilt aDd ft!t.IIi.l wet 'Value of cocaiM, heroiD. marij\I..8.nA. outd ether ilkgal dru,!!!> 

American' 00"'_ m.m 195111hroush 1995, The 0l01b0dQ1oIY IlWI '" maIct ,he.. csri_« hil> 

evolved, a.ad impnM:d flil'll:e! the fil'llrll'l!pM i" 1991, thit )'CW" cstima&e.s ofillidl druB ex.pt'ndiwn:~ are 

Il'~y hi..." dI4n pm1"'" ~ lor ............, The ran' h oha1 irnp""od melh<ldology for 

......""glhe number d dNg ..." "111"11$ tIIm wm more _core .... " durinl IgaS 1b")II~b 1991 

then wen= estimated in previou& n:uU UsTC'pCfti, The ICCOnd 1n8jor d:Iffc:tem:c rmiu:la from using 'Dr.: 

canlume:rprice i.... SO infl-. pet )"C<V~uu on c:or:::aine. beroin. marijuana and ~r illicit dru~s.. 

, 

We uted "'" ~ .. maIct _ callOS, I'lm. from • """"mplion.bascd approach. we 

i.~...f8I"I'" dollar .,...ti..... by Amerj""" on illici' dna.., W. ~ ilia!: 

• In 1995,Amoriams'l'C"tSS7b111lcn "".,....Irup: $38 bu."" on COCAIne. SIO billi"" on 
bm>i.. S7 bOJi<m on marijwma. IIIlI1 $' billioo OIl _ illepl <InIp IIJId legal "nli' llsod 
iUJcl!ly crable AI.' 

• Del"""'" 19SIland !\I95.Ihe~ ... coc:tinel!lld __ 10 have fallco, This 
tm'Id MWt! patt1y fnr.wn a deaease in the number at UIt!rS. bI.n tDOUly from.a decrease in me 
............. af __drup, 

• 'BClYteCn 1988 and 199.5. upenditu~ en marijuana i~ alighuy (.-, marijuana pna5 
jn~)men~ UipIIY(1S _,............ fell), 

• B_1981 and 1995...peIIdialrIs ... _ illicit drup. and ... iepl dlUlI>""" mi,illy. 
.._fairly .......... 

A $CCond appro&Ch '0 C5f1maUng the tSILil sale.s Yllue: of iUili:il droll COfUumec1 in the United Stales IS to 

e~~irnare the M'Wunb IUpplied to tbC domeltic: matbt. From thia aupply.ea:iCd ~vc, we es:tinwe 

th.31: 

" 	 AbQl,ll 287 to 376 metric: tom of ct'lC'JUne 'kt4 Dvailable for domestic eomumprion in ·'995 
(Table B). For rcaso:nli d~ue.d in the ~. il U m:t praetica.lw ~Iop estimascs fo: 
herom. marijuma.. and ocher drugs.' The esti.mated amount of cocaine aYlibbl:e for",,,,,,,,,pa,,,, In I!lC Unt1e4 5..." be...... 1955 ODd 199' __ nwtWly. but ""p«Cioion 
in Ihc: ~ for ca.cb yco.r m.okt. it difficult to dn.w infe:rutee!l abott! tmU1s. 

, 

http:praetica.lw
http:marij\I..8.nA


m;lID 1M Salte Depamnem (crop d.au). me Drus Enfora::tnenl AdmiflimntlOft (price. dab). the SubJt4n~ 
; 

Abase and M.MIaI Huhh ~n (houII!boid CUMY eta), and the Department 0(Justia: (tllT~1tlC' 

dnlg t.cJting data) provide. a c;QftsiswU ~ of major dlUa: uw Im'IUI, 

TlIbr.A 

Total U.s. ~ 011 Pilon DnIp, 1_,811$ (II In _. 111M dollar ""u_1 

.!.iU .wi lflI!lI lSI1 It.ai! lib ~ ~ 

Cocoire $01.2 1511.7 SUS $45.8 $41.7 \140.3 $37.• m.o 
Jo1ero.in 117.7 516.& S14,3 S11.11 $10.2 59.8 59.3 SII.6 

Marijuana SII.1 S1(lQ 5".0 $10.7 511.5 S&.II 18.2 $7.0 

OthorDrugr; 113.3 S2.& S22 12.3 12.0 51.5 S2.6 . 12.7 

T..., 581.' S67.2 $79.0 $7lI.7 $65•• $flO.' $57.5 
. 

