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Abstract
Aim: The study investigates patterns of cocaine powder
and crack cocaine use of different groups in nine Euro-
pean cities. Design, Setting, Participants: Multi-centre
cross-sectional study conducted in Barcelona, Budapest,
Dublin, Hamburg, London, Paris, Rome, Vienna, and
Zurich. Data were collected by structured face-to-face
interviews. The sample comprises 1,855 cocaine users
out of three subgroups: 632 cocaine users in addiction
treatment, mainly maintenance treatment; 615 socially
marginalized cocaine users not in treatment, and 608
socially integrated cocaine users not in treatment. Mea-
surements: Use of cocaine powder, crack cocaine and
other substances in the last 30 days, routes of adminis-

tration, and lifetime use of cocaine powder and crack
cocaine. Findings: The marginalized group showed the
highest intensity of cocaine use, the highest intensity of
heroin use and of multiple substance use. 95% of the
integrated group snorted cocaine powder, while in the
two other groups, injecting was quite prevalent, but with
huge differences between the cities. 96% of all partici-
pants had used at least one other substance in addition
to cocaine in the last 30 days. Conclusions: The use of
cocaine powder and crack cocaine varies widely be-
tween different groups and between cities. Nonetheless,
multiple substance use is the predominating pattern of
cocaine use, and the different routes of administration
have to be taken into account.

Copyright © 2004 S. Karger AG, Basel
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Introduction

Against the background of rising figures of cocaine use
in Europe, a multi-centre study was carried out to define
target group specific recommendations in order to im-
prove the specific care for cocaine and crack users [Haa-
sen et al., this issue]. One part of this multi-method study
was a user investigation, i.e. quantitative interviews with
cocaine users to analyse their consumption behaviour,
social and health status and support needs.

Evidence so far suggests that cocaine is used in differ-
ent drug using groups in Europe. Accordingly, given the
importance of contextual factors for substance use in gen-
eral, it may be assumed that patterns of cocaine use vary
across different subgroups, and therefore are accompa-
nied by different consequences of use. Hence, in the con-
sumer investigation three different subgroups of cocaine
users were recruited, each seen as relevant with respect to
cocaine use. One group consisted of cocaine users who are
treated in a drug-specific setting, mainly outpatient main-
tenance treatment, since a number of studies have shown
that concurrent abuse of cocaine is widespread in metha-
done patients [1–3]. The second group consisted of social-
ly marginalized drug users who belong to the ‘old’ drug
scene of heroin users and who are outside a drug specific
treatment. In this group, an increasing use of cocaine has
been observed in recent years [4, 5]. Socially integrated
drug users who are using cocaine mainly in recreational
contexts constituted the third target group, since cocaine
use in this group seems to play an important role as a part
of an occasional use, e.g. at dance events or ‘raves’ [6].

In addition to taking different users groups into ac-
count, the distinction between cocaine hydrochloride, or
cocaine powder, and crack cocaine is of central impor-
tance with respect to the patterns of cocaine use. Crack
cocaine is associated with different sequences or progres-
sions of use [7, 8], different routes of administration and
subsequent degrees of abuse liability and propensity for
dependence [9, 10], different users groups [11, 12], and
different treatment outcomes [13, 14].

Hence, the analyses presented here mainly focus on
two aspects: (1) differences in the consumption behaviour
between the different groups of cocaine users, and (2) dif-
ferences between the use of cocaine powder and crack
cocaine.

Methods

Design
In each participating city, cocaine and crack users from three dif-

ferent subgroups were recruited: 70 cocaine/crack users in drug treat-
ment, mainly maintenance treatment; 70 socially marginalized co-
caine/crack users outside a drug specific treatment, and 70 socially
integrated cocaine/crack users not in a drug-specific treatment.

The three target groups were recruited at specific locations suit-
able to access the respective groups. The treatment group was
recruited mainly in out-patient maintenance clinics or, if not possi-
ble, in other (inpatient or outpatient) addiction treatment settings.
The marginalized group was recruited at places where drug users
usually meet to sell, buy or use drugs, or in the surroundings of low-
threshold addiction facilities, e.g. needle exchange programmes or
safe injection rooms. The integrated group was recruited at different
party places, e.g. discos, nightclubs or pubs, or through private con-
tacts. To exclude an overlap between the three target groups, each
centre determined specific recruitment locations, i.e. treatment facil-
ities and places typically attended by the two other groups.

Besides affiliation to the respective target group, the inclusion cri-
terion was a use of cocaine powder or crack cocaine at least once in
the last month. The three target groups were recruited according to a
criterion-oriented sample strategy: They were recruited consecu-
tively until 70 cocaine and crack consumers were included into each
subsample (n = 210 for each centre). Subjects at the determined
recruitment locations were first asked with regard to the inclusion
criteria. If these were met and after the subject gave informed con-
sent, the interview took place. After the interview, the participants
received 10 Euro or a respective compensation fee.

