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and Blunts Users used blunts three more days than Joints Users used joints (14 days vs. 11
days). Blunts Users are more likely than Joints Users to have ever been (57% vs. 43%) and to
currently be (39% vs. 16%) daily users of marijuana. Although Blunts Users who were ever
daily users appear to have started daily use earlier than Joints Users who were ever daily
users, this difference becomes non-significant when controlling for current age (regression
results not shown). Such Blunts Users are, however, more than three times as likely as
comparable Joints Users to have never cut back from daily use (26% vs. 8%).

Table 5. Marijuana Use and Practices Among Cannabis User Types

Cannabis User Typology

Blunts  Joints Mixed Overall Wald Test Significance of Association

» 7
Paraphemalia Ownership (category proportions):

Pipe 249% 28.1% 488%  34.1%  b<m*** j<m***  Yesssaa = 24.21,p < 001
Bong 142% 158% 245%  182% b<m* Lonease. 2an = 6.68, p = 035
Bubbler 1.1%  6.1% 13.0%  65% b<j*, b<m***  Yneass.2an = 19.86, p < 001
One-Hitter 6.6% 14.0% 148%  11.3% b<j*, b<m* Lirveas9. 200 = 6.94, p= 031

Age First Used Manjuana (category means)... .
As Joint, Pipe, etc. 13.8 14.8 143 143 b<j* F(2,439) = 5.47,p = .005

As a Blunt 149 17.7 15.7 15.8  b<j*** b<m*, j>m** F(2,463)=17.50, p < .001
Atall 13.9 14.8 14.2 14.2 b<j**, j>m* F(2,502)=431,p= 014

How Many of Past 30 Days Used Marijuana as a (category means)...
Joint, Pipe, etc. 53 10.7 11.0 78 b<j*** b<m*** . F(2,501)=20.67, p< .001
Blunt 13.7 25 8.8 8.2 b>)***.b>m*** m>j*** F(2,503) = 48.83, p < .001

Daily Use of Marijuana/Blunts (category proportions):
Ever’ 56.9% 42.6% 63.7% 55.7% b>j*, j<m*** Ln=a97.2a0 = 13.05,p = .001
Currently’ 39.0% 15.7% 32.2% 31.0% b>j*** j<m*** Ln-197.2an = 19.52, p < .001

Age Began Daily Use (category means):
16.2 17.9 163 - 166 b<j*** j>m*** F(2,285)= 6.44,p = .002

Ever Cut Back from Daily Use (category proportions):
73.9% 922% 852% 81.9% b<j**, b<m* ov-270.2a0 = 9.21, p= 010

5\

Wald test for equality of means/proportions * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

*Does not include respondents who indicate not using marijuana or blunts
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Table 6. Marijuana Purchase/Sales Measures Among Cannabis User Types

Cannabis User Typology

Blunts  Joints Mixed ' Overall Wald Test Significance of Association

Relationship with Usual Marijuana Source (category proportions):

Didn't Buy it 6.1% 11.7% 7.1% 7.8% Loxesso. 200 = 3.42, p = 181
Relative 9.1% 59%  12.5% 9.5% j<m* Xon-ass.2a0 = 3.61, p= 164
Partner/Lover 6.6% 6.7% 11.8% 8.4% xz(N-—AﬁI 20 =3.79,p=.150
Work Assoc. 1.5%  5.1% 4.1% 3.3% Lin-ass. 200 = 348, p= 175
Friend 492% 475%  58.8% 52.2% Pon-es3.2n = 4.74, p = 093
No personal rel. 394% 294%  272% 32.7% b>m* Linesso. 200 = 6.92, p = 031

Where Last Bought Marijuana (category proportions):

House/Apt. 286% 504%  398% © 37.7% b<i***, b<m*  n-aon 2an = 15.71, p <.001
Street, alley, etc. 31.6% 10.1% 18.1% 21.8% b>j***, b>m**, j<m* Lin-a96.2an = 22.45, p < .001
Delivery service 11.7% 16.0% 17.7% 14.8% Loneass. 20 = 2.85, p = 241

Cash Paid for Marijuana (category means): L
$ 6440 $4980 $ 8470 $ 6730 F(2,413)=0.23,p= 796

Unit Bought at Last Purchase (category proportions):

