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Preface

This is the report from the fifth data-collection wave of the European School Survey Project on Alcohol
and Other Drugs (ESPAD). It is based on data from more than 100,000 European students. Over the
years about 500,000 European students have answered the ESPAD questionnaire. This is the second
ESPAD report to be based on a common database, which is managed by the ESPAD Databank Manager,
Thoroddur Bjarnason.

The first ESPAD report, with data from 1995, included information from 26 countries, while this fifth
report contains results from 36 countries. Another three countries collected data in the autumn of 2011
and results from these countries will be added on the ESPAD website. ESPAD is now established in
more than 40 countries and covers most of the European continent. Over the years, ESPAD has become
an increasingly important source of information about young people’s substance use.

The ESPAD project was initiated in 1993 by the Swedish Council for Information on Alcohol and
Other Drugs (CAN) as a follow-up of a test of a European school-survey questionnaire funded by the
Pompidou Group at the Council of Europe in a pilot study in 1986—-1988. In the light of this experi-
ence and Swedish expertise in the field of school surveys, CAN started the collaborative project. The
first meeting was hosted and supported by the Pompidou Group, who also suggested many of the par-
ticipants invited. This co-operation has continued since then, and the Pompidou Group has funded the
participation of researchers from central and eastern Europe in the annual Project Meetings.

ESPAD also has an established contact with the European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug
Addiction (EMCDDA) in Lisbon. This co-operation has deepened in later years and has included sup-
port for data collection, analysis and reporting as well as the hosting of an ESPAD Project Meeting. The
EMCDDA has also contributed to the production of this report and ensures the multilingual dissemina-
tion of ESPAD results.

Work on this report would not have been possible without financial support from the Swedish
Ministry of Health and Social Affairs for the co-ordination of the project as well as to the production of
this report. We are also grateful for the support received from the EMCDDA and the Pompidou Group.

We are very grateful to Jonas Raninen, who was responsible for the statistical tests, to Johan
Segerbdck, who checked the language of the report, and to Thomas Lowenberg, who was responsible
for the layout of the report.

An extensive project with data from 36 countries would of course not have been possible without
the self-sacrificing work of all our ESPAD colleagues. We very much appreciate not only their support
and qualified contributions to the development of the project, but also the friendly and collaborative
atmosphere that characterises our contacts, meetings and seminars.

A large number of people in every country have made an important contribution to this report. We
would like to express our gratitude to all of those who made this report possible, including teachers,
research assistants and others who collected data, and last but not least the huge number of students
across Europe who have helped us arrive at a better understanding of young people’s substance use.

Stockholm, May 2012

Bjorn Hibell, PhD UIf Guttormsson
ESPAD Coordinator Research Associate, CAN
ESPAD Coordinator
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Summary

The main purpose of the European School Survey Project on
Alcohol and Other Drugs (ESPAD) is to collect comparable data
on substance use among 15-16-year-old European students in
order to monitor trends within as well as between countries.
So far, five data-collection waves have been conducted in the
framework of the project. The first study was carried out in 26
countries in 1995, while data collection in 2011 was performed
in 37 countries. However, results for 2011 are available only for
36 countries, since the Isle of Man collected data but unfortu-
nately did not have the possibility to deliver any results.

This summary presents key results from the 2011 survey in
the ESPAD countries as well as findings regarding the long-term
trends. An initial section gives a short overview of the method-
ology.

Independent research teams in the participating countries
form the basis of the collaborative project. In the 2011 ESPAD
data collection, more than 100,000 students took part in the
following countries: Albania, Belgium (Flanders), Bosnia and
Herzegovina (Republic of Srpska), Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, the
Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, the Faroe Islands, Finland,
France, Germany (five Bundesldnder), Greece, Hungary,
Iceland, Ireland, the Isle of Man, Italy, Latvia, Liechtenstein,
Lithuania, Malta, Moldova, Monaco, Montenegro, Norway,
Poland, Portugal, Romania, the Russian Federation (Moscow),
Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Sweden, Ukraine and the United
Kingdom.

METHODOLOGY AND DATA QUALITY

To provide as comparable data as possible, the surveys are
conducted with common questionnaires and according to a
standardised methodology. Data are mainly collected during
the spring, and the 2011 target population was students born
in 1995, with a mean age of 15.8 years at the time of data col-
lection.

Data are collected by group-administered questionnaires.
The students answer the questionnaires anonymously in the
classroom with teachers or research assistants functioning
as survey leaders. The 2011 samples of classes are nation-
ally representative, except in four cases: in Belgium the study
was performed in the Dutch-speaking part (Flanders) only,
in Bosnia and Herzegovina it covered only the entity of the
Republic of Srpska, in Germany only five out of sixteen federal
states (Bundesldnder) participated, and data collection in the
Russian Federation was restricted to the city of Moscow.

The content of the present international report is based on
standardised country reports and data sets delivered to the
ESPAD Coordinators and Databank Manager. A few countries
have experienced modest problems of a methodological kind,
but not of such a magnitude as to seriously threaten the com-
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parability of the results, and the overall validity is deemed to
be high for most countries even though it should be recognised
that the national cultural context in which the students have
answered the questions has most certainly varied. As a pre-
cautionary measure related to low school-participation rate,
the comparability of data from the United Kingdom has been
deemed to be limited.

National sample sizes were most often close to or above
the number of classes that should make it possible to reach
the recommended number of 2,400 participating students.
Exceptions to this are the smallest countries, where the num-
bers were smaller even though all relevant students were sur-
veyed.

Small differences in point estimates between countries or
over time should be interpreted with caution. Changes within
countries between 2007 and 2011 have been tested for sta-
tistically significant differences, while changes below four
percentage points between previous data collections are not
recognised as real changes. Differences in 2011 between boys
and girls have also been tested for statistically significant dif-
ferences at the country level.

Results from 2011 for eight key variables are presented in
a summary table below, in which significant decreases com-
pared with 2007 are marked with green and corresponding in-
creases with red.

CIGARETTES

A small number of questions regarding cigarette smoking are
asked at the beginning of the questionnaire. In the 2011 sur-
vey, on average, 54% of the students in participating countries
reported that they had smoked cigarettes at least once and
28% that they had used cigarettes during the past 30 days.
Two per cent of all students had smoked at least a packet of
cigarettes per day during the past 30 days.

The ranking orders of countries for lifetime use and relative-
ly recent use (past 30 days), respectively, are more or less the
same. High-prevalence countries for cigarette use in the past
30 days include Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, France,
Latvia, Monaco and Slovakia (at around 40%) and the low-
prevalence countries are Albania, Iceland, Montenegro and
Norway (at around 12%). There is no obvious geographical pat-
tern to be seen.

In countries where more students smoke, students are also
more likely to report that cigarettes are easily obtainable. An
early smoking debut (age 13 or younger) is associated, at the
aggregate country level, with high levels of use in the past
30 days. On average, 7% of the students said that they had
smoked cigarettes on a daily basis at the age of 13 or younger.

At the aggregate country level, the sex differences in 2011
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are negligible for smoking in the past 30 days while a small
gap, with more boys who are smokers, was visible in 1995 and
1999. However, in individual countries large sex differences
may be observable in 2011 as well. There were significant dif-
ferences between boys and girls in eleven countries, with high-
er figures for boys in six and for girls in five. For example, boys
were about 16 percentage points above girls in Albania, Cyprus
and Moldova while, conversely, girls were about 15 percentage
points above boys in Bulgaria and Monaco.

In the countries for which there are data from all five sur-
veys, a drop of 7 percentage points can be observed for past-
30-days cigarette use between 1999 and 2007, but the situa-
tion remained unchanged in 2011 compared with 2007.

Between the two most recent surveys, the proportion of
students who had been smoking during the past 30 days in-
creased significantly in seven countries and fell in five. Some of
the increases were fairly striking, with 13 percentage points in
Monaco and 10 in Portugal. Compared with 1995, the countries
with the largest decreases (20 percentage points or more from
the start) are Iceland, Ireland and Norway. No country shows a
continuous increase across the five waves.

ALCOHOL

In all ESPAD countries but Iceland, at least 70% of the students
have drunk alcohol at least once during their lifetime, with an
average of 87% in the 2011 survey. The corresponding aver-
age figures for use in the past 12 months and the past 30 days
are 79% and 57%, respectively. For all three time frames, there
were small decreases from 2003 through 2007 to 2011. Of
course, these averages are based on highly divergent coun-
try figures. For example, alcohol use during the past 30 days
was reported by more than 75% of the students in the Czech
Republic and Denmark, but only by 17% in Iceland and 32%
in Albania. There is no clear geographical pattern but coun-
tries with relatively small proportions are mainly found among
Nordic and Balkan countries.

The national average figures for lifetime, past-12-months
and past-30-days prevalence are about the same for boys and
girls, but when differences occur the prevalence is nearly always
higher among boys. To give an example: In 15 countries there
are significantly more boys than girls who have been drinking
during the past 30 days, while girls are in the majority only in
three (Iceland, Latvia and Sweden). Moreover, when it comes to
more frequent drinking within each time frame, the proportions
are usually higher among boys.

Of the students who reported the amounts of various bever-
ages that they consumed during the most recent day on which
they drank alcohol, the estimated average consumption differed
between the sexes, with boys drinking one-third more than girls
(2011 averages of 5.8 versus 4.3 centilitres of 100% alcohol).
A significant difference in this direction can be found in nearly
all countries. However, in a couple of countries (Iceland and
Sweden) the average quantities were about the same among
girls as among boys. In a large majority of the countries, beer is
the dominant beverage among boys. Spirits is the most impor-
tant beverage among girls in just over half of the countries. On
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average, these two beverages together account for about 70% of
the students’ total consumption.

There are huge differences between countries. On their most
recent drinking day, Danish students, on average, drunk more
than three times as much as students in Albania, Moldova,
Montenegro and Romania. Large quantities are mainly found
among students in the Nordic and British Isles countries, while
countries with smaller quantities often are located in south-
eastern Europe. The average quantities consumed on the latest
drinking day were about the same in 2011 as in 2007. At the
national level, however, they increased significantly in 2011 in
ten countries but dropped in only four.

On the country level, there is no (statistical) correlation be-
tween the proportion of students in a country who had been
drinking during the past 30 days and the amounts consumed
on the latest drinking day. This means that both high and low
average levels of consumption in volume terms can be found in
countries with either high or low drinking frequencies.

There is a strong association on the country level between re-
ported alcohol consumption on the latest drinking day and the
perceived level of intoxication on that day. Thus, in countries
where students reported that they consumed larger quantities of
alcohol they also reported higher levels of intoxication.

Another way of measuring drunkenness is to ask how often
the students had consumed five drinks or more on the same
occasion during the past 30 days. This measure of “heavy epi-
sodic drinking” has undergone one of the most striking changes
among girls across the ESPAD waves, with the aggregate-level
average increasing from 29% in 1995 to 41% in 2007. In the
2011 survey, however, this figure has dropped to 38%. Among
boys, the figure is also slightly lower in 2011 (43%) than it was
in 2007 (45%) and thus also relatively close to the 1995 figure
(41%).

The average gender gap has shrunk from 12 percentage
points in 1995 to 5 in 2011, but even in the latest survey sig-
nificantly more boys than girls reported heavy episodic drinking
in 22 of the ESPAD countries. However, in one country (Sweden)
the proportion was significantly higher among girls. Another
three of the Nordic countries (Finland, Iceland and Norway) be-
long to the group of ten ESPAD countries in which the figures in
2011 were about the same for girls as for boys. The other coun-
tries in this group are the two British Isles countries (Ireland and
the United Kingdom (limited comparability)), the neighbouring
countries of France and Monaco, and a few other countries in
different parts of Europe (Belgium (Flanders), Estonia and the
Russian Federation (Moscow)).

Two Nordic countries are at opposite ends of the scale when
it comes to heavy episodic drinking. The proportion of students
in Iceland who reported in 2011 that they had engaged in this
behaviour during the past 30 days was 13%, while it was more
than four times higherin Denmark (56%). A look at the map does
not indicate any clear geographical pattern.

Between the two most recent surveys, the figures for heavy
episodic drinking increased significantly in four countries
(Cyprus, Greece, Hungary and Serbia) while a significant fall can
be seen in nine countries with comparable data, including the
four Nordic countries of the Faroe Islands, Iceland, Norway and

11



Summary

Summary Table. Selected key variables by country. Percentages (if not otherwise indicated). ESPAD 2011. Colours indicate sig-
nificant changes to the 2007 data collection.

Alcohol
volume Lifetime Lifetime
Heavy (cl 100%) use of use
episodic last drinking otherillicit of trang.
Cigarette use Alcoholuse drinking past day, among Lifetime use  drugs than without  Lifetime use of
COUNTRY past 30 days past30days 30 days? consumers  of cannabis  cannabis®  prescription inhalants®)
Albania 13 32 21 3.0 4 6 8 3
Belgium (Flanders) 26 69 38 4.7 24 9 8 7
Bosnia and Herz. (RS)
Bulgaria 39 64 48 4.0 24 10 3 4
Croata a 66 o DN s 5 s
Cyprus 23
Czech Republic 42 8
Denmark 9
Estonia
Faroe Islands 6

Finland

France

Germany (5 Bundesl)
Greece

Hungary

Iceland
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Liechtenstein

Lithuania

Malta

Moldova, Rep. of
Monaco
Montenegro

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Russian Fed. (Moscow)

Serbia 20 3
Slovak Republic 39 7
Slovenia 32 6
Sweden 21 4
Ukraine 29 4
Average 28 57 39 5.1 17 6 6 9
United Kingdom 23 65 52 6.7 25 9 3 10

3 Having five or more drinks one one occasion. A’drink’ is a glass/bottle/can of beer (ca 50 cl), a glass/bottle/can of cider (ca 50 cl), 2 glasses/
bottles of alcopops (ca 50 cl), a glass of wine (ca 15 cl), a glass of spirits (ca 5 cl or a mixed drink).

b) Includes amphetamines, cocaine, crack, ecstasy, LSD or other hallucinogens, heroin and GHB.