Measures 
Structured face-to-face interviews were conducted to assess the

consumption behaviour, social and health status. The instrument
used was an adjusted version of the Maudsley Addiction Profile
MAP [15]. Besides, self-ratings were used to assess the dependence
upon cocaine using the Severity of Dependence Scale SDS [16], the
treatment motivation by means of Transtheoretical Model-based
instruments [17, 18], and the present treatment and service utilisa-
tion behaviour, which all will be analyzed in future manuscripts.

The MAP is a brief, interviewer-administered questionnaire that
measures problems in four domains: substance use, health-risk
behaviour, personal/social functioning, and physical and psychologi-
cal health. The MAP was extended with items concerning the pat-
terns, and the history of cocaine and crack use, the number of drug-
or alcohol-specific treatments, and some items concerning the social
situation. All instruments and a user manual following the original
manual [19] were provided in English or in German. If necessary,
they were translated into the respective language and, as a control,
back-translated.

Data on substance use was assessed according to the total number
of days of use within the last 30 days, and the routes of administra-
tion. In case of more than one route of administration, the most
severe was recorded. In addition to the current drug use data, lifetime
data assessed according to the EuropASI [20] was reported for
cocaine powder and crack cocaine.

Subjects 
Because of the low prevalence of cocaine in Stockholm [Haasen et

al., this issue], it was not possible to recruit a sufficient number of
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cocaine users who met the inclusion criterion of having used cocaine
powder or crack cocaine at least once in the past month. Therefore,
the following analysis is based on data from nine European cities.

The total number of subjects is 1,855, with 34% belonging to the
treatment group, 33% to the marginalized group, and 33% to the
integrated group. There are small deviations from the originally
intended sample size of 70 cocaine users in each group and each city:
for the marginalized group in Dublin (n = 73), Paris (n = 74), London
(n = 57) and Zurich (n = 61), for the integrated group in Dublin (n =
51) and Paris (n = 67), for the treatment group in Dublin (n = 71) and
Paris (n = 71).

As regards the recruitment places the subjects were in general
recruited as intended. In the treatment group, 81% were recruited in
maintenance clinics, 9% in other drug treatment services. The mar-
ginalized group was mainly recruited in low-threshold facilities
(58%), on the drug scene (16%), or via snowballing (10%). The inte-
grated group was recruited mainly at night-life sites (38%) or via
snowballing (40%) and the rest (17%) at different medical services or
public places.

Procedure 
In this paper, the main focus of the statistical analyses is on a

comparison between the target groups. Additionally, major differ-
ences between cities within each target group are mentioned. Only
established statistical procedures were used. The comparison of fre-
quencies was done by means of ̄ 2 test. For the comparison of means,
only nonparametric techniques were used (Kruskal-Wallis test,
Mann-Whitney test), because the distribution of values of all vari-
ables under examination in this paper was not normal.

For the comparison between the target groups, differences be-
tween each pair of means were analyzed using an adjusted signifi-
cance level of p ! 0.01, for the comparison between subgroups within
each target group the significance level was p ! 0.001.

Results

Sample Characteristics
Thirty-two percent of the 1,855 participants were fe-

male. The highest proportion of females (37%) was found
in the integrated group, followed by the marginalized
group (31%) and the treatment group (28%). The propor-
tion of females varied widely between the cities, ranging
from less than 20% in Barcelona and Paris to 40% and
more in London and Dublin.

The average age of the whole sample was 30.8 (B 7.4)
years, ranging from 16 to 62 years. On average, males
(31.7 B 7.5 years) were 3 years older than females (28.8 B
6.6 years), and the treatment group (33.1 B 7.6 years) was
older than the marginalized group (31.3 B 7.0 years),
which again was older than the integrated group (27.9 B
6.5 years).

The distinction between the marginalized group and
the integrated group was primarily based on the degree of
social integration, or disintegration, respectively. And, as

expected, there were significant differences between the
target groups, and these differences were pointing in the
expected direction with the lowest degree of social inte-
gration in the marginalized group. Twenty-one percent of
the marginalized group had lived in unstable living ar-
rangements in the past 12 months, compared to 2% in the
integrated group and 10% in the treatment group. The
marginalized group showed the highest rate of current
unemployment (74%, integrated group: 18%; treatment
group: 67%), and only 34% indicated no criminal activi-
ties in the past 30 days prior to the interview, while this
was true for 58% in the integrated group, and 50% in
treatment group. On the other hand, these results cannot
disguise that a substantial minority of those classified as
socially marginalized in fact seemed to live in a relatively
good social situation as regards living arrangements, em-
ployment, and the possibility to abstain from criminal
activities.

Use of Cocaine Powder and Crack Cocaine
In total, 86% of all subjects had used cocaine powder in

the past 30 days prior to the interview, 27% had used
crack cocaine. The comparison between the three sub-
groups as a whole shows that as expected the use of
cocaine powder was highest in the marginalized group,
followed by the treatment group, which again used