Didn't Buy it _ 13.4%  90%  11.8% 11.8% Len-a93.2a0 = 1.39, p = .500
Don't Know 13.9% 19.7% 9.4% 13.8% j>m* in-s0a, 200, = 6.30, p = 043
Gram 59% 57% 142% . 8.7% b<m**, j<m*  Xneass. 20 = 9.84, p = 007
Eighth Ounce 49% 240%  14.8% 13.0%  b<j*** b<m**  ¥(nesss 2an = 25.08,p < 001
Quarter Ounce 3.4% 4.1% 4.1% 3.9% Lon=a9a 200 = 0.16, p = 922
Half Ounce 8.8%  4.9% 3.5% 6.1% " N-a96.2a0 = 4.94, p = 085
Full Ounce 44%  41% 2.9% 3.8% o n-as5.2an = 2.85, p= 241
Cube, Tape, Box 10% 1.6%  1.8% 1.4% " Povasezan = 045, p= 797
Bag or Sack 27% 246%  33.5% 35.1% bojers onea6.2a0 = 11.20, p = .004
Vial or Small Jar 1.0%  1.6% 1.8% 1.4% Lin-e95. 20 = 0.46, p= 794

On How Many of Past 7 Days Bought Marijuana (category means):
b>j*** b>m***,
2.1 0.7 1.1 1.3 j<m* F(2,494) = 22.03, p < .001

How Much Spent on Marijuana in Past 30 Da{ls (category means):
$12833 §$95.08 $139.00 $124.14 F(2,339) = 0.88,p = 417

How Recently Participant Sold Marijuana (category means, 0=never 6=within past day):
v 1.4 0.6 1.2 1.1 b>j*** j<m**  F(2,504) = 7.56, p < .001

How Recently Participant Helped Someone Else Sell Marijuana (category means; O=never 6=within past day):
1.8 1.2 1.7 1.6 b>j**, j<m* F(2,501)=4.04,p= 181

Wald test for equality of means/proportions * p < .05,"“ p <.0l,***p< 001

Table 6 examines marijuana purchase practices. Blunts Users are roughly one-third more
likely than Joints Users to have no prior personal relationship with tbleir supplier (39% vs.
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29%). Most marijuana users’ relationship with their usual source is as a friend, however, and
this does not vary significantly across user types. Blunts Users are less likely to buy their
marijuana in a house or apartment (29% of Blunts Users vs. 50% of Joints and 40% of Mixed
Users) and more likely to buy it in a street or alley (32% of Blunts Users vs. 10% of Joints
and 18% of Mixed Users). Contrary to ethnographic observations, Blunts Users are not
significantly less likely to have used a delivery service for their last purchase — indeed, less
than one in six of any type of marijuana user used a delivery service for their last purchase.
Blunts Users buy more $5, $10, and $20 bags (average weight .8g, 1.2g, and 2.5g respectively
according to our marketing data; variance in price per gram partially explained by the lower
quality of the marijuana sold in smaller units) and fewer eighths (3.5g, price range between
$20-$80, avg. $47, according to our marketing data) than Joints Users. Althbugh the average
user of any form of marijuana is not a seller, Blunts Users sell (1.4 vs. 0.6 of past seven days)
and help deal (1.8 vs. 1.2 of past 7 days) more often than Joints Users. All types of users
spend about the same amount on marijuana.

PREFERENCES FOR MARIJUANA USE MODES

Table 7 describes users’ preferences about their use. Because more than two-thirds of
Joints Users have ever used blunts and more than two-thirds of Blunts Users have ever used
joints, most users can speak with some authority about their preference for a specific mode of
use. Although less than a. third of any type of marijuana user endorsed the belief that a
pipe/bong high is “purer” somehow than a blunthigh, Blunts Users were particularly unlikely
to endorse this belief (12% of Blunts Users vs. 21% of Joints and 30% of Mixed Users).
Although there 1s no clear consensus as to whether blunts are a more addictive form of
marijuana, less than 10% of any type say joints are more addictive than blunts. Blunts Users
who have used joints are more likely than Joints Users who have used blunts to say that
blunts are more addictive (27% vs. 15%). The Mixed Users are most likely to say that both
are about the same. Mixed Users (roughly half of whom prefer blunts to other forms of
marijuana) and Blunts Users report getting higher than Joints Users but not necessarily
staying high any longer. More Blunts Users than Joints Users reported that they couldn’t stop

" using either joints/pipes/bongs (23% vs. 11%) or blunts (17% vs. 7%).