9 In order ”to get high”.

9 Due to lack of comparable 2007-data this comparison is made with 2003-data, highlightning differences greater than 3 percentage points.

. Decrease No change . Increase |:| No comparison
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Sweden. The largest increases, of about 10 percentage points,
happened in Cyprus and Hungary, while the largest decreases, of
9 percentage points, took place in the Faroe Islands and Iceland.

On average, nearly six in ten students had consumed at least
one glass of alcohol at the age of 13 or younger and 12% had
been drunk at that age. This reply was given, on average, by
more boys than girls, and that tendency was the same in almost
all countries.

A number of students reported having had problems during
the past 12 months linked to their alcohol consumption. The
types of problem most commonly reported were “performed
poorly at school or work” (13%) and having had serious prob-
lems with friends or parents (12% each). Countries where many
students reported problems related to their alcohol consump-
tion include Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Latvia and Slovakia.

Most alcohol-related problems are more common, on aver-
age, among boys. This is most pronounced in the cases of “phys-
ical fight” and “trouble with the police”. However, for some of
the problems the averages are about the same for both sexes,
including “performed poorly at school or work” and having expe-
rienced serious problems with parents or friends.

ILLICIT DRUGS

Nearly one in three (29%) of the students in the ESPAD coun-
tries perceived cannabis to be (fairly or very) easily available.
However, there are huge differences between countries, with
the proportion ranging from 59% in the Czech Republic to 6%
in Moldova. Boys are slightly more likely than girls to consider
cannabis to be easily obtainable (33% versus 28% in 2011),
and this tendency is also found in most individual coun-
tries, with significantly higher figures for boys in 24 of them.
Amphetamines and ecstasy are not considered to be as readily
available as cannabis.

An observed upward trend between 1995 and 2003 in life-
time use ofillicit drugs came to a haltin 2007, when the country
average was about 2 percentage points below the one in 2003,
and has stayed at the same level in 2011. In 1995, 11% of the
students reported lifetime use of illicit drugs. The correspond-
ing figure in 2011 was 18%. Between the two most recent sur-
vey waves, a significant increase was found in eleven countries
and a significant drop in eight; there is no geographical pattern
in either case, and both increases and decreases can be seen
in high-prevalence as well as low-prevalence countries.

On average, 21% of the boys and 15% of the girls have tried
illicit drugs at least once during their lifetime, according to the
2011 survey. Boys have been clearly more likely to have done
this in all surveys; in the latest wave, significantly higher fig-
ures for boys were found in more than two-thirds of the ESPAD
countries.

Reported use of illicit drugs varies considerably across
the countries. In the Czech Republic, almost half (43%) of the
students admitted to such use, and relatively many students
(about 39%) did so in France and Monaco. By contrast, only
around 6% reported illicit drug use in Bosnia and Herzegovina
(Republic of Srpska), the Faroe Islands, Moldova, Montenegro
and Norway. Lower prevalence rates are often found in south-
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eastern Europe, including many Balkan countries, and among
the Nordic countries.

The vast majority of the students who have tried illicit drugs
have used cannabis. Lifetime cannabis use was reported by
17% of the students in 2011 while 6% had tried one or more of
the other drugs included in the illicit-drugs index. Ecstasy and
amphetamines share second place (3% each) while cocaine,
crack, LSD and heroin were less commonly reported (1-2%).
Belgium (Flanders), Bulgaria, France, Latvia, Monaco and the
United Kingdom (limited comparability) are the top countries in
2011 as regards lifetime use of any illicit drug other than can-
nabis, with prevalence rates around 10%. On average, more
boys than girls have tried illicit drugs other than cannabis: 7%
versus 5% in 2011. The figures are also significantly higher
for boys in 14 countries, even though there is one country,
Monaco, where significantly more girls reported this.

As mentioned above, cannabis is by far the most frequently
usedillicit drug. Lifetime experience was reported by more boys
than girls on average, with 19% versus 14% in 2011, and the
figures were significantly higher for boys in 27 countries. There
is a huge gap between the top countries — the Czech Republic
(42%in 2011), France and Monaco (about 38% each) — and the
bottom ones — Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina (Republic of
Srpska), the Faroe Islands, Moldova, Montenegro and Norway
(4-5% each). Between 2007 and 2011, the proportion of stu-
dents who had tried cannabis increased significantly in eleven
countries and fell in five. The most striking increases happened
in France and Monaco (8-9 percentage points) while the larg-
est decrease was found in the Russian Federation (Moscow)
(11 percentage points).

Cannabis use in the past 12 months was reported by 13%
of all students, with 15% among boys and 11% among girls,
while use in the past 30 days was claimed by 8% of the boys
and 5% of the girls (7% average). In most countries (27 in
2011), significantly more boys than girls have used cannabis
in the past 30 days. In the two highest-prevalence countries
(France and Monaco), more than one in five students report-
ed cannabis use in the past 30 days, but only 1-2% did so
in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina (Republic of Srpska), the
Faroe Islands, Moldova, Norway and Romania.

The relatively high prevalence of cannabis use among young
people in Europe raises the question of potential negative con-
sequences for individuals and society. An optional module of
the questionnaire, the CAST scale, was used to estimate the
risk of cannabis-related problems in the 13 (out of 36) ESPAD
countries that provided the relevant data. Overall, one in three
past-year cannabis users (33%) in 2011 was classified as run-
ning an elevated risk of developing cannabis-related problems.
The total proportion of high-risk users in the overall national
samples ranged from 1% to 9% across countries, with an aver-
age of 5%.

There are only a few countries where the proportion having
tried illicit drugs is lower in 2011 than it was in 1995. The most
prominent case is Ireland, where 37% had tried in 1995 but
only 19% in 2011. A drop between the same years from 12%
to 7% can be seen in the Faroe Islands, while the figure for the
United Kingdom decreased from 42% in 1995 to 29% in 2007.
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The overall impression is that the increase in the use of illic-
it drugs between 1995 (11%) and 2003 (20%) observed among
the ESPAD countries came to a halt in 2003, since the average
prevalence was then 18% both in 2007 and in 2011.

OTHER SUBSTANCES

Lifetime non-prescription use of tranquillisers or sedatives is
most commonly reported in Lithuania, Monaco and Poland -
where about 14% of the students indicated such use in the
2011 survey — while the lowest levels are reported by stu-
dents from the Faroe Islands, Germany (five Bundeslander),
Liechtenstein, Moldova, the Russian Federation (Moscow) and
Ukraine (2%). On average, more girls than boys report non-pre-
scription use of these medical drugs (8% versus 5% in 2011)
and this tendency can also be seen in most countries, with girls
showing significantly higher figures than boys in 18 countries
in the latest survey. The overall figure has been fairly stable be-
tween 1995 and 2011 (at around 7-8%), even though there
were significant increases between 2007 and 2011 in three
countries and decreases in seven.

The average proportion of students having tried alcohol to-
gether with pills in order to get high is lower in 2011 (6%) than
it was in 1999 (9%), and this decreasing trend can be found for
both sexes. Moreover, the smallest gender gap yet is the one
seen in 2011 (7% for girls versus 5% for boys).

Lifetime use of tranquillisers or sedatives without a doctor’s
prescription, together with mixing alcohol and pills, are the
only substance-use behaviours that have been more common
among girls than boys, on average, in all five data-collection
waves.

Over the years since the first survey in 1995, lifetime-
prevalence rates for the use of inhalants did not change very
much until 2007, with averages at the aggregate level of 8-9%.
However, a slight increase from 8% to 10% can be seen be-
tween the two most recent surveys. Boys have previously been
1-2 percentage points above girls, but in 2011 both sexes re-
ported the same proportion (10%). This has never happened
before.

In nearly half of the countries (15 out of 32) with compa-
rable data in 2007 and 2011, a significant increase in the life-
time prevalence of inhalants can be seen, while a significant
drop occurred in seven countries. One of the most striking de-
creases happened in the former top country of Cyprus, where
the proportion of students having tried inhalants was reduced
by half from 2007 (16%) to 2011 (8%). There are also pro-
nounced increases between the two latest surveys. One exam-
ple is Croatia, with an increase from 11% to 28%, and another
is Latvia, which went from 13% to 23%, making these two the
top countries in 2011. At the other end, with the lowest figure,
is Moldova with 2%.

Polydrug use is analysed in a special chapter of the report.
The situation in 2011 is relatively stable compared with that
in 2007. The overall prevalence of polydrug use (involving two
or more substances) in the total sample from the 29 countries
with comparable data was close to 9% in both surveys. This
is similar to, or even higher than, the figures for use of illicit
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drugs other than cannabis. The prevalence of use of three or
more substances was 3.5% in each survey. Polydrug use is as-
sociated with deviant behaviour, which is here represented by
having had trouble with the police, having been involved in a
physical fight, having had sexual intercourse without a condom
and skipping school.

None of the substances commented in this section show
any clear geographical pattern.

FINAL REMARKS

It is well known that, at the individual level, there is often a
relationship between the use of different substances. In the
2011 data, there are also apparent associations between the
use of different substances at the aggregate country level: it
can be concluded that in countries where many students report
recent (past-30-days) alcohol use and heavy episodic drinking,
more students are likely to report experience with illicit drugs
and inhalants, and vice versa.

Eight key variables give an overview of the 2011 results per
country: cigarette smoking during the past 30 days, consump-
tion of any alcoholic beverage during the past 30 days, alcohol
volume (100% alcohol) consumed on the latest drinking day,
heavy episodic drinking during the past 30 days, lifetime use of
marijuana or hashish (cannabis), lifetime use of any illicit drug
other than cannabis, lifetime non-prescription use of tranquil-
lisers or sedatives and lifetime use of inhalants.

The individual countries’ prevalence rates for the eight key
variables are compared with the averages for all countries.
Countries that often score close to the average are Poland
and Portugal. Low-prevalence countries are Iceland and the
neighbouring countries of Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina
(Republic of Srpska), Moldova and Montenegro. It is more dif-
ficult to identify high-prevalence countries, and no single coun-
try is above average for all measures. However, countries that
could be mentioned in such a context in 2011 are the Czech
Republic, Estonia, France, Latvia, Monaco and Slovenia. No ob-
vious geographical clusters are apparent.

The overall substance-use trends for all the countries with
data from all five waves display a slightly different develop-
ment depending on the variable in focus. As regards cigarette
use in the past 30 days, there was a decrease between 1999
and 2007, and then unchanged figures in 2011.

A slight reduction since 2003 can be seen for use of alcohol
during the past 30 days. An upward trend was notable for heavy
episodic drinking throughout 1995-2007 (an increase of 9 per-
centage points), mostly explained by increasing prevalence
rates reported among girls in a number of countries. However,
this trend seems to have come to a halt since the 2011 figures
show slight reductions among boys as well as girls.

The upward trend between 1995 and 2003 for lifetime use
of illicit drugs — predominantly cannabis — has also come to a
halt; the 2007 and 2011 figures are 3 percentage points below
the 2003 figure. Experience with any illicit drug other than can-
nabis increased from 1995 to 1999, but has been fairly stable
after that.

Lifetime non-prescription use of tranquillisers or sedatives
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displays hardly any changes at all across the five waves. The
same is true for inhalants, even though the 2011 figure is
slightly higher than the 2007 one.

With one exception — non-prescription use of tranquillisers
or sedatives — the figures for the key variables were higher for
boys than for girls in the first survey wave. However, this gen-
der gap had more or less disappeared by the time of the 2011
survey for cigarette and alcohol use during the past 30 days as
well as for lifetime use of inhalants. A noticeable reduction in
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Lifetime use of tranquillisers or sedatives
without a doctor’s prescription. Averages for

Lifetime use of inhalants. Averages
for 17 countries.

the gender gap can also be seen for heavy episodic drinking
during the past 30 days.

However, trends in individual countries diverge from the
overall impression, as can be seen from the colours in the
summary table for the eight key variables. When it comes to
recent changes from 2007 to 2011, students in Bosnia and
Herzegovina (Republic of Srpska) show lower figures in 2011
than in 2007 for all eight key variables. Other countries with a
relatively large number of reductions include Malta with lower
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Summary

figures in 2011 for six variables, and Iceland, Norway and the
Russian Federation (Moscow) with lower figures for five. In the
cases of Iceland and Norway, this includes all alcohol-related
variables, while both lifetime use of cannabis and lifetime use
of any illicit drug other than cannabis have decreased in Malta
and the Russian Federation (Moscow).

In Iceland, this is a continuation of trends seen in earlier
surveys which have put Iceland in a leading position when it
comes to low alcohol consumption and abstinence from differ-
ent substances.

Significant increases for six of the eight key variables can
be seen in Cyprus and for five of them in Greece, Hungary and
Montenegro. Cypriot students reported more use of alcohol
and of illicit drugs in 2011 at the same time as the proportion
of them who had used inhalants fell to half. The increases in
Greece and Hungary included heavy episodic drinking as well
as the quantities consumed on the latest drinking day. The in-
creases in Montenegro mainly started from relatively low levels
observed in the previous survey.

The key variable with the largest number of countries (15)
reporting significantly higher figures in 2011 than in 2007 is in-
halants. Other variables with a relatively large number of coun-
tries increasing between the two most recent surveys include
lifetime use of cannabis (11) and average alcohol consumption
during the latest drinking day (10).

The key variables with the largest numbers of countries re-
porting significantly lower figures in 2011 than in 2007 include
alcohol use during the past 30 days and heavy episodic drink-
ing during the same period (11 countries each).

A look at the whole period from 1995 to 2011 with a focus
on three variables (heavy episodic drinking, lifetime use of
cannabis and lifetime use of illicit drugs other than cannabis)
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reveals that, compared with 1995, the figures in most coun-
tries are relatively unchanged or higher in 2011. The most pro-
nounced increases in heavy episodic drinking, in terms of per-
centage points, are found in Croatia, Hungary, Slovak Republic
and Slovenia (21-30 percentage points). The biggest increases
for lifetime cannabis use are found in the Czech Republic (with
the main increase until 2003), Estonia (mainly until 2003) and
Slovak Republic (even though its 2011 figure is significantly
lower than the 2007 one) (17-20 percentage points). With
some exceptions, these countries are located in the eastern
part of Europe.