157.3 
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FOR MORE INFORMATIO!'l 

Full copies of publications used to produce this information packet may be obtained by contacting the 
agencies below: 

ONDCP Drug Polk}' Information CJearinghousePO __ 

Rockville, MD 20849-6000 
I-800-<i66·3332 
hup:!Iwww ! whi[ehQus~ru!!J?91 icy. g9v 

Executive Office of the President, Office of Nalional 
Drug Camrol Policy, Pulse Ched, Narional Trelld.t 

m Drug Abwf!, Summer 1997. Order /I NCJ
164261. 
bup: !lwww,whilebou5o!dnn.:policv,go\'!drugfacl/pul? 
ecbk /pel nde:o;.hlID I 

Ex«:uejve Office of the President, Office of National 

Drug Control Policy. Executive Sumnmry, ,"\111m 

America's Users Spe'Ui on lilegal Drugs: i988· 

1995, November 1997. Ord~ /I NCJ·15411S" 

hUE:!I ....ww .whildnous.;d O! gpollev . govfdrugfact/uta 

ilieOAtegts.hlm! 


Executive Office of the President, Office of National 

Drug Control Poticy, Marijuana Policy Papers. 

1997. 

http://www '\lIbilehQuS«!ru!teol il;;y. go vIngl tex Ipaper 

s.html 


U .$. Departm<!m of JuSli~. Bun::au of Ju$tlcl! 

Statistic"" COllljUlring FedEral mui Suue PrisQ1l 

limlaleS, 1991, S¢p'",mb¢r 1994. Ord",r II NCJ~ 


145864. 

http://www.n:ir~.of£/d0: l£9rr. bl m 


U.S, Departm¢nt of JusliCl:, Bureau of JusliCI! 

Stalistics, Dr/,(g fllfaramwll mId Tn:atment ill 

PriSQlIS, J99(), July 1992. Oro.:! Ii NCJ-134724. 


U.S. Depaf1m.:nt of JUlllic.:, Bureau of Jus!ic.: 
Statistics. Drugs and J(lillnmmes, 1989, August 
1991. Order J! NCJ·130836. 

U,So D¢partment of JUl!lice, Bureau of Justicl! 
SWlislics. Fedr:ral Drug Case Proctt.fsing. ] 982~9J , 

Wi.h Preiuninar),Dma/or 1992. March 1994. 
Ordef # NCH44392, 

U,S, Depal'1:ment of Justice, Bureau of Justice 

Statistics, SUniffy ofSlare PriSON lnmoll:s. 1991. 

May 1993, Order /I NCJ-136949. 

hllp: IIgcirg, Q(g/drgscorr, him 


U,S. Department of h.lstice. National Itlstinlle of 
Justice, 1996 Drug Use Forf!casring Annual RepOrT 

011 Mull 1111(1 JU~'eililf! Arreslees. June 1996. Order 
II NCJ 165691.w 

http: Ifwww.Rei[Soor.:!pdffljes/165§91. pd f 

U.s, Department of JIls!ice, Bureau of Justie.: 

Statistics, Felony $ellfemxs in Stale CoUTTS, 1994, 

JMuary 1997. Order Ii NCJ~t63391. ' 

hill?: rIwww.nsir!!.org!courdocs.htm 


National Cleari~house for Alcohol and 
Drul! 1nformation ~ 

pi) Bo\ 2345 
Rockville'. l\ID Z0841·2345 
1-800.729-6(186 or 
301468-2600 in tht metropolitan 
Wa~bjngto[l. DC area 
http://v/wIII' ,health,org 

U.S. Depantlk:nt of Health and Human Services, 
Substance Abuse and Menlal Health Services 
AdItUntslration, Drug Abuu Wnrning Ne''I<l(jrJe. 

Amlua! Medical £X(lmi,ler Data, 1995, i997. 