USE SETTINGS, SOCIAL NETWORKS, AND PRACTICES

Table 8 reports on users’ social networks. Blunts Users have a greater proportion of their
friends who use blunts than do Joints or Mixed Users have friends who use
joints/pipes/bongs/bubblers. Compared to Joints Users, both Blunts Users and Mixed Users
have a lower proportion of: their friends not using marijuana at all. About a tenth of all users
| Teport some tension between user and non-user friends, but this does not vary across user

" types. !
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Table 7. Blunt vs. Joint Preferences Among Cannabis User Types

Cannabis User Typology -

Blunts Joints Mixed Overall Wald Test Significance of Association

Is the High Produced by a Blunt Different from the High Produced by a Joint? (category proportions)

Haven't used both 246% 252% 4.6% 17.8% b>m***, [>m*** xz(N;,”_ 2an = 31.56, p < .001
Yes, blunts higher  44.9% 37.7%  48.0%  44.2% Cov-s02.200 = 3.13,p = 209
No, joints higher 73% 25%  8.1% 6.4% b>j*, j<m* iﬂmm a0=4.12,p= 127
Both about the same  14.9% 20.0%  22.5% - 18.8% on-sor.2a0 = 3.77, p= .151
Don't know 96% 19.0% 162% 14.1% b<j* X =503, 200 = 6.56, p= 038

How is‘ the High Produced by a Blunt Different from Pipe, Bong, Bubbler? (category proportions)

Haven'tusedboth  309% 333% _ 7.0% 23.2% BOomM***, Pm***  Pineass. a0 = 38.76, p < .001
No difference 18.6% 244% 220%  212% ‘ Coneesr.2an = 1.56, p < 458
e .

Blunts taste better  303%  S.1%  24.6%  22.4% b>§***, j<m***  Loneese, 200 = 28.00, p < .001
Blunt high lasts
longer 19.7% 18.5%  193%  19.3% Lonesss. 200 = 0.73, p = 964
Pipe/bong is purer 11.5% 214% 30.4% 20.4% b<j*, b<m*** Xineas6. 200 = 20.70, p < .001
Pipe high lasts longer 6.7% 51%  111%  7.9% Possrza =412, p= 127

Are Blunts More Addictive than Joints or Pipes, Bongs, Bubblers? (category proportions)

Haven't used both 226% 244% 5.2% 17.0% m***, >m*** 20 = 26.51, p < .001
Blunts more addictive 27.1% 15.1%  22.5% 22.7% b>j** Lon-499, 200 = 6.14, p = 046
Joints more addictive 3.9% 8. l':/o 4.1% 5.0% 2 (n=500. 20 =3.37,p=.186
Both about the same  20.1% 22.0%  38.8% 26.4% b<m***, j<m** L on-s01.20n = 15.09, p = 001
Don't know 275% 32.5%  30.5% 29.8% Ln-s0a.200.= 0.98, p= 613
. ) 2 ~
Ever Tried to Stop and Couldn't Stop Using... (category proportions)
Joints/pipes/bongs'  228% 113% 16.4% 17.2% b>j* Ln-a35.2an = 6.18, p = .046
Blunts® 16.8% 66% 12.9% 13.3% b>j** 1 n-as0.2an = 5.69, p= 058

¢ y
Prefer Blunts to Joints, Pipes, Bongs, etc. (category proportions):
b>j***, b>m***, Lovesss, 200 = 164.54, p <

87.0% 9.1% 46.9% 55.1%  j<m*** .001

'How High do you Get from Marijuana/Blunts (category means, 1=don't get high to 4 = very high)
23 1.9 22 22 b>j***, j<m*** F(2,452)=17.54,p < .001

How Long do you Stay High (category means; 1=don’t get high, 7 = more than 24 hours)
25 24 23 24 F(2,294)=2.41,p= 091

Wald test for equality of means/proportions 2-tailed p < .05 *, p< .01 **,p < .00] ***
a includes only participants who reported using joints, pipes, bongs
b includes only paniciBams whdreported using blunts
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Table 8. Social Networks Among Cannabis User Types

Cannabis User Typology

Blunts Joints Mixed  Overall Row N or Wald Test  Significance of Association

How Many of your Friends...(category means; 0=None 4=All)

Use blunts 3.0 1.7 26 2.5 b>j*** b>m***, j<m*** F(‘2,503) =73.44,p < 001
Use joints, pipes, etc. 1.3 24 24 1.9 b<j*** b,m*** F(2,503) = 6045, p < .00]
Do not use cannabis 1.1 13 1.1 1.2 b<j**, j>m** F(2,498) = 4.54,p= .011
Smoke nothing at all 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.0 b<j* ‘F(2,497) =211,p=.122