A reduction between 1995 and 2011 in heavy episodic
drinking in the past 30 days is mainly found in Iceland (23 per-
centage points), but also in Finland (until 2007) and Ukraine
(16 percentage points each). Lifetime use of cannabis has fall-
en by 19 percentage points in Ireland and by 12 in the United
Kingdom (until 2007). These two are also the only countries
with important decreases for lifetime use of any illicit drug
other than cannabis, with 13 percentage points in the United
Kingdom (from 1995 to 2007) and 10 in Ireland. With the ex-
ception of Ukraine, these countries are located in western
Europe.

There are of course more examples of (groups of) countries
moving in a similar direction than those commented on above;
one example is the reduced alcohol consumption in some of
the Nordic countries. There are thus a great many additional
opportunities for analysing ESPAD data, and it is hoped that
ESPAD researchers, as well as colleagues from other countries,
will use the ESPAD databases even more in the future to ex-
pand our knowledge about young Europeans’ use of different
substances.
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Acknowledgements

The planning and implementation of the ESPAD 2011 project has been a collaborative effort by the re-
search teams in each participating country. The importance of the ESPAD researchers and their support-
ing institutions cannot be overestimated. Since the project cannot provide funding for the participating
countries, it relies on the ability of each Principal Investigator and ESPAD Contact Person to raise money
within his or her country.

The Swedish Ministry of Health and Social Affairs has supported the co-ordination of the work. Its
grant has also covered some of the costs of holding international meetings and of producing this report.

The Pompidou Group at the Council of Europe has supported the project ever since the first Project
Meeting in 1994. In particular, the support of the Pompidou Group has enabled researchers from east-
ern and central parts of Europe to participate in Project Meetings and Regional Seminars. Special thanks
are due to Florence Mabileau, Richard Muscat and Patrick Penninckx at the Pompidou Group for their
much-appreciated assistance and support.

The European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction (EMCDDA) in Lisbon has supported
meetings as well as data analysis and reporting, and it has also contributed to the production of this
report. We are very grateful for this support as well as for our fruitful co-operation with Paul Griffith,
Deborah Olzewski, Rosemary de Sousa and Julian Vincente.

The ESPAD project has been co-ordinated by Bjorn Hibell and Ulf Guttormsson, CAN, Sweden. A
Steering Committee, appointed by the ESPAD researchers at Project Meetings, has worked with the Co-
ordinators. All important decisions relating to the planning of ESPAD meetings and the 2011 survey have
been taken jointly with the Steering Committee. The Committee members have also taken active part in
the production of this report. Besides the two Co-ordinators, the membership of the Steering Committee
includes Salme Ahlstrom (Finland), Olga Balakireva (Ukraine), Thoroddur Bjarnason (Iceland), Anna
Kokkevi (Greece) and Ludwig Kraus (Germany).

In addition to the results of the ESPAD 2011 survey, this report also includes data from the Monitoring
the Future Project in the United States and from a Spanish national school survey, kindly provided by
Lloyd Johnston (United States) and Begofia Brime Beteta (Spain), respectively.

This is the second ESPAD report to be produced using a common database. The ESPAD 2011 data-
base has been produced by the ESPAD Databank Manager, Thoroddur Bjarnason.

Each country has been represented in the project by a Principal Investigator or an ESPAD Contact
Person, who is also a contributing author of this report (see title page). In addition, a number of other
persons have also carried out important work in the context of the 2011 ESPAD study. They are listed in
Appendix | together with funding agencies and supportive organisations.

The 2011 ESPAD Report

17







N Wt 111
e
T
e
i, s el
000000vves000000 0000 . 00000000000000000000000008 o
i, CHEHEHH a0,
R, BHEHEEAT 4,
D) Sotceccee ’ o o ¢ ‘oeccececessecesses  sceces oe’ o°°
A
S 00000000 0000000000000 000000000
L . 00000000000000000000 00000000
2 G
c Sssssassssssescass
kS sss_ S3333585832880000
5 eosdoseneelssstiss *3ossssssssssssoss o
S 8., Csassssssassssssse sssssssssssssssss, o
000 d @ 00000 000 000000 0000000000000000000
i R
nifiii  E i TR



Introduction to ESPAD and The 2011 Report

RATIONALE

The health effects of tobacco, alcohol and drug consumption
are apparent on the individual as well as the societal level. The
negative aspects are of great concern in local communities,
whole countries and indeed to the international community.
Local and national governments as well as major international
bodies such as the United Nations and the European Union are
constantly looking for policy measures to reduce the negative
impact of the use of different substances.

Young people’s well-being is of special concern in all societ-
ies and there are constant efforts to reduce all types of danger-
ous behaviour. These include many aspects of the consump-
tion of tobacco, alcohol and different kinds of illicit drugs.
All countries have laws in place that restrict the availability
of these substances. The legal framework may vary between
countries but often includes restrictions specially meant to pro-
tect young people.

In 2010 the World Health Organisation (WHO) adopted a Global
Strategy to Reduce the Harmful Use of Alcohol (WHO, 2010). The
policy options and interventions available for national action are
grouped into ten recommended target areas, including:

e the availability of alcohol;

e reducing the negative consequences of drinking and alcohol
intoxication;

e reducing the public-health impact of illicit alcohol and infor-
mally produced alcohol;

e monitoring and surveillance.

The European Union has adopted an EU Drugs Strategy for
2005-2012. One of its major aims is “to achieve a high level of
health protection, well-being and social cohesion by comple-
menting the Member States’ action in preventing and reducing
drug use, dependence and drug-related harms to health and
society”. The goals for the first four years were specified in the
EU Drugs Action Plan for 2005-2008. This was followed by a
new Drugs Action Plan for 2009-2012 which builds not only on
the existing framework but also on the lessons learned over the
past four years (EU, 2008). With due regard to national legisla-
tion, it identifies the following priorities:

e improving co-ordination and co-operation, and raising public
awareness;

e reducing the demand for drugs;

e reducing the supply of drugs;

e improving international co-operation.

The EU has also adopted an EU Alcohol Strategy to support

Member States in reducing alcohol-related harm (EU, 2006).
This includes a comprehensive strategy to reduce alcohol-re-
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lated harm in Europe until the end of 2012 and focuses on the
following five priority themes:

e protecting young people, children and the unborn child;

e reducing injuries and deaths from alcohol-related road acci-
dents;

e preventing alcohol-related harm among adults and reducing
the negative impact on the workplace;

e informing, educating and raising awareness on the impact of
harmful and hazardous alcohol consumption, and on appro-
priate consumption patterns;

e developing and maintaining a common evidence base at EU
level.

In addition, the EU has established the European Monitoring
Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction (EMCDDA) in Lisbon,
Portugal. The EMCDDA is responsible for providing the EU and
its Member States with a factual overview of European drug
problems and a common information framework to support the
drug-policy debate. The tasks of the EMCDDA include collect-
ing and analysing existing data; improving data-comparison
methods; disseminating data; and co-operating with European
and international organisations and with third countries. This
makes the EMCDDA one of the main contributors of data for the
evaluation of the EU Drugs Action Plan.

The core mission of the Pompidou Group at the Council of
Europe is to contribute to the development of effective and evi-
dence-based drug policies in its member states. It seeks to link
policy, practice and science, and it focuses particularly on the
realities of the implementation of drug programmes.

The ESPAD project can play an important role in relation
to the actions proposed by all of the above actors. One of the
goals of the ESPAD project is to provide data that can be used
in the evaluation of European action plans and strategies, for
example the EU Drugs Action Plan and the EU Alcohol Strategy.
Co-operation with key actors is essential, for example with the
EMCDDA in relation to the evaluation of the EU Drugs Action
Plan and with the Pompidou Group in relation to its role of con-
tributing to evidence-based drug policies.

There is growing concern among politicians and other de-
cision-makers about the negative effects of young peoples’
consumption of various substances. To make informed deci-
sions based on solid foundations, those decision-makers need
comprehensive information, and producing that is a key mis-
sion of the ESPAD project. After five successive data-collection
waves, the ESPAD project provides not only a reliable overview
of trends in the use of licit and illicit drugs among European ad-
olescents between 1995 and 2011, but also a comprehensive
picture of young Europeans’ use of tobacco, alcohol, cannabis
and other substances.
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The ESPAD project relies on the experience gained during
40 years of school surveys in Sweden, a pilot study including a
questionnaire test initiated by the Pompidou Group (Johnston
et al. 1994), earlier experiences of ESPAD researchers as well
as knowledge gained by individual researchers across Europe
in ESPAD data-collection exercises over the past sixteen years.

BACKGROUND TO ESPAD

As mentioned above, substance use among young people is of
great concern in most countries. Many studies have therefore
been undertaken in a bid to improve our understanding of con-
sumption patterns. Despite the significant number of studies
conducted in many countries, however, it long remained diffi-
cult to obtain a comprehensive picture or — more relevantly — to
compare rates of prevalence of alcohol and drug use in differ-
ent countries. This was mainly because the different studies
involved different age groups that were studied using different
questionnaires and at different times: in other words, too many
disparate factors made comparison difficult.

In the 1980s a subgroup of collaborating investigators
was formed within the Pompidou Expert Committee on Drug
Epidemiology of the Council of Europe to develop a stan-
dardised school-survey questionnaire and methodology. The
purpose of the work was to produce a standard survey instru-
ment that would enable different countries to compare alcohol
and drug use in student populations. The common question-
naire was used by eight countries in pilot studies. The stud-
ies differed in sample size, representativeness and age range
studied, and they were not performed simultaneously. Because
of these differences, the data were not directly comparable.
However, the survey instrument as such proved to be valid and
reliable (Johnston et al., 1994).

Another study, focusing primarily on the health behaviour
of children in Europe (aged 11, 13 and 15), was initiated by a
small group of researchers in the early 1980s. The project was
adopted by the WHO and now involves an increasing number
of countries. Surveys have been conducted since 1983/1984,
and the eighth data-collection exercise was carried out in
2009/2010. The main focus of these surveys is on health is-
sues, although recently a few questions have been asked
about smoking, alcohol consumption and cannabis use (Currie
et.al,, 2012).

Inthe 1980s, only a few countries conducted school surveys
relating to substance use on a more or less regular basis. The
long series of annual school surveys in Sweden going back as
faras 1971 is unique. Over the years there was growing inter-
est in comparing the results from the Swedish school surveys
with comparable data from other countries.

In light of the experiences described above, the Swedish
Council for Information on Alcohol and Other Drugs (CAN),
which has been responsible for the annual Swedish school
surveys since 1985, initiated a collaborative project in 1993
by contacting researchers in most European countries to ex-
plore the possibility of simultaneously performed school sur-
veys on tobacco, alcohol and drug use in association with the
Pompidou Group. These contacts resulted in the first ESPAD
study, involving 26 European countries, in 1995.
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PURPOSES OF ESPAD

The main purpose of the ESPAD project is to collect compa-
rable data on substance use among 15-16-year-old students
in as many European countries as possible. The target group
consists of students who turn 16 during the year of data collec-
tion, which in 2011 meant students born in 1995. The studies
are conducted as school surveys by researchers in each par-
ticipating country, during the same period of time and using
a common methodology. The ESPAD Handbook ensures that
comprehensive and comparable data on alcohol, tobacco and
drug use among European students are produced.

Another important goal of this project is to monitor trends
in substance use among students in Europe and to compare
trends between countries and between groups of countries.
This knowledge will be important in the future, when changes
in one part of Europe may serve as a possible forecast for other
countries where those changes have not yet occurred. Such
trends may also provide a basis for future prevention initia-
tives.

A third goal of the ESPAD project is to provide data that can
be used in the evaluation of various international action plans
and strategies relating to alcohol and other drugs.

A fourth goal is that ESPAD data should be used in the pub-
lic discussion and as a basis for policy measures and preven-
tive activities targeting young people.

Yet another goal is to gather and store comparable data
in databases that can be used by the research community for
in-depth analysis to enhance understanding of substance use
among European students.

The surveys are repeated every fouryears, and any European
countries that are not yet involved in the ESPAD project are wel-
come to join the next wave, which is planned for 2015, to make
its pan-European coverage as complete as possible.

ORGANISATION OF ESPAD

Ever since the Swedish Council for Information on Alcohol
and Other Drugs (CAN) initiated the ESPAD Project in the ear-
ly 1990s, it has functioned as the co-ordinating institution of
ESPAD. The Co-ordinators at CAN are responsible for planning
and initiating Steering Committee meetings, for communicat-
ing with Principal Investigators, Contact Persons and other
researchers involved, and for producing and publishing the
international ESPAD reports. The Co-ordinators also commu-
nicate with outside partners and stakeholders (such as the
Pompidou Group, the European Monitoring Centre for Drugs
and Drug Addiction (EMCDDA), the Swedish Government and
the Swedish National Institute of Public Health) and raise
funds for the management of ESPAD.

All major decisions concerning the ESPAD Project are made
at annual Project Meetings at which Principal Investigators and
Contact Persons have voting rights. The Project Meeting has fi-
nal authority over all aspects of the ESPAD Project.

In between Project Meetings, ESPAD is governed by a
Steering Committee, which is elected at Project Meetings and
meets at least twice a year. The Steering Committee is also re-
sponsible for preparing documents, proposals, the agenda etc.
for Project Meetings.
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OWNERSHIP OF ESPAD

ESPAD is an independent research project owned by the re-
searchers involved. The main researcher in each participat-
ing country is appointed by ESPAD and is referred to either
as “Principal Investigator” (PI) or as “ESPAD Contact Person”
(Table A). Each of them raises funds in his or her country and
participates in ESPAD and in Project Meetings independently
and at his or her own expense. The data collected in the frame-
work of the project are owned by each country independently.
The Pl or Contact Person is responsible for the use of his or her
national data set.