U.S. Department of H.:alth and Human S.:rvices, 
Substance Abuse and Mental Health $e~ic¢s 
Administralion, Prl!limilwry REsuilsjn,in fhl! /996 
Natjollal Househoki Survey 01/ Drug Abuse, July 
1997. 
hllp;!Iwww"samhsa.gov/oastnbsdaJ 

U.S. D¢partm¢nl of Health and Human Services, 
Substance AbU5\! and Mental Health SerVic<:s 
Administrstion, Nmional Household Su~ Olt Drug 
Abuse.' PopuUl1ioll Estimates, J996, July 1997. 
hur:1twwv.! pmhsa .1lOViQ<ls/nhsdaJ 

http://v/wIII
http://www
http://www


U,S, D~rtmeni of Heallh and Human Services. 

Substance Abuse and.Mental Health Services 

Adminjs(tation, Mjd·Yeor Preliminary Est;males 

from the J996Drug Abu,te Wnrning Network, July 

1997. 

DYJ?:I!....ww .samh@.gov/ruS/daWll' 


National Institute on Drug Abuse 
Di"'ision nr Epidemiology and 

Prevention ReM3reh 
!i6{;O Fishers Lane, Room 9·A·S3 
Rockville, MD 20857 
3Ql443-654.l 
http;//www.nida.nih.gov 

U,S, Department of Health .md Human Services, 
National Institute on Drug Abuse, Epidemiolagh; 
Trenru ill Dnig Abuse, Adwmee ReporT, June 1997. 
hUp: I jWW\J.,. ! cdnu:rgup.com/c~wg/docsi697 • 
washdc.fsum97.advanee.html 

u.s. Departmenl of Health tmd Human Services, 
National1nstitutc un Dru.g Ahuse, Epidemioiugic 
Trtmds in Drug Abu..fe, Execulive Summa,). June 
19%. 

Drug EnfQn:ement Administration 
Oftice nr Intelligence Liaison and 

Policy Intelligence Division 
Wa.~hinglon. DC 
20Z·3()7-3l6S 

U.s. Department of juslice, Drug Enforcement 
Administration, Federalw',t.'ide Drug Seizure Sy"Srem, 
April J997. 

Drug Enrorcemeot Adminisln'llion 
Intellinence Production Unil 
Intelligence- Di"ision 
Washington; DC 
202·307-8726 
hup:,'!www.u1'ldoi. go"Id wi 
U,S. Dcpartm"nl of Justice, Drug Enfort:l!menl 
Admif"llstralion, ll/egnl Drug PricelPurfr; Reporl, 
Unired Slales: January 199]·Duember 1996, June 
1997. 

U.S. Department of Justice. Drug Enfor¢Cmcnl 
Adminislration. The NNICC Report 1996: The 
Supply of IWeir Drugs to the Unir~d States, May 
1991. 

nilP:!Iwwv.: .usdoL go"/dea/pubslintel/nnicc97 ,blm 


U.S. Government Printing Office 
Superintendent of Documents 
Mail Stop: SSOP 
Washington, DC 20402·932& 
102-512-8100 

tJ .5. Departmenl of Health apd Human Services. 
Cemers for Disease Control Md Ptevemion. 
Morbidity and Monality Weekly Repm1. Youlh Risk 
Ikh(ldor SurveitlalH;e-·NmiOlWI College Heallh Risk 
Beha,1orSur1!e:·, Unill'd Stmcs 1995, November 14, 
1997, Volume 46 Numb':f SS-6. 
hltP:IIWVIW.£d£.gov/epofmJllwrfmmwr §5,btml

" 

U.s O"partment of Heal(h and HulTllUl Scrvices, 
Centers for Disease Contfolllnd Prevention, 
Morbidity and Mortaliry We,;,iy Reporr, Youth Risk 
Behavior SUr'l'eUial/Cew -UniJe4 SWII!S, 1995, 
September 21. 1996, Volume 45 Number 5S4. 
http;}Iv."'W'-J<,cdc.go"lepo/mmwr{rmnwr),l>.blm! 

C.S. D.:panmenl of Justice. Drug Enforcement 
Administralion. 1996 Drugs of Abuse, 1996, 
{HIP: / iwww,usdoj.go"/doea/pubsfabuseiconlems.hlm 

L:.S. Departmenl of Slate, Bureau for International 
Narcotics and Law Enfor.:~m~n~ Affairs. 
lmem(lrii:mal N(tf('o,ia COnIrc! Stmregy Repcn. 
March 1997, 
hup:l/www.ttal$:,!10v{wwv.:/globalinarcotks Illw/in 
d;:x, hlmlNjntjimaliona! 

U.S. Departm.:m or lustice. Fede.nl Bureau of 
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