How Often do your Friends who Use Marijuana/Blunts Hang Out with your Friends who do notuse it?
(category means; 0=Never 4=Always)

2.0 2.1 23 21 F(2,503) = 4.60,p=.011
Is there Ever Tension between your User Friends and Non-User Friends (column proportions):
Not Applicable 10.7% 5.6% 7.5% 8.3% 42 on-son.0an = 4.02, p= 674
No 704% 74.4% 74.6% 72.8% 367
Yes 10.7% 9.6% 8.1% 9.5% 48
Not Sure 83% 104% 9.8% 93% 47
Which Age Groups Use Blunts the Most? (category proportions)
7-12 58% 00% 63% 4.6% b>j*** j<m*** L n-soz.2an = 7.61, p = 022
13-17 56.7% 52.1% 613%  57.2% Xnee55.200 = 246, p = 292
18-21 75.0% 78.3% 80.0% 77.5% Xn-s03.2an = 1.42, p = 491 - ’
22:30 48.6% 47.1% 46:6%  47.5% Loxesos.zan = 0.16,p = 924
30+ 150% 92% 16.0% 13.9% xzmﬂn 20 =3.08,p= 214

Wald test for equality of means/proportions 2-tailed p < .05 *, p < .01 ** p < .00] ***

Table 9 addresses use practices. The three types of users Aid not differ significantly in
their endorsement of most reasons for using marijuana (data not shown in table): to feel
good/get high (71% overall), to relax or relieve tension {61% overall), to have a good time
with friends (61% overall), to experiment — see\what’s it’s like (33% overall), because of
boredom or having nothing to do (29% overall), or to seek deeper understanding (24%
overall). The only differences are among the less-often cited reasons. Blunts Users were less
likely than Joints or Mixed Users to report using marijuana to increase their creativity (15%
of Blunts Users vs. 26% of Joints and 25% of Mixed Users) and roughly half as likely to
report using marijuana to increase the effect of other drugs (7% of Blunts vs. 12% of Joints
and 15% of Mixed Users). No Joints Users reporting being “hooked,” and Joints Users were
about half as likely as blunts or Mixed Users to report using in order to relieve anger or
frustration (8% of Joinfs vs. 16% of Blunts and 19% of Mixed Users).

In terms of customs observed while using marijuana, the types differed on some but not
on other measures. All user types were equally likely to observe boundaries involving their
relationships to others, e.g., only with friends and partner (16% overall), not with parents
(51% overall), not with relatives (22% overall), and not around people they don’t know (21%
overall). All avoid using when police are around (62% overall)’and unconcerned about use in
combination with alcohol (7% overall). Blunts Users were less likely to observe customs to
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prevent their use from becoming a nuisance to others, e.g., not around children (43% of

Table 9. Use Reasons, Customs, Locations Among Cannabis User Types

Cannabis User Typology

Blunts Joints Mixed Overall

Most Important Reason(s) for Using Marijuana/Blunts

Fit in with group | like 92% 25% 64%  6.6%
Because of anger/ﬁ'ustlration 16.4% 83% 18.6% 152%
Increase effect of other drug(s) 6.8% 124% 14.7% 10.8%
"Hooked,” 1 have to have it ) _ 82% 0.0% 4.1% 48%
Increase creativity : 14.5% 25.6% 25.0% 208%
l Customs/Rules Followed about Marijuana/Blunts Use '
Not during work, study 32.8% 43.6% 42.7% 389%
Not}d}:\ring the day 16.6% 16.4% 14.0% 156%
Not in traffic/driving 205% 302% 314% 26.6%
Not in the moming 174% 293% 263% 23.4%
Not with parents 503% 49.6% 53.8% 51.3%
Not around children 42.5% 54.7% 57.0% 50.5%
Not with relatives 179% 23.7% 243% 21.5%
In moderation, not too often 16.4% 38.1% 30.8% 26.7%
Not while concentrating 10.0% 21.1% 18.0% 16.2%
Not around ppl. I don’t know 199% 214% 21.5% 208%
When no other commitments 90% 147% 204% 143%
Not in public spaces 21.8% 25.6% 24.0% 23.5%
Not in a nonsmoking setting 17.9% 27.6% 29.1% 24.1%
Not with alcohol 81% 51% 82% T4%
Not when police around 64.2% 63.0% 59.9% 62.4%
Only with friends and partner 174% 13.7% 15.7% 159%
Mainly with family, relatives 35% 26% 64% 43%
Follow no such rules 139% 178% 157% 155%
Situations Smoked in Past 12 months \)