The co-ordinating body of the ESPAD project is the Swedish
Council for Information on Alcohol and Other Drugs (CAN).
Funding for the co-ordination both of the latest wave in
2009-2012 and of earlier waves was provided by the Swedish
Government and the Swedish National Institute of Public
Health.

PARTICIPATING COUNTRIES

The 1995 ESPAD Report included information gathered from
26 countries (Hibell et al., 1997). In the second wave in 1999,
data were collected in 30 countries (Hibell et al., 2000), and in
2003 the number had increased to 35 (Hibell et al., 2004). The
2007 survey also included 35 countries (Hibell et al., 2009),
while another five countries collected data in 2008.

The number of participating countries in the 2011 data-col-
lection exercise was 37. New countries in the latest survey were
Albania and Liechtenstein. The number of participating German
Bundesldnder (states) decreased from seven in 2007 to five in
2011 (out of 16). Like in 2007, data collection in Belgium only
included the Dutch-speaking part of the country (Flanders). In
2007 the survey in the Russian Federation included the whole
country, while data collection in 2011, like in 1999 and 2003,
was limited to the capital, Moscow.

In addition, ESPAD data were also collected in the spring of
2011 on the Isle of Man. The ESPAD Principal Investigator there
was prepared to deliver a national data set as well as a Country
Report, but was not given the opportunity to do so. This means
that data from 36 countries are covered by the 2011 ESPAD re-
port.

For different reasons, three countries conducted the survey
in the autumn of 2011: Bosnia and Herzegovina (Federation of
Bosnia and Herzegovina only), Kosovo (under UNSCR 1244/99)
and the Netherlands. As a consequence, data from these
countries are not included in the printed version of this report.
However, it is planned to make their results available in a digi-
tal supplement.

Besides the 36 ESPAD countries, this report also includes
selected results from two non-ESPAD countries: Spain and the
United States.

THE 2011 ESPAD REPORT

STRUCTURE

The structure of this report is largely the same as that of pre-
vious ESPAD reports. The first chapter is a summary of some
of the main findings. The overview given includes information
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about eight key variables relating to the consumption of alco-
hol, tobacco, inhalants, illicit and pharmaceutical drugs.

This introductory chapter is followed by an overview of the
design and procedures of the ESPAD study. As mentioned ear-
lier, one major strategy of the ESPAD project has been to stan-
dardise the procedures as much as possible, including the tar-
get population, the questionnaire, the sampling procedure and
the way in which data are collected.

The methodology chapter includes an extensive discussion
of data cleaning, representativeness, reliability, validity and
comparison with other survey data. It ends with some general
conclusions as well as country-specific conclusions. A comple-
ment to this overview can be found in Appendix I, where sam-
pling and field procedures are presented and commented upon
country by country.

Key results from the 2011 data collection are presented
in the first results chapter. As in previous reports, it includes
maps that illustrate differences between high- and low-preva-
lence countries for a large number of variables. The maps are
supplemented by bar graphs that rank all countries for which
information is available, including separate bars for boys and
girls. For the first time this chapter also includes tests of statis-
tical significance for differences at country level between boys
and girls.

A separate chapter gathers key results for individual coun-
tries about the situation in 2011. This chapter includes a
country-by-country overview in which some major findings for
each country are compared with the average for all 36 ESPAD
countries.

Developments between the five data-collection exercises in
1995-2011 are presented in a third descriptive results chap-
ter. This is the only part of the report that includes data from
previous surveys. For the graphs in this chapter, information
about statistically significant differences at country level be-
tween 2007 and 2011 is provided for the first time.

The last three chapters have separate authors. The first is a
short discussion about two different ways of calculating ESPAD
averages. Another includes an analysis of the ESPAD Module D
about risky cannabis consumption — the CAST scale. The last of
these chapters is an analysis of changes in polydrug use.

The text includes tables of a methodological nature, which
are identified by letters. However, the tables that form the ba-
sis of the graphs and the text in the results chapters are num-
bered and found in Appendix Ill. The following symbols are
used in the tables:

0 A percentage below 0.5.

— No percentage (the frequency was zero).

- No such data exist.

-+ Data exist but have either been considered non-comparable
or found to be inaccessible.

All percentages in this report are calculated on the basis of val-

id responses for each variable. Internal non-response rates are
given separately in the tables.
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Table A. Countries participating in ESPAD. 1995-2011.

Introduction to ESPAD and The 2011 Report

COUNTRY ESPAD Researcher 1995 1999 2003 2007 2011
Albania Ervin Toci Yes
Armenia Artak Musheghyan . Yes

Austria Karl Bohrn; Alfred Uhl Yes Yes .
Belgium (Flanders) Patrick Lambrecht Yes Yes Yes?)
Belgium (Wallonia) Danielle Piette Yes

Bosnia and Herzegovina (FBiH)  Aida Pilav Yesb) Fall®)
Bosnia and Herzegovina (RS) Sladjana Siljak . . Yesb) Yes
Bulgaria Anina Chileva . Yes Yes Yes Yes
Croatia Marina Kuzman Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cyprus Kyriakos Veresies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Czech Republic Ladislav Csémy Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Denmark Svend Sabroe Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Estonia Airi-Alina Allaste Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Faroe Islands Pal Weihe Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Finland Salme Ahlstrom Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
France Stéphane Legleye Yes Yes Yes Yes
Germany Ludwig Kraus . 6 Bundesl. 7 Bundesl. 5 Bundesl.
Greece Anna Kokkevi Yes Yes Yes Yes
Greenland Vacant . Yes Yes . .
Hungary Zsuzsanna Elekes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Iceland Thoroddur Bjarnason Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ireland Mark Morgan Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Isle of Man Andreea Steriu . . Yes Yes Yesd)
Italy Sabrina Molinaro Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kosovo (under UNSCR 1244) Mytaher Haskuka Fall®)
Latvia Marcis Trapencieris Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Liechtenstein Esther Kocsis . . . . Yes
Lithuania Tadas Tamosiunas Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Macedonia, FYR of Silvana Onceva . Yes . Yesb) .
Malta Sharon Arpa Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Moldova, Republic of Otilia Scutelniciuc Yesb) Yes
Monaco Stanislas Spilka Yes Yes
Montenegro Boban Mugosa . . YesD Yes
Netherlands Karin Monshouwer . Yes Yes Yes Fall9
Norway Astrid Skretting Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Poland Janusz Sieroslawski Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Portugal Fernanda Feijao Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Romania Silvia Florescu Yes Yes Yes Yes
Russian Federation Eugenia Koshkina Moscow Moscow Yes Moscow
Serbia Spomenka Ciric-Jankovic YesP) Yes
Slovak Republic Alojz Nociar Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Slovenia Eva Stergar Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Sweden Bjorn Hibell Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Switzerland Gerhard Gmel . Yes Yes

Turkey Nesrin Dilbaz Istanbul 6 cities

Ukraine Olga Balakireva Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
United Kingdom Mark Bellis Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

a) Carried out the 2011 data collection in 2010.

b) participated in the supplementary data collection in 2008.
9 Carried out the 2011 data collection in the fall and is therefore not included in the printed international report.

9 Data collected but not delivered.
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ESPAD AVERAGE

The results tables and graphs make it possible to compare
countries not only with each other but also with an ESPAD av-
erage. However, there are several possible ways of calculating
the average for all ESPAD countries. It can be computed as a
simple “average of averages”, which in practice involves as-
signing each country the same weight of one. This means that
each country will influence the average to the same extent, re-
gardless of whether it is a small or large country.

Another possibility is to take account of the size of the target
population in the participating countries, i.e. using the number
of students born in 1995 living in a country as the weight for
that country. Then data from large countries will influence the
average more than data from small countries. In practice, be-
cause the smallest ESPAD countries are so much smaller than
the largest ones, the former will exert only a very marginal influ-
ence on the average.

Different ways of calculating an ESPAD average all have
their pros and cons, and it is not obvious which one is best.
The choice of method should be determined by the purpose for
which the average is calculated. One method may be better for
some purposes and another for other purposes.

In the ESPAD reports, we have traditionally used country av-
erages, i.e. the solution where all participating countries con-
tribute equally to the average. Based on the findings presented
in the chapter entitled “What is the ‘European average’?”, in
which it is shown that country and population averages turned
out to be very similar, we have retained country averages for
this report.

In the trends chapter, two averages are shown in tables and
graphs. One is the country average for all countries participat-
ing in each of the data-collection exercises while the second
includes only those countries that have taken part in all five
surveys.

STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE

As will be discussed in detail below, the sampling procedures
used in the ESPAD survey differ between countries. In all coun-
tries, classes (groups of students as an organisational unit)
were sampled using a more or less complex procedure. Since
the final sampling unit was class, not student, and since all
students in sampled classes were supposed to take part, it is
important to consider the cluster effects in any statistical cal-
culations. This is because a group of students who make up
a class (cluster) are more likely to have similar habits than a
group containing the same number of students but spread
across classes and schools. This affects the precision of the
estimates in each country but — provided that the ESPAD guide-
lines are followed — in principle it should not bias the point es-
timate itself.

Itis also important to note that a certain absolute difference
in a particular variable between two surveys may be statisti-
cally significant in one country but not in another. Differences
have to be tested separately from each country’s result to
make it possible to decide whether a difference is significant
or not. However, to be able to calculate confidence intervals
and assess the statistical significance of differences, it is nec-
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essary to have access to all data, including a class variable, for
all students. With the exception of 2007, this was not the case
in previous ESPAD surveys, which is why the figures in earlier
ESPAD reports were compared between countries and over
time in terms of substantive rather than statistical significance.
To avoid considering too small differences, a standardised pro-
cedure was used where a difference smaller than £3 percent-
age points was not considered as a “real difference”.

Since we now have access to databases from the past two
data-collection exercises, differences within countries between
2007 and 2011 data in the trends chapter have been statis-
tically tested to identify any significant differences. A signifi-
cance test has also been used to test for possible statistically
significant differences within countries between boys and girls
forthe variables presented in the graphs in the chapter entitled
“The situation in 2011”. Since these calculations require inclu-
sion in the ESPAD databases, no such tests have been carried
out on the data from the two non-ESPAD countries.

A bivariate logistic regression was used to test whether the
differences observed are significant or not. The differences be-
tween boys and girls were tested using a bivariate model with
gender as the only predictor variable. Differences between
2007 and 2011 were tested using the same procedure, with
year as the only predictor variable. When testing differences
between 2007 and 2011, the whole sample was used, i.e. boys
and girls together. In the logistic regressions, school class was
modelled as a cluster, thus taking into consideration that the
respondents were not individually sampled.

The average alcohol consumption during the last alcohol
drinking day was tested using a regression with robust stan-
dard errors. Rather than using a t-test, this method allows to
adjust for the possible effect that the cluster-sampling of the
students might have on the results, even though this variable
is continuous.

Some countries did not perform a sample but instead in-
cluded all students in the survey. Although it can be argued
that testing for significance in such a case is unnecessary, it
was decided to do so anyway. The possible cluster effects were
modelled in all of these countries as well, except as regards the
Faroe Islands, where no information about school class was
available.

With three exceptions, significant tests taking account of
cluster effects have been performed for all countries that took
partin the 2007 as well as the 2011 survey. One exception was
the United Kingdom where data, as a precautionary measure
related to the low school participation rate in 2011, have been
reported below a line in the result tables related to the chap-
ter about the situation in 2011, and, as a consequence of this,
no comparisons have been made with previous surveys in the
trends chapter. The other exception was Denmark that was in a
similar situation in 2007. Since class codes were not available
in 2007, no tests taking account of cluster effects were done for
Norwegian differences between 2007 and 2011.

All the tests for statistical significance were performed us-
ing SAS 9.3. Significance was tested at the 95% level.

In the bar graphs in the chapter “The situation in 2011”
significant differences between boys and girls in a country are
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shown by highlighting the name of the country in yellow.

In the trends chapter, we have kept the green (decrease),
yellow (no change) and red (increase) trend lines that were
used in the 2007 report to reflect the +3 percentage point crite-
rion described above. The colors of the lines between 2007 and
2011 are instead based on statistical tests, with green indicat-
ing a statistically significant decrease, red a statistically signifi-
cant increase and yellow an unchanged situation.

ERRATA

In producing this report we have of course tried our outmost
to produce correct information in all text, figures, tables, maps,
graphs and diagrams. However, we sincerely hope that our
readers will understand that however careful we have tried to
be, there will inevitably be mistakes that will not become evi-
dent until after the report has been printed.

We intend to make all corrections available as quickly as
possible. To this end, we will continually publish updated digi-
tal editions of this report at www.espad.org together with a list
of all mistakes that have been corrected. As mentioned above,
an electronic supplement covering those three countries that
collected data so late that they could not be included in the
printed report will also be published on the ESPAD website.
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ESPAD methodology and procedures

Standardisation is crucial for the purpose of the ESPAD Project
to collect data on substance use that are comparable across
as many European countries as possible. This includes the
target population, the sampling procedure, the student ques-
tionnaire, the fieldwork and all of the associated preparations,
data capture and data delivery as well as the content of the
Country Report in which each country provides information
about the entire national survey procedure.

From this follows a need for a common methodological pro-
tocol. This protocol is provided in the ESPAD Handbook, which
has been jointly developed and agreed upon through several
ESPAD Project Meetings.

THE ESPAD HANDBOOK

As part of the preparations for the 2011 data-collection exercise,
all relevant documents were gathered in an ESPAD Handbook,
which builds to a large extent on earlier ESPAD documents.

The Handbook is divided into nine sections representing
stages of the ESPAD cycle. Several of the sections contain not
only a main document but also a number of appendixes. These
appendixes contain references, background documents and the
forms and questionnaires necessary to prepare, perform and re-
port on the fieldwork. Sections of particular importance for the
ESPAD 2011 survey are those including information about sam-
pling, the student questionnaire, the fieldwork, data capture and
delivery as well as a template for the Country Report.

TARGET POPULATION

The ESPAD target population is defined as (1) regular students
who (2) turn sixteen in the calendar year of the survey and (3)
are present in the classroom on the day of the survey, which
(4) should be in March or April of the survey year. This defini-
tion includes students who are enrolled in regular, vocational,
general or academic studies but excludes those enrolled in ei-
ther special schools or special classes for students with learn-
ing disorders or severe physical handicaps. It also excludes
students who are absent from class on the day of the survey
as well as adolescents in the target age cohort who have left
the school system. The main idea behind the choice of this age
group for the study is that sixteen-year-olds should to a large
extent still be easily accessible through schools but not be too
young to lack any experience of substance use.

The fifth data-collection exercise, which was carried out in
2011, targeted students born in 1995.

The mean age of the students surveyed has been about the
same in all five data-collection exercises. In 2011 the estimat-
ed mean age was 15.8 years, based on the time of data collec-
tion in the various countries.
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NATIONAL PROJECT PLANS AND REGIONAL
SEMINARS

Prior to carrying out the survey, each country produces a
National Project Plan according to a standardised template.
This document should describe the target population’s distri-
bution across school grades and the proportion expected still
to be enrolled in school. The plans for sampling and field pro-
cedures should also be described in detail.

Regional seminars are held with small groups of research-
ers to maximise the standardisation of the data-collection pro-
cedure and to discuss appropriate sampling procedures for dif-
ferent countries with different conditions in terms of available
school statistics. The seminars as such also function as train-
ing courses for less experienced participants.

SAMPLING

The sampling procedure produces a sample that is nationally
representative of the ESPAD target population. The data from
each participating country should be based on responses from
at least 1,200 males and 1,200 females. To obtain a net sam-
ple of 2,400 students, it is necessary to draw a gross sample
large enough to accommodate attrition in relation to absent
students, schools not willing to participate and classes unable
to take part on the day chosen for the survey. The appropriate
size of the gross sample must be estimated on the basis of ear-
lier experience of the extent of such attrition.

Sample size and sampling procedures have been discussed
at several ESPAD Project meetings. It has become clear that
the ESPAD countries are very different in terms of the types of
school statistics available. Some countries have access to de-
tailed information about the number of schools, classes and
students, while in others all that is known may be the total
number of schools. As regards sampling, the sample should
consist of randomly selected classes. This can be achieved in
several ways described in the ESPAD Handbook.

The target population is differently distributed across school
types and grades in the various countries. In some countries
the vast majority of the target population is found in one or two
grades only, but in other countries it is more widely spread.
Whenever possible, it is recommended to include all grades
with students born in the target year, or at least all grades that
include 10% or more of the target population. Sampling prob-
lems are one of the most important issues discussed at the
Regional seminars.

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Work carried out by the Pompidou School Survey Subgroup
in the 1980s resulted in a battery of questions to be used by
researchers in European countries who were interested in per-

The 2011 ESPAD Report



forming school surveys. These questions were strongly influ-
enced by the questionnaire already developed and used within
the Monitoring the Future project in the United States. In fact,
the chair of the School Survey Subgroup, Dr Lloyd Johnson,
also heads the group of researchers engaged in the Monitoring
the Future project.

The first ESPAD questionnaire, used in the 1995 survey, was
developed on the basis of the battery of questions tested by
the Pompidou School Survey Subgroup. However, each ques-
tion was discussed and agreed upon by the large group of col-
laborating investigators. A very large part of the first question-
naire was retained for the 1999 and 2003 surveys, while a re-
view was carried out prior to the 2007 data-collection exercise.
In 2011, only very few changes were made compared with the
2007 survey.

The main part of the questionnaire consists of core ques-
tions to be used in all countries. There are also a number of
module and optional questions to be used according to the
wishes of each country. The core, module and optional ques-
tions are reproduced in Appendix IV of this report. Each country
is also free to add questions of special national interest, pro-
vided that those neither affect the students’ willingness to re-
spond nor overload the questionnaire. The ESPAD Handbook
contains a great many comments and instructions to guide the
use of the questionnaire.

Each country is expected to translate the English-language
Master Questionnaire into its own language(s), adjusting the
wording of the questions to make it as appropriate as possi-
ble in the national cultural context. For example, street names
of drugs, etc., should be adjusted to common practice in the
country concerned. Once the translation is ready, the question-
naire should be back-translated into English to ensure that any
deviations from the Master Questionnaire are detected and
corrected.

It is also recommended that each country tests the ques-
tionnaire in a small pilot study, in order to discover any short-
comings or any difficulties that students might have answering
it. Such a test also indicates how much time students will need
to complete the questionnaire, which may indicate that there is
a need to shorten or an opportunity to lengthen it.

The 2011 questionnaire includes four modules: Integration
(A), Psychosocial (B), Deviance (C) and Cannabis use (D). The
first three have been used in earlier data-collection exercises
while the CAST scale to assess cannabis-related problems
(Module D) was used for the first time in 2007. Results from
Module D are presented in a separate chapter of this report.

Despite all the efforts made to standardise the data-collec-
tion instrument, some discrepancies are inevitable. However, it
may not be overly optimistic to believe that the discrepancies
between the questionnaires have had only a very limited nega-
tive effect on the comparability of the findings from different
countries. In the few cases where discrepancies are important
enough to make a question non-comparable, this is indicated
in the results chapters.
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FIELDWORK

Just like the sampling process and the data-collection instru-
ment, the field procedures should be as standardised as pos-
sible. However, because of cultural differences there are many
factors that make it difficult to follow exactly the same protocol
in each country.

The recommended data-collection period is March—April.
Most countries adhere to these dates, but the length of the pe-
riod may vary for pragmatic reasons.

Data collection should take place during a week which is
not preceded by any type of holiday during which substance
use may be more frequent and estimates could be atypically
inflated. It is also advised to avoid collecting data immediately
before national examination periods. Schools unable to per-
form the survey during the assigned week are allowed to do so
in the preceding week instead.

The headmasters of the participating schools should be
contacted and informed of the planned study. They should be
asked to inform the teacher(s) of the class(es) selected — but if
possible not to inform the students, in order to avoid discus-
sions among them that could lead to biased data. The class
teachers are asked to schedule the survey for one lesson and
to follow the same procedure as they would for a written test.

Data should be collected by means of group-administered
questionnaires, under the supervision of a teacher or a re-
search assistant. In many countries it is believed that the stu-
dents would not trust their teachers to administer the ques-
tionnaire and that having them do this would cause the data
to be biased. The solution to this problem is to use research
assistants instead of teachers. The key is not whether a teacher
or a research assistant is present during data collection, but
whether that person is trusted by the students. In a method-
ological study by Bjarnason (1995), no statistically significant
differences were found between questionnaire administration
by teachers and research assistants, respectively, in Iceland.
This finding suggests that, in some countries at least, the effect
of administration mode is negligible.

It is recommended that each student should be given an
unmarked envelope to put his or her completed questionnaire
in, before sealing it personally. Once the data have been col-
lected, the teacher or research assistant should collect the
sealed envelopes and send them back to the research institute
responsible. Sometimes other solutions can be used, for ex-
ample a closed joint box.

The information given to the survey leaders should include
a written instruction describing how to perform the data-collec-
tion procedure. The voluntary and anonymous character of the
study should be stressed, and the survey leader should refrain
from walking around in the classroom while the forms are be-
ing completed.

Survey leaders should use a standardised Classroom Report
to provide information about the time needed to complete the
questionnaires, the number of students who are absent and
present, respectively, any disturbances noticed during data
collection as well as information about whether the students
work seriously.
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DATA CAPTURE AND DELIVERY

— WITH FOCUS ON 2011

Before the data were entered, the questionnaires were checked
to identify cases whether the answers were obviously not truth-
ful. Such incorrect questionnaires were given a special code
and were kept in the national data set.

There are two modes of data entry: manual entry and opti-
cal scanning. In both cases, the coding manual in the ESPAD
Handbook must be followed.

In the first three data-collection exercises, the internation-
al ESPAD Report was produced on the basis of data provided
by each country in standardised Country Reports with stan-
dardised results tables. In 2007, this was also the case for the
parts of the report describing the data collection and for the
methodology chapter.

Like in 2007, the results part of the 2011 report has been
produced on the basis of data from a common ESPAD data-
base, to which all countries had to send their national data
sets. The ESPAD 2011 database has been produced by the
ESPAD Databank Manager Thoroddur Bjarnason.

There are several advantages to using a common data-
base rather than standardised national tables. One is greater
flexibility as regards what data to include in the international
report. A second is that all variables can easily be defined in
exactly the same way, a third that all data can be cleaned in
the same computerised way and a fourth that any further data
analysis will build on a standardised database.

To facilitate the production of the ESPAD 2011 database,
instructions were given in the ESPAD Handbook about the con-
struction of the national data sets, not least by the distribution
of an SPSS template file.

When a data set had been cleaned and checked by the
Databank Manager it was sent to the Principal Investigators
and Contact Persons for verification and comments. Once all is-
sues identified had been dealt with, the national data set was
ready to be merged with the ESPAD database.

As mentioned above, after all previous data-collection exer-
cises methodological information from the Classroom Reports
was sent to the Co-ordinators in standardised tables. However,
this time such information was also sent in standardised data
sets, which were used to produce several of the tables in the
methodology chapter.

Each country also reported a great deal of practical informa-
tion about sampling and fieldwork in a standardised Country
Report.

ESPAD DATABASES
Each country must deliver a standardised national data set in-
cluding data from all participating students belonging to the
target population. After a computerised data-cleaning proce-
dure carried out by the ESPAD Databank Manager, all national
data sets are merged into one database. This procedure has
been used to produce the international 2007 and 2011 ESPAD
reports.

Even though the basis for the 2003 ESPAD report consisted
of standardised results tables from participating countries, the
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national data sets from the 2003 survey were subsequently
merged into an international pilot database.

The ESPAD databases include a great deal of information
that can be used for research purposes, and it is hoped that
they will be widely exploited to produce new knowledge about
young people and their use and abuse of different substanc-
es. On a voluntary basis, Principal Investigators and Contact
Persons may make their national data available to their ESPAD
colleagues and to the wider international research community.

The use of a new database is limited to ESPAD researchers
for the first two years. However, since an ESPAD researcher
whose application has been granted is given 12 months to fin-
ish his or her analysis and to report the results, in reality this
means that an ESPAD database becomes open for external
researchers after three years. Both ESPAD and non-ESPAD re-
searchers must fill in a simple application form. More informa-
tion about this procedure and about the databases is available
on the ESPAD website at www.espad.org.
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Methodological considerations

INTRODUCTION

The 2011 ESPAD results are based on 36 national surveys us-
ing the common methodological guidelines presented in the
ESPAD Handbook. This chapter provides an overview of the is-
sues of representativeness, reliability and validity in the 2011
ESPAD survey. Reference to previous data-collection exercises
is made whenever necessary. The chapter ends with a short
summary of the most important methodological issues to be
taken into consideration.

The first ESPAD survey in 1995 was the first school survey
on alcohol and drug use ever to be carried out in several of
the participating countries. For the fifth ESPAD study in 2011,
greater experience and long-lasting co-operation have contrib-
uted to a more robust and standardised methodology. While
there remain some discrepancies and areas of concern that
need to be addressed, it should be stressed that, from an over-
all perspective, the ESPAD project has attained high levels of
representativeness, reliability and validity.

USE OF SCHOOL SURVEYS

Knowledge about levels of alcohol and drug use can be ob-
tained in different ways, depending on the part of the phenom-
enon which is of main interest. In many countries, household
surveys are conducted to measure alcohol and drug use habits
in the general population. School surveys are also often per-
formed, either as a complement to other investigations or as
the only investigative measure.

One problem with surveys is that they usually fail to reach
some segments of the population, such as problematic users,
homeless persons or dropouts from school. The latter are a
group of young people known to be vulnerable to alcohol and
drug use.

The main rationale for carrying out school surveys is that
students are at an age when onset of different substances is
likely to occur and are therefore important to monitor. Another
reason is ease of access: students, by definition, are to be
found within the school system, which reduces the cost of lo-
cating and reaching them. Yet another advantage is that it is
unusual for students who are present in the classroom to re-
fuse to take partin a survey.

When students are the target group of a survey, it is a well-
accepted method to use group-administered questionnaires in
a classroom setting where data are collected under the same
conditions as a written test. While it is true that experiences
from using school surveys to collect information on substance
use differ across countries, there is usually no other realistic
way of collecting data from students than to do so by admin-
istering questionnaires to a group in the school, usually in the
classroom.

A handbook on the methods usually required in the con-
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duct of school surveys on drug use has been published by the
United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (Hibell et al., 2003).
It includes information about the planning of school surveys,
methodological issues, sampling issues, questionnaire devel-
opment, data-collection procedures and report writing. From
the 2011 ESPAD data-collection exercise, all important infor-
mation relating to preparations, fieldwork and reporting is
gathered in the ESPAD Handbook.

CULTURAL CONTEXT

The standardisation of survey methodology is the cornerstone
of the ESPAD project. However, it should be stressed that
standardisation alone does not ensure that data are directly
comparable between countries. It is not possible to control for
everything, and indeed some influences are not even possible
to pinpoint. The cultural contexts in which the students have
responded vary, and formally identical measures may have dif-
ferent meanings in different contexts.

As part of the preparations for the ESPAD 1999 data-collec-
tion exercise, a methodological study was conducted to bet-
ter ascertain the role of cultural context in different countries
(Hibell et al., 2000). Data were collected in countries in dif-
ferent parts of Europe: two northern European ones (Denmark
and Sweden), two Mediterranean ones (Cyprus and Malta) and
three in central and eastern Europe (Lithuania, Slovak Republic
and Ukraine).

The study showed that both reliability and validity were high
in all seven countries, even though there were some minor dif-
ferences. This indicates that the influence of the cultural con-
text seemed to be rather limited in these seven countries, but
even so it is important to keep this aspect in mind when com-
paring results from a large number of countries.