* With friends 86.6% 924% 88.0% 88.5%
Parties 70.0% ,75.6% 71.1% .71.8%
. At home 49.0% 68.9% 64.5% . 60.2%
Concerts, music festivals 20.0% 339% 33.7% 28.1%
Park, nature, outdoors 40.3% 39.5% 50.3% 43.5%
On the street, sidewalk 453% 429% 44.6% 44.4%
Bars, clubs 160% 32.5% 252% 23.1%
Cafes, coffeeshops - 55% 76% 96% 74%
Cinema, movie 85% 34% 133% 89%
School, studying 149% 68% 18.7% 142%
Creative pursuits 13.9% 24.6% 26.5% 20.8%
Together with partner 33.5% 33.0% 38.3% 351%
Before going to sleep 345% 49.6% 41.6% 40.6%
When I get up in the moming 274% 21 .]‘I% 264% 25.5%
At work, during work 106% 93% 12.7% 11.0%

Wald Test SiEni ficance of Association

XZ(N=497. 2= 5.595,p= 062
Linea95, 200 = 6.17, p = 046
Lou-a5, 2an = 6.49, p = 039

b>j***, j<m** XI(N=$00» wan=11.58,p = .003

XZ(N-soot n=8.55,p= 014

Lin=as9, 200 = 5.23, p= 073
Lin-asr. 2 = 0.55,p=.758
L nmass. z.mlé 6.53,p=.038
Lon-as8.2an = 7.10, p= 029
fm-aso. 200 = 0.66, p= 720
Yin-a30, 200 = 8.83, p= 012
xlm--sss. 2an = 2.64, p= 267

b<j***, b<m** XZ(N=49|.zdr) =20.24,p < .001

Ln=ass.2an= 11.47, p = 003
Liness0.200=0.17, p= 917
II(N-ABSL 200 = 9.82, p= .007
¥’ N=150.240 = 0.65, p= 722
xZ(N-4s9. 2an = 71.30,p = .026
L (Neago.2an = 1.17,p = 557
L on-e2.2a0 = 0.76, p = 686
KZ(N=490. 29 = 0.78, p = 677
ZZ(N=489. 2an=3.01,p=.222
(N=a91. 20 = 0.86, p = .651

Liness7,200 = 2.59, p = 274
Xnwess.2an = 1.2, p = .543

b<j*** b<m*** XI(N=485.. 200 = 17.90, p < .001
b<j“, b<m** xlm=4g4A 2dn = 1 1.07, P= 004

o (Neass.2an = 4.72, p = 094
L eass, 200 = 0.18, p = 915
Lonesss.2a0 = 11.85, p= 003
Lon-ass.2a0 = 2.31,p = 316
L n~ags. 200 = 8.48, p = .014
Loness5, 200 = 8.13, p = 017
L N-185.200 = 10.05, p= 007
Lin-as2, 200 = 1.20, p = 549
Lon-ags. 200=T-13,p = .028
oL n-as, 200 = 1.59,p = 453
Loness2.200 = 0.83,p = 659

Wald test for equality of means/proportions 2-tatled p < .05 *,p < .01 **, p < .001 ***
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their use from becoming a nuisance to others. Blunts Users also have a particularly low
propomon of friends who are non-users which likely reinforces their greater usage and lower
use of strategies to reduce risk. Overall, Blunts Users appear to consume more marijuana than
Joints Users and do less to protect themselves against the psychological and social harm
associated with its use. Their riskier practices probably have little to do with their reasons for
using marijuana, because these were cited at very similar rates across user types. Our
contention is that they have much more to do with subculture.

Table 16. Lifestyle Choices Among Cannabis User Types

Cannabis User Ty

pology.