CHANGES OVER TIME
One of the important long-term goals of the ESPAD project is
to track changes in adolescent substance use over time. While
cultural context may affect the validity of responses to formally
standardised measures, changes in such responses over time
may be relatively less affected by the cultural context (which
can be expected to be reasonably stable over time in a given
country). In other words, even if the proportions using a partic-
ular drug are not fully comparable between two countries, it is
still possible to compare those countries with regard to the ex-
tent of increases or decreases over time in those proportions.
In this report, developments between 1995 and 2011 are
shown, country by country, in simple graphs where a straight
line is drawn between the dots representing each of the five da-
ta-collection exercises. However, it should be kept in mind that
the ESPAD survey is repeated with a four-year interval, which is
a relatively long period during which many changes may have
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occurred. In other words, the four-year lines may mask consid-
erable annual fluctuations.

ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS
More and more countries introduce different kinds of ethical
rules to protect the integrity of their citizens. Many of those
rules relate to the recording of personal data, and some of
them apply to research activities. From an ESPAD perspective,
ethical rules may, for example, entail a requirement to obtain
the approval of an ethics committee or the consent of parents.
The ESPAD guidelines emphasise that ESPAD surveys
should be confidential and anonymous. It is also important for

Table B. Ethical aspects. ESPAD 2011.

Methodological considerations

students to be informed that answering the questionnaire is
voluntary. In addition, it is the responsibility of each research
team to comply with all national laws, regulations and guide-
lines concerning research ethics.

In all countries, students and schools were informed that
participation in the survey was voluntary. The approval of an
ethics committee was asked for and obtained in ten countries
(Table B). Some form of parental consent was used in nearly
two-thirds of the countries. All countries followed their national
ethical rules.

COUNTRY Ethical review needed Parental consent needed National ethical rules followed
Albania No No Yes
Belgium (Flanders) No In some schools Yes
Bosnia and Herz. (RS) No No Yes
Bulgaria No In some schools Yes
Croatia Yes Yes, passive Yes
Cyprus No Yes, passive Yes
Czech Republic No No Yes
Denmark No No Yes
Estonia No No Yes
Faroe Islands No No Yes
Finland Yes Yes, mainly passive Yes
France Yes Yes, passive Yes
Germany (5 Bundesl.) Yes Yes, active Yes
Greece Yes Yes, mainly passive Yes
Hungary No In some schools Yes
Iceland No Yes, passive Yes
Ireland Yes Yes, passive Yes
Italy No Yes, passive Yes
Latvia No No Yes
Liechtenstein No Yes, passive Yes
Lithuania No In some schools Yes
Malta No No Yes
Moldova, Rep. of Yes No Yes
Monaco Yes Yes, passive Yes
Montenegro No Yes, passive Yes
Norway No Yes, passive Yes
Poland No In some schools Yes
Portugal Yes Yes, mainly active Yes
Romania No Yes, active Yes
Russian Fed. (Moscow) Yes No Yes
Serbia No Yes, passive Yes
Slovak Republic No No Yes
Slovenia No No Yes
Sweden No No Yes
Ukraine No No Yes
United Kingdom Yes Yes, passive Yes
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METHODOLOGICAL IMPROVEMENTS - CHANGES
TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE AND TO THE DATA-CLEAN-
ING PROCEDURE
Methodological improvements over time are inevitable. Two im-
portant changes are discussed below. First, the questionnaire
was changed in 2007. The effects of the changes were tested,
and the results are summarised in the first section below.
Second, like in 2007, the national data sets that formed the
ESPAD 2011 Database were used to produce data in all tables
in exactly the same way for all countries. However, unlike in
2007, all national data were also cleaned in the same way in
2011. The effects of the changes to the cleaning procedure are
discussed in the final part of this section.

QUESTIONNAIRE CHANGES

The questionnaire that was used in 2011 included only a few
modifications compared with the 2007 form. What is more,
with some minor exceptions they were in the optional seg-
ments of the questionnaire and have not influenced the possi-
bility to make comparisons between the 2007 and 2011 data.

However, the questionnaire used in the 2007 survey differed
to some extent from the form used in the first three data-col-
lection exercises. There were both changes to the structure of
the questionnaire and changes to the wording of some ques-
tions. The major structural change was that two very long ques-
tions about availability and age of onset, respectively, for a
large number of substances were divided into shorter questions
which were asked in a sectional format, with tobacco as the first
section, alcohol as the second, cannabis as the third and other
illegal substances as the fourth. Another structural change was
that a very long list of drugs used in some questions was short-
ened to include only the most commonly used drugs.

In addition to these changes, the 2007 questionnaire includ-
ed a few reworded questions and a few new ones. One of the re-
worded questions was the one intended to measure the amount
of alcohol that the respondent had consumed on the most re-
cent day during which he or she had drunk alcohol. The new ver-
sion included a filter question to reduce the risk of respondents
misunderstanding when estimating the amounts consumed.
Another was the question about the frequency of drunkenness,
which was changed by the inclusion of examples of how drunk-
enness might manifest itself. Yet another was the question about
heavy episodic drinking (five or more drinks), in which cider and
alcopops were included in the 2007 questionnaire and a change
was made from “in a row” to “on one occasion”.

In order to evaluate the comparability of estimates based
on the old and the new versions of the questionnaire, a meth-
odological study based on a split-half methodology was con-
ducted in 2006 in eight countries (Hibell & Bjarnason, 2008).
Overall, it was found that the changes to the instrument did not
affect the key indicators used to track changes in adolescent
substance use over time.

The estimates that turned out to have been significantly af-
fected by the changes were primarily those that were based
on problematic measures and had therefore been purposely
changed in order to obtain better estimates. They included
measures of the availability of different substances, the fre-
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quency of drunkenness, the amount of alcohol consumed
during the most recent drinking day and spirits consumption
during the past 30 days. For these variables, comparisons thus
cannot be made with earlier data.

DATA CLEANING

In the first three data-collection waves, the research team in
each country was responsible for cleaning the national data
sets according to ESPAD guidelines. In practice, this meant
identifying defective questionnaires by visual inspection and
discarding them. In 2007, the national research teams for the
first time submitted their raw data to the ESPAD Databank
Manager, who cleaned the national data sets and merged them
into a joint database. The same centralised, computerised
data-cleaning procedure was used in 2011 as well. However,
the initial procedure involving visual inspection was still per-
formed, the difference being that the national research teams
were asked only to highlight, not to discard, any questionnaires
that they considered totally unusable. Those questionnaires
were assigned a special code and included in the national data
sets that were sent for centralised data cleaning.

The standard cleaning procedure primarily involved two
phases: first, the deletion of unusable cases: and, second, the
logical substitution of missing values. All cases where informa-
tion was missing about the key demographic variables of age
or sex were excluded from the database. The other major rea-
son for questionnaire exclusion is poor data quality. All ques-
tionnaires with responses to fewer than half of the core items
were discarded, as were all questionnaires where the respon-
dent appeared to have followed a pattern involving repetitive
marking of extreme values.

Across all ESPAD countries, an average of 1.3% of the ques-
tionnaires were excluded because of missing data on age or
sex or because of poor data quality (Table C). Relatively large
proportions of the Cypriot and UK questionnaires (4.5—4.8%)
and of the Faroese and Norwegian questionnaires (about
3.5%) were excluded.

In the second phase of the data-cleaning procedure, miss-
ing values were logically substituted in a relatively conserva-
tive fashion. In cases where students had indicated that they
had never used a specific substance and subsequently did not
respond to questions about the frequency of such use, miss-
ing values were substituted with a zero. However, no such sub-
stitution was made if a student had indicated lifetime use for
some items but no lifetime use for others.

Table D presents information about non-response rates be-
fore the logical substitution of missing responses relating to
lifetime prevalence and about the impact of substitution on
prevalence rates. For the seven lifetime variables shown in the
table, the average reduction of the non-response rates ranges
from 0.0% to 0.3%. With a few exceptions, the reduction was
limited for all seven variables. The highest figure is found for
Norway, where the non-response rate for cannabis was re-
duced by 1.6 percentage points.

Forall core variables, the average proportion of unanswered
questions after cleaning was 1.5%. In individual countries, it
ranged from 0.5% in Liechtenstein to 3.5% in Cyprus.
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Table E shows the impact of different steps of the cleaning
process on eight core measures of lifetime prevalence. First,
missing data on sex and/or age reduced the number of respon-
dents included in the database from 104,319 to 104,059. This
did not change any of the prevalence figures.

Methodological considerations

Second, only 314 forms were omitted because fewer than
half of the questions had been answered. This only had a mar-
ginal effect on lifetime figures (the lifetime prevalence of in-
halants decreased from 9.4% to 9.3%). Third, the discarding
of 669 questionnaires because of repetitive extreme answer-

Table C. Refusals, discarded questionnaires and number of valid questionnaires from 1995 born students. ESPAD 2011.

Refusals? Discarded questionnaires Valid questionnaires (n)
Poor
Parental Student Missing data quality®  Total

COUNTRY refusal (%) refusal (%) gender® (%) (%) (%) Boys Girls All

Albania . 0 0.6 0.8 1.4 1436 1753 3189
Belgium (Flanders) 0 0 0.0 0.7 0.7 974 824 1798
Bosnia and Herz. (RS) . 0 0.3 0.6 0.9 1379 1753 3132
Bulgaria 1 1 0.2 1.5 1.7 1132 1085 2217
Croatia 1 0.2 1.6 1.8 1480 1522 3002
Cyprus 0 1 0.6 4.2 4.8 2 047 2196 4243
Czech Republic? 0 0.6 0.4 1.0 1906 2007 3913
Denmark 0 0.0 0.4 0.4 979 1202 2181
Estonia 0 0.0 0.3 0.3 1208 1252 2 460
Faroe Islands? 0 3.1 0.5 3.6 288 269 557
Finland 1 0 0.0 0.5 0.5 1815 1929 3744
France 0 0 0.0 0.3 0.3 1194 1378 2572
Germany (5 Bundesl.) 149 0.0 0.0 0.0 1285 1511 2796
Greece 3 1 1.7 0.6 2.3 2926 2982 5908
Hungary 1 1 0.1 0.2 0.3 1608 1455 3063
Iceland 1¢) 1¢) 0.2 1.1 1.4 1717 1616 3333
Ireland 4 1 0.0 1.1 1.1 1111 1096 2207
Italy . 0 0.1 1.6 1.7 2 463 2374 4 837
Latvia . 0 0.0 0.9 0.9 1334 1288 2622
Liechtenstein 0 0 0.0 0.5 0.5 193 173 366
Lithuania 0 0 0.2 0.7 0.9 1237 1239 2476
Malta 0 0.0 1.4 1.4 1688 1689 3377
Moldova, Rep. of . 0 0.0 1.6 1.6 1033 1129 2162
Monaco 0 0 0.0 0.2 0.2 193 208 401
Montenegro 0 0 0.0 0.9 1.0 1668 1719 3387
Norway 0 1 2.5 1.0 3.5 1498 1440 2938
Poland 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 838 3095 5933
Portugal 6 1 0.3 0.5 0.8 825 1140 1965
Romania 9 2 0.0 0.7 0.7 1279 1491 2770
Russian Fed. (Moscow) 0 0.0 1.0 1.0 855 902 1757
Serbia 0 0 0.0 1.0 1.0 2823 3261 6 084
Slovak Republic? 0 0.7 0.8 1.6 1004 1005 2009
Slovenia 0 0 0.0 0.8 0.8 1561 1625 3186
Sweden 0 0.1 0.9 1.0 1311 1258 2569
Ukraine . 1 0.0 1.1 1.1 1025 1185 2210
United Kingdomd 1 1 0.7 3.7 4.5 865 847 1712
AVERAGE (%) / TOTAL (n) 1 1 0.3 1.0 1.3 50178 52 898 103 076

a) Regardless of birthyear. Percentages calculated on students present in the classroom.
b) Missing gender column include also manually removed questionnaires (these numbers were estimated in Czech Republic and Slovak Republic).
9 More than 50% non response or repetitive answering patterns. Standardised SPSS syntax used.

d) parental and student refusals can not be separated.
®) Estimated.
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Table D. Non response rates before logical substitution of missing values and the substitution impact (reduction)
for 7 prevalence measures and the total average for all core questions. ESPAD 2011.

Trang. or
sed. (non-
Cigarettes Been drunk medical use)
LTP Alcohol LTP LTP Cannabis LTP  Ecstasy LTP  Inhalants LTP LTP Total non-
Before Re- Before Re- Before Re- Before Re- Before Re- Before Re- Before Re- ~ résponseav-
clea- duc- clea- duc- clea- duc- clea- duc- clea- duc- clea- duc- clea- duc-  erage (after
COUNTRY ning tion ning tion ning tion ning tion ning tion ning tion ning tion cleaning)
Albania 0.5 0.3 1.9 0.1 2.1 0.6 1.3 0.7 1.0 0.6 0.8 0.3 0.4 0.0 1.9
Belgium (Flanders) 1.0 0.3 1.6 0.2 1.0 0.2 0.6 0.1 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.1 1.9
Bosnia and Herz. (RS) 0.3 0.1 0.9 0.1 1.0 0.1 03 0.1 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.1 1.1
Bulgaria 0.5 0.0 2.4 0.0 2.7 0.3 1.4 0.2 0.8 0.5 0.7 0.4 0.7 0.3 1.4
Croatia 0.3 0.1 0.9 0.0 1.0 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 1.1
Cyprus 1.1 0.3 22 0.0 2.6 0.1 1.5 0.6 1.9 0.7 1.3 0.3 1.6 0.2 3.3
Czech Republic 0.5 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.6 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.0 1.2
Denmark 0.9 0.0 22 0.0 1.5 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.0 0.6 0.1 2.1
Estonia 0.5 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.9
Faroe Islands 0.7 0.2 2.0 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.5 0.1 0.7 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 2.0
Finland 0.1 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.8
France 0.2 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.2 1.0
Germany (5 Bundesl.) 0.1 0.0 0.7 0.0 1.0 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.7
Greece 0.7 0.1 29 0.1 1.7 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.6 0.3 1.1 0.6 0.9 0.3 1.9
Hungary 0.4 0.1 1.2 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.7 0.1 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.1 1.1
Iceland 0.3 0.1 0.6 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.6 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.8 0.4 0.9
Ireland 0.4 0.2 2.5 0.1 1.7 0.2 0.4 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.2 1.8
Italy 0.6 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.8 0.1 1.0 0.5 1.1 0.9 1.0 0.8 1.1 0.8 1.3
Latvia 0.2 0.0 1.4 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.8 0.2 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.9
Liechtenstein 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.2 0.5
Lithuania 0.7 0.3 1.3 0.0 1.3 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.1 1.3
Malta 0.5 0.2 1.2 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.1 1.1
Moldova, Rep.of 1.3 0.5 3.6 0.0 3.7 0.4 1.2 0.6 1.0 0.6 0.8 0.6 0.4 0.1 3.1
Monaco 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 1.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.5 0.3 0.0 0.0 1.2
Montenegro 0.3 0.1 0.8 0.0 0.7 041 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.2 1.2
Norway 1.8 0.8 20 0.3 2.2 0.8 2.1 1.6 2.2 1.3 2.5 1.5 2.5 1.4 3.0
Poland 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.7
Portugal 6.5 0.2 5.5 0.0 23 0.2 1.3 0.2 0.8 0.5 1.1 0.9 0.3 0.1 1.5
Romania 0.4 0.1 2.6 0.1 2.0 0.1 1.0 0.5 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.7 0.4 0.1 1.9
Russian Fed. (Moscow) 0.9 0.2 20 0.1 1.7 0.1 1.1 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.0 1.6
Serbia 0.5 0.2 1.6 0.0 1.0 0.1 0.7 0.3 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.3 0.5 0.2 1.6
Slovak Republic 0.9 0.1 2.2 0.0 22 0.1 2.1 0.0 0.8 0.2 0.6 0.1 0.8 0.2 1.8
Slovenia 0.3 0.0 1.1 0.0 1.4 0.1 0.7 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.2 1.1
Sweden 0.5 0.1 20 0.1 1.4 0.2 0.7 0.4 0.8 0.4 0.9 0.4 0.7 0.3 1.8
Ukraine 0.7 041 2.6 0.1 2.4 0.0 1.3 0.3 0.8 0.0 0.9 0.0 1.0 0.0 2.0
United Kingdom 0.5 0.1 2.1 0.1 2.6 0.2 0.8 0.2 1.4 0.3 1.2 0.1 1.3 0.2 2.1
AVERAGE 0.7 0.1 1.7 0.0 1.4 0.1 0.8 0.2 0.6 0.3 0.6 0.3 0.6 0.2 1.5

ing patterns resulted in larger, but still fairly small, changes in
prevalence estimates. For example, the proportion of students
who claimed to have used the dummy drug (“Relevin” or equiv-
alent) decreased from 1.1% to 0.7% and the proportion who
said that they had used ecstasy fell from 2.9% to 2.6%.
Fourth, the logical substitution of missing values in the final
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2011 database did not result in any measurable changes in the
lifetime-prevalence figures presented in Table E.

Overall, the cleaning process led to drops of 0.0-0.4 per-
centage points in the lifetime-prevalence variables presented
in Table E. In relative terms, the changes were smallest for high-
prevalence variables (cigarette use, alcohol use and drunken-
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Table E. Changes in lifetime prevalence (LTP) of different substances due to data cleaning. Percentages. ESPAD 2011.

Trang.

orsed. Relevin

Been (non- LTP (or

Cigaret- Alcohol drunk  Canna- Ecstasy Inha- medical equiva-
tes TP LTP TP bislTP  LTP  lantsLTp Use®) TP lent)
Raw “1995” (incl. missing birth year) n= 104 319 54.5 85.9 46.8 17.1 2.9 9.4 6.6 1.1
Missing gender and age removed n= 104 059 54.5 85.9 46.8 17.1 2.9 9.4 6.6 1.1
More than 50% non-response removed, n = 103 745 54.5 85.9 46.8 17.1 2.9 9.3 6.6 1.1
Repetitive response patterns removed n= 103 076 (FINAL NO.) 54.3 85.9 46.6 16.8 2.6 9.1 6.3 0.7
Logical substitution of missing values = (FINAL DATA SET) 54.3 85.9 46.6 16.8 2.6 9.1 6.3 0.7

ness) and more important for less common behaviours such as
use of cannabis (from 17.1% to 16.8%), inhalants (from 9.4%
to 9.1%) and ecstasy (from 2.9% to 2.6%). In addition, the
proportion of students claiming to have used the dummy drug
fell from 1.1% to 0.7%. This is the single largest decrease in
relative terms (a fall by one-third), and it is entirely accounted
for by the discarding of questionnaires with repetitive extreme
answering patterns.

On the whole, the standardised data-cleaning process did
not greatly influence the lifetime-prevalence figures. Since dec-
imals are not given in the international ESPAD report, preva-
lence estimates as shown there are altered by, at most, one
percentage point.

EFFECTS OF DATA-CLEANING CHANGES

As mentioned above, some changes have been made to the
data-cleaning process. In the first three surveys, data cleaning
was carried out solely at the national level. In 2007 and 2008,
data cleaning was partly carried out in the individual countries
but, in addition to the questionnaires that were discarded na-
tionally, some more were excluded in the standardised, com-
puterised data-cleaning procedure performed by the Databank
Manager.

In 2011, survey data from all questionnaires were supposed
to be included in the national data sets, with questionable
forms assigned a special code (however, not all countries fol-
lowed the new standard, instead discarding questionnaires ac-
cording to the old protocol).

It was decided to use the same principles for computerised
data cleaning for all countries, and questionnaires assigned
the special code should be kept if they were not discarded in
the computerised data-cleaning procedure. One advantage to
this arrangement is that all questionnaires from all countries
were cleaned in exactly the same way, which helped make
data more comparable between countries in the 2011 sur-
vey. A disadvantage can be that possible differences between
countries in terms of students who were considered not to
have answered the questionnaire seriously are not taken into
consideration. However, since one goal of ESPAD is to create
data that are as comparable as possible between countries, it
was decided only to use the standardised, computerised data-
cleaning procedure.

Itis of course open to discussion whether the old or the new
way of cleaning data is the best. However, given the decision to
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clean data differently in 2011 than in 2007/08, it is important
torealise that a logical consequence of this change is that fewer
questionnaires were discarded in 2011 (since only centralised
data cleaning was used). In many countries, the proportion of
non-accepted questionnaires was larger in 2007/2008 than in
2011. The only main exception was the United Kingdom, where
the proportion of discarded questionnaires increased from 3%
to 4.5% (Table Q).

On average, 2.4% of the questionnaires were discarded in
2007/2008 while 1.3% were in 2011. However, the differences
between countries vary, with only small or minor changes in
most countries and larger ones in others. Three countries have
a decrease from 2007/2008 to 2011 of 4 percentage points or
more (Bosnia and Herzegovina (Republic of Srpska), Italy and
Montenegro).

With a larger proportion of retained questionnaires, it could
be suspected that some of the students who were keptin 2011
would have been removed according to the 2007/2008 crite-
ria. It cannot be excluded that students who, truthfully or not,
answered that they had used various substances may be over-
represented in this category. If this is the case, there might be a
risk that figures relating to unusual behaviours, such as use of
less frequently used drugs, are higherin 2011 because of this
“technical change” to the cleaning criteria.

However, no such tendencies can be discerned for low fre-
quency variables such as lifetime use of any illicit drug except
cannabis (Table 64), ecstasy (Table 65), tranquillisers or seda-
tives without a doctor’s prescription (Table 66), alcohol togeth-
er with pills (Table 67) and inhalants (Table 68). The same is
also true for lifetime use of amphetamines, cocaine, crack, LSD
or other hallucinogens, heroin, GHB, tranquillisers or sedatives
with a doctor’s prescription, magic mushrooms, anabolic ste-
roids and drugs by injection as well as for past-12-months and
past-30-days use of inhalants (not shown in tables

Another way of testing for a possible influence of the change
to the data-cleaning process is to see whether any of the ESPAD
key variables were affected by the retention of certain question-
naires that had been assigned the special code for exclusion.
Thiswas checked in relation to Bosnia and Herzegovina (Republic
of Srpska) and Italy for five ESPAD key variables as well as for
lifetime use of ecstasy and cocaine. With one exception, none
of the seven variables showed any differences in either country.
The exception was cocaine, for which lifetime use was 2% with
all questionnaires included but 1% when the questionnaires
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assigned the exclusion code were removed. On the whole, the
changes to the data-cleaning criteria between 2007/2008 and
2011 have thus not had any important effects on the results.
Figures for very low-prevalence behaviours (around 1%) may
conceivably have been very marginally influenced.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Quite a few changes had been made to the ESPAD question-
naire used in 2007 compared with the preceding one. The ef-
fects of these changes were tested at the time, and data for
some variables were found not to be comparable with earlier
data. In the 2011 questionnaire, however, only very few modi-
fications were made, and there are no reasons to suspect that
they have had any impact on the possibility to make compari-
sons with earlier data for the variables presented in this report.

In 2011, all data cleaning was done in a computerised
and standardised way, which is a difference compared with
2007/2008 when the countries, in addition to the standardised
cleaning procedure, had a possibility to discard questionnaires
that they considered invalid for various reasons. As a result
of this change, fewer questionnaires were discarded in 2011,
even though the proportions did not change very much in most
countries. However, the proportion increased by 4 percentage
points or more in three countries (Bosnia and Herzegovina
(Republic of Srpska), Italy and Montenegro).

Neither scrutiny of reported use of less commonly used
substances in these countries nor a comparison between re-
sults with and without questionnaires assigned the code for
exclusion indicates any “technical increase” as an effect of the
change to the data-cleaning process.

There is no reason to assume that the changes made to
the 2011 questionnaire or to the standardised, computerised
data-cleaning process have resulted in any important problems
when it comes to making comparisons with data from previous
ESPAD surveys. There might conceivably be a minor effect on
low-prevalence (about 1%) behaviours.

REPRESENTATIVENESS

As a matter of principle, data can never be representative of
any groups other than those included in the sampling frame. In
ESPAD, the issue of representativeness is linked to several as-
pects, including possible sampling problems, the exclusion of cer-
tain grades or school categories and the level of interest shown by
schools and students for participating in data collection.

GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE

The target population of the ESPAD study is defined as the na-
tional population of students who turn 16 during the calendar
year of the survey. The objective of performing a nationally rep-
resentative survey was reached in 32 of the 36 countries cov-
ered by this report. The exceptions are Germany, Belgium, the
Russian Federation and Bosnia and Herzegovina.

In Germany, data collection was limited to the five out of
sixteen states (Bundesldander) that agreed to participate,
which is two fewer than in 2007. They were Bavaria, Berlin,
Brandenburg, Mecklenburg—Western Pomerania and Thuringia.
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The total population of these Bundeslander is about 22.4 mil-
lion, out of 81.8 million in the whole of Germany, i.e. about
27% of the national population.

In Belgium, only the Dutch-speaking part (Flanders) took
part in data collection. This was also the case in 2007, but in
2003 the whole country was included. The 2011 survey was
conducted in Flanders as well as in Dutch-speaking schools
in the Brussels Capital Region, which represents a coverage of
about 60% of the national population.

In the Russian Federation, data collection in 2011 was lim-
ited to the capital of Moscow, with about 7% of the national
population. This was also the case in 1999 and 2003, while the
2007 survey was carried out nationally. However, the national
sample in 2007 also included a sub-sample from Moscow,
which means that data from Moscow are available for all four
data-collection waves since 1999.

Bosnia and Herzegovina is divided into two entities. One
is the Republic of Srpska and the other is the Federation
of Bosnia and Herzegovina. The survey in the Federation of
Bosnia and Herzegovina was not carried out until the autumn
of 2011, which means that this report only includes data from
the Republic of Srpska, which accounts for about 31% of the
national population.

While the results obtained for these four countries may to
some extent reflect the situation in each country as a whole,
they are representative only of the populations from which the
samples were drawn, according to the geographical limitations
discussed above.

SAMPLING STRATEGIES

Sampling in the ESPAD project is based on the class (i.e. an
organisational group of students who typically attend most
lessons together) as the final sampling unit. This procedure
is vastly more economical than sampling individual students,
and it also has some desirable methodological properties. In
particular, the sampling of entire classes can be expected to
increase students’ confidence in their anonymity. Sampling
individual students and asking them to fill in a questionnaire
individually, by contrast, could affect the truthfulness of their
answers and therefore bias the results of the study.

In countries where sampling was complicated, it was recom-
mended that those responsible for the survey should seek the
co-operation of an experienced sociologist or statistician.

An overview of the sampling procedure in each country is pro-
vided in Table F. Further information can be found in Appendix
Il, in which each country’s sampling procedure is described. The
number of students born in 1995 in the Faroe Islands, Iceland,
Liechtenstein, Malta and Monaco was smaller than the number
of students to be sampled according to the ESPAD guidelines. In
these countries, therefore, all students were surveyed. A simi-
lar procedure was chosen in Cyprus, where all students in one
grade participated (while students born in 1995 who were en-
rolled in other grades were excluded).

In all other countries, the class was the final sampling unit.
In some countries, the class was the only sampling unit, i.e.
samples of classes were drawn from comprehensive lists of
classes. In most of the countries, however, the class was the
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Table F. Characteristics of the national samples. ESPAD 2011.
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Proportion

of ESPAD Student

cohort still repre-

in regular Number _senta-

Sampling frame school®  Approx. Sampling of grades  Data tiveness?