Blunts Joints Mixed Overall Wald Test Significance of Association
Cultures/Styles Participant 1dentifies With (category proportions):
Rastafarian 16.1% 7.7% 14.8%  13.6% b>j* Lnmass. 2an = 4.72, p= .094
Anarchist 0.5% 6.8% 53% 3.7% b>j**, b>m** Ln-ass. 2an = 1026, p = .006
Rave 45% 17% 65% 6.0% . Lon-g7. 240 = 1.47, p = 480
Hip hop 547% 23.7% 435%  43.4% b>j***, b>m*, j<m*** Y’ n-as9,2a0 = 29.09, p < .001
Graffiti 105% 103% 153%  12.1% Lnees7.2an = 2.48, p = 289 .
Basketball 189% 60% 88% 123% b>j*** b>m** Xinwsa7. 200 = 14.24, p= 001
Fashion 120% 239% 173% 16.7% b<j** Lpimass, 2an = 1.61, p= .022
Hippie 45% 103% 14.7% 9.5% b<m** %n-s87, 200 = 11.31, p= .004
Jock 35% 77% 47%  49% Xni-azs, 2an = 2.83, p = 243
Gothic 10% 34% 4.7% 2.9% b<m* L Nesss.2an = 4.72, p = 094
Punk 5.0% . 145% 10.6% 92% b<j**, b<m* Lirv-a87. 24 = 8.56, p = .014
Martial arts, 50% 103% 88%  7.6% Coeass. 2= 3.52, p= 172
yoga, Pilates
Natural lifestyle 35% 14.5% 11.8% ° 90% bGP b<m*®  Cixess.an = 1340, p= .00
(Vegetarian, organic)
Art scene ' 90% 31.6% 23.5% 19.5% b<j*** b<m*** L n-es8, 240 = 26.99, p < .001
Skateboarding 7.0% 188% 14.7% 125% b<j**, b<m* L on-ag7.2a0 = 10.52, p = 005
Music Styles Participant Listenis To (category proportions):
Reggac 462% 422% 556%  48.4% j<m* Ln-s500. 20 = 5.82, p= .054
Jazz 204% 488% 42.9%  35.0% b<j*** b<m*** Lin-a97. 20 = 34.11, p < 001
Classical 153% 248% 25.7%  21.2% b<j*, b<m* Lonesor.2a0 = 21.16, p = .025
R&B 478% 47.5% 51.5% 49.0% XZ(N=502_ 2dn = 0.63, p= 729
House 165% 22.7% 18.3%  18.6% .. Lov-ess,200 = 1.92, p= 384
Punk 13.0% 34.7% 213% 232% b<j***, b<m*** Xones00.2an = 22,63, p < .001
Techno 129% 132% 174% 145% Ln-s02.200= 1.78, p= 411
Folk 58% 207% 160%  12.9% b<j***, b<m** Lon-a97.20 = 17.23,p < 001
Rap 59.6% 44.6% 57.8%  55.4% b>j**, j<m* Loneso2. 240 = 7.58, p = .023
Hip Hop 74.0% 52.5% 642%  65.5%  b>*** b>m*,j<m*  x’m-sor, 20y = 15.82, p < .00]
Indie Rock 9.6% 38.0% 304% 23.6% b<j*** b<m*** Ln-s00.2an = 40.91, p < 001

Do These Cultures/Styles Influence your Own Use of Blunts? (category proportions):

26.4%

9.6%

16.8%

19.0%

b>j***, b>m*

Ln-e37, 2an = 12.80,p = .002

Wald test for equality of means/proportions 2-tailed p < .05 *, p < 0] ** p< 001 ***

Compared to Joints Users, the risks that Blunts Users experience as a result of their use
are greater in some ways and less in others. Probably as a direct result of their use practices,
Blunts Users may be more dependent on THC and nicotine than Joints Users and experience
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more trouble with the police. Blunts Users, however, used alcohol and virtually every other
illicit drug that was at all common among our participants at significantly lower rates than did
the Joints Users. Blunts subculture apparently maintains norms that protect against hard drug
use. Blunts use practice and avoidance norms, furthermore, are an exception to conventional
wisdom of marijuana as a gateway drug. To the extent that marijuana is a gateway drug at all,
this effect is especially weak among Blunts Users. In the final comparison of problems
associated with use, the unique risks and protective factors associated with blunts use and
joints use practices and subcultures seem to offset each other somewhat. Blunts Users are
more likely to report that their use caused problems with their parents and family — and not
because they’re more likely to live with their parents and family. Problems associated with
use were, however, relatively rare among all three types, and Blunts Users experienced most
problems at comparable rates to Joints Users.

Overall, these findings provide evidence of clear distinctions between an emergent blunts
subculture and the existing joints subculture. The subculture associated with blunts use
practice has become one of several subcultures associated with marijuana use practices.
Within the norms and values of a subculture, smoking marijuana has meaning. and
significance over and above its pharmacological effects, and different subcultures attribute
different meaning and significance to the use of marijuana. Although individuals definitely
choose whether to smoke marijuana, whether and how they smoke marijuana depends greatly
on their social, cultural, economic, and subcultural context (Golub et al., 2005a). Intervention
efforts aimed at altering individuals’ decision process around marijuana must be informed by
knowledge of context and these distinct subcultures if they are to be effective.
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