COUNTRY geographic coverage (%)  mean ageD Sample type unit(s) covered “eighted (%)
Albania National . 15.8 Stratified random School/Class 2 No 98
Belgium (Flanders) Flandersd 98 15.8 Stratified random School/Class 4 Yes 100
Bosnia and Herz. (RS) Republika Srpska® 87 15.8 Stratified simple random Class 1 No 89
Bulgaria National 84-96 15.8 Stratified simple random Class 2 No 90
Croatia National 96 15.8 Stratified simple random Class 2 No 96
Cyprus National f 100 15.8 Total No sample 1 No 67
Czech Republic National »95 15.8 Stratified simple random School/Class 2 Poststrat. »95
Denmark National 97 15.8 Stratified simple random School/Class 1 No 88
Estonia National 97 15.7 Systematic random School/Class 2 No 98
Faroe Islands National »95 15.7 Total No sample 1 No 94
Finland National® 100 15.8 Stratified random School/Class 1 No 93
France National™ 98 15.8 Stratified random School/Class 4 Yes 95
Germany (5 Bundesl.) 5 Bundesladnder) 98 15.9  Stratified systematic random Class 2 Yes 87
Greece National 92 15.7 Stratified systematic random Class 2 Yes 98
Hungary National 97 15.7 Stratified random Class 3 Yes 95
Iceland National 98 15.7 Total No sample 1 No 96
Ireland National 96 15.8 Stratified simple random School/Class 3 No 98
Italy National 88 15.7 Stratified random Class 3 No 99
Latvia National 95)) 15.8 Stratified random Class 3 Yes 95
Liechtenstein National 91 15.7 Total No sample 5 No 96
Lithuania National 97 15.9 Stratified random School/Class 1 No 80
Malta National 98 15.6 Total No sample 1 No 89
Moldova, Rep. of National¥ . 15.9 Stratified random Class 2 No 92
Monaco National ~99 15.8 Total No sample 5 No ~99
Montenegro National 97 15.8  Proportionate simple random Class 2 No 95
Norway National 99 15.8 Simple random Class 1 Yes  ~100
Poland National 96 15.9 Stratified random School/Class 1 Yes ~93
Portugal National? »91 15.9 Stratified systematic random Class 4 No 84
Romania National 94 16.0 Systematic random School/Class 2 Yes =99
Russian Fed. (Moscow) Moscow 100 15.8 Stratified systematic random Class 3 No 98
Serbia National 98 15.7 Stratified systematic random Class 1 No 93
Slovak Republic National 97 15.8 Stratified random School/Class 3 No 95
Slovenia National 97 15.8 Stratified random Class 1 No 90
Sweden National 98 15.8 Stratified random School/Class 1 No 93
Ukraine National 99 15.8 Stratified systematic random Class 2 No 94
United Kingdom National 907 15.8 Stratified random School/Class 3 Yes 100
AVERAGE 96 15.8 3 93

a) Proportion of the ESPAD cohort still enrolled in regular school (not in schools/classes for students with special needs etc).
b) Calculations based on the data collection period.
9 Proportion of the ESPAD target students covered by the sampling frame.
d) Covers Flanders as well as Dutch speaking schools in the Brussels Capital region.
®) Covers Republika Srpska, which is one of 2 entities in Bosnia and Herzegovina.
f Only government controlled areas included.
9 Geographic population coverage 99.4%: The island Aland is not covered by the sampling frame.
h) Geographic population coverage 96.5%: DOM-TOM territories (overseas departments and territories like the West Indies, Guyana, and Bourbon
Island) not covered by the sampling frame.
) Covers 5 of 16 Bundesldnder: Bavaria, Berlin, Brandenburg, Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania and Thuringia. Altogether about 27% of all Ger-
man inhabitants born in 1995 live in these Bundesldnder.
) This is the figure from 2007. No new information is available but there is no reason to believe that the figure would be very different in 2011.
K Covers only schools on the right bank of the Dnieper river.
D Geographic population coverage 95%: The Azores and Madeira islands not covered by the sampling frame.
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last unit in a multi-stage stratified sampling process where
schools were sampled before the final sampling of classes
was performed. In some countries, the schools sampled were
asked to provide lists of classes to enable the final sample of
classes to be drawn.

Some countries have not considered what might be called
the “problem of small and large schools and classes”. In some
countries, all schools/classes had the same probability of be-
ing sampled, regardless of the size of each class and school. In
practice, this means that students belonging to small classes
or attending small schools are over-represented in the sam-
ples. If students in these classes or schools have different sub-
stance-use habits from students in large classes or schools,
the data are not entirely representative of the population. In
many countries where this problem might have occured, how-
ever, a stratified sample was used, and it seems reasonable to
assume that the sizes of schools and classes are rather similar
within each stratum. Further, class size is rather standardised
in many countries, and the classes within a school usually do
not vary greatly in size. On the whole, the “problem of small
and large schools and classes” is not considered to be a major
problem in the context of the overall ESPAD project.

In countries where non-proportionate stratification was
used for sampling, the data have usually been weighted.
Another method used to compensate for small schools being
oversampled in a first sampling step, when no information
about school size was available, is to sample more classes at
large sampled schools than at small sampled ones in the sec-
ond sampling step, when such information had been collected
from the sampled schools.

Weighting was not used in Ireland, even though two grades
were slightly undersampled and one grade was oversampled.
However, a test comparing ESPAD students in the three grades
did not show any significant differences for some key variables.

Lack of data about school (and class) size has complicated
the sampling procedure in some countries. Despite this, and
as commented on in Appendix Il, there is reason to assume
that sampling was carried out in the best possible way and
that sampling problems have not affected the outcome of any
survey in such a negative way that the possibility to make com-
parisons with other countries is jeopardised.

BIRTH-COHORT COVERAGE
There are differences between countries in how well the sam-
ples represent the birth cohort, which should be kept in mind
since it is highly probable that those who have already left
school are more likely to have used various substances and to
use them more frequently than students.

In some countries, schooling is compulsory until the age of
16 years. In others, this is the age when students either en-
rol in upper-secondary school, start other training or enter the
labour market. On average, 96% of the 1995 birth cohort was
enrolled in school at the time of data collection. This propor-
tion was 90% or more in nearly all countries (Table F). The lower
this proportion is, the less representative the results are of the
1995 birth cohort.

In some countries, nearly all students born in 1995 were
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covered by the sampling frame. In others, students in one or
more grades or school types were excluded for pragmatic rea-
sons. Table F shows that in nearly all countries 85% or more of
the target population is to be found in the participating grades.
The lower this proportion is, the less representative the results
are of students born in 1995. In principle, the results relate
only to students enrolled in participating grades who were born
in 1995.

PARTICIPATING GRADES

The target population of the ESPAD project is students who turn
16 during the year of data collection. For the 2011 study, this
means students born in 1995.

In some countries, nearly all students born in 1995 were
enrolled in a single grade. In others, large proportions of them
were to be found in each of two or more grades. The recommen-
dation given for the latter case, subject to the availability of the
necessary resources, was to include as many grades as pos-
sible where students born in 1995 were to be found, or at least
grades where 10% or more of the target population was to be
found. If only one of these grades could be included, it should
of course be the grade with the largest proportion of students
bornin 1995. In countries where not all grades with students in
the target age group were included in the data-collection exer-
cise, the sample is representative only of students found in the
grade(s) chosen.

In about four-fifths of the countries, 90% or more of the
students born in 1995 were in the grades studied (Table F). In
addition, the proportion was also rather high (85-89%) in an-
other 10% of the countries. However, the corresponding figure
was lower in Lithuania and Portugal (80-84%), and in Cyprus
no more than 67% of the students born in 1995 were found in
the grade that was covered by the data-collection exercise. It
is, of course, not possible to know how the results obtained
in countries where relatively small proportions of the target
population have been studied would have been affected if all
relevant grades or school types had been included. However,
this uncertainty may be worth keeping in mind when studying
the results and comparing countries.

In nearly all countries, students born in years other than
1995 who belonged to sampled classes also answered the
questionnaire. However, the results presented in this report re-
flect only the answers given by students born in 1995.

As regards the two non-ESPAD countries for which data are
presented in this report, it should be noted that the results from
Spain also concern students born in 1995 while the data from
the United States are based on students in the tenth grade, not
students born in 1995. A majority (60%) of the American tenth-
graders surveyed were born in 1995 and most of the remainder
(37%) in 1994, meaning that the data from the United States are
not fully comparable with the ESPAD data because of a slight dif-
ference in the age composition of the samples studied.

To sum up, in countries where not all relevant grades were
included, the sample is representative only of students born
in 1995 who are enrolled in participating grades and attend
schools belonging to participating categories. This is particu-
larly relevant for Cyprus, where only two-thirds of the students
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born in 1995 were to be found in the participating grade. The
data from the United States are based on grade 10 students,
not students born in 1995, meaning that the US data are not
fully comparable with the ESPAD data because of a slight differ-
ence in the age composition of the samples studied.

DATA COLLECTION AND AVERAGE AGE

With the exception of Belgium (Flanders), data were collected
during the first half of 2011, with a majority of data-collection
exercises conducted in the period from March to May (Table
G). The Belgian survey was carried out in November—-December
2010 because of earlier experience that school participation
had been better when data had been collected in the autumn.

Table G. Characteristics of the data collection. ESPAD 2011.

Methodological considerations

Based on the time of data collection, an approximate aver-
age age of the students has been estimated for each country
(Table F). The average ESPAD age is 15.8 years. In all but two
of the 36 countries, the average age is between 15.7 and 15.9
years, which is the same range as in earlier ESPAD studies. The
only (minor) exceptions are Malta, where the average age is
15.6 years, and Romania, at 16.0. In Belgium, the target popu-
lation was redefined as students born between 1 August 1994
and 31 July 1995, which gives an average age of 15.8 years, i.e.
in the same range as in nearly all other participating countries.

A large majority of the Spanish students answered the ques-
tionnaire in November and December, while a few did so in
February and March, which gives an estimated average age of

COUNTRY Data collection period Survey leader Anonymity preserver Data entry
Albania 16 March - 19 May Research assistant Individual envelopes Manual
Belgium (Flanders) Nov-Dec 2010 School staff Individual envelopes Manual
Bosnia and Herz. (RS) April 1-27 Research assistant Individual envelopes Manual
Bulgaria April 12-20 Research assistant Individual envelopes Manual
Croatia April 4-22 School counsellor Individual envelopes Manual
Cyprus April 7 — May 16 Research assistant Joint envelope Manual
Czech Republic May 23 — June 29 Research assistant Individual envelopes Manual
Denmark March—April Teacher Individual envelopes Manual
Estonia February 14 — March 13 Research assistant Individual envelopes Manual

Faroe Islands

March 18 — April 18

Research assistant

Joint box

Opt. scanner

Finland March 21 - April 10 Teacher Individual envelopes Opt. scanner
France April 4 — May 26 Research assistant Stickers, joint envelope Opt. scanner
Germany (5 Bundesl.) April 4-159 Teacher Joint envelope Manual
Greece February — April Research assistant Joint envelope Opt. scanner
Hungary March 1-20 Research assistant Joint envelope Manual
Iceland February — April Teacher (mainly) Individual envelopes Opt. scanner
Ireland Early April — mid May Teacher Individual envelopes Manual
Italy March — April Health teacher Individual envelopes Opt. scanner
Latvia April 4 — May 26 Research assistant Individual envelopes Manual

Liechtenstein

February — March

Research assistant

Individual envelopes

Opt. scanner

Lithuania May 17-31 School staff (mainly) Individual envelopes Manual
Malta February 2-3 School counsellor Individual envelopes Opt. scanner
Moldova, Rep. of May 12-24 Research assistant Tape Manual
Monaco April 4 Teacher Joint envelope Opt. scanner
Montenegro April 11 - May 9 Research assistant Individual envelopes Manual
Norway April — May Teacher Individual envelopes Opt. scanner
Poland May - June Research assistant Individual envelopes Manual
Portugal May 9-13 Teacher Individual envelopes Opt. scanner
Romania June 6-21 Research assistant Individual envelopes Manual
Russian Fed. (Moscow) April 4 — May 25 Research assistant Individual envelopes Manual
Serbia March 11-24 Research assistant Individual envelopes Manual
Slovak Republic April 4-15 Research assistant Individual envelopes Manual
Slovenia March 28 — April 18 School counsellor Individual envelopes Manual
Sweden March 28 — April 15 Teacher Individual envelopes Opt. Scanner
Ukraine April 18 — May 24 Research assistant Individual envelopes Manual
United Kingdom March — April Teacher Individual envelopes Opt. Scanner

@ Replacement schools collected data from May 9 to June 30.
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Methodological considerations

15.6 years. The data collection in the United States took place
between February and June. Since about 60% of the students
were born in 1995 and nearly all others in 1994, the estimated
average age is 16.2 years. Hence, the data from the two non-
ESPAD countries are based on students who are either slightly
younger (Spain) or slightly older (US) than the ESPAD students,
which is important to keep in mind when comparisons are
made with ESPAD data.

The ESPAD guidelines contained no recommendation as to
whether teachers or research assistants should be responsible
for data collection in the classrooms. Instead, the recommen-
dation was to use the category of survey leaders whom the stu-
dents trusted more. In about half of the countries, teachers or
other school staff administered the data collection, while re-
search assistants, or other categories of people not belonging
to the staff of the schools, did so in the other half (Table G).

To stress the anonymity and confidentiality of the survey,
the ESPAD Handbook recommended the use of individual en-
velopes that each student could put his/her questionnaire in
and then seal. Individual envelopes were used in about three-
fourths of the countries (Table G). In the remaining countries,
other measures were taken which were judged to fulfil the
same purpose. Examples include the use of large class enve-
lopes, which were sealed in front of the students, or a closed
box into which the students put their forms.

The data-collection procedure seems to have functioned
well in all countries and there are no indications that it in-
cluded any major methodological problems that might jeop-
ardise comparisons between countries. However, it is worth
keeping in mind that, even though the average age in Belgium
(Flanders) was in line with that in the other ESPAD countries,
about half of the students in the Flemish target population
(those born during the second half of 1994) have experienced
one more summer than students in all other countries; young
people are particularly likely to try various substances for the
first time or use them more extensively during summers than in
other periods of the year.

Data from the two non-ESPAD countries are based on stu-
dents who are either slightly younger (Spain) or slightly older
(US) than the ESPAD students, which is important to remember
when comparisons are made with ESPAD data.

SCHOOL CO-OPERATION

Proportions of non-participating schools and classes are shown
in Table H. On average, about 85% of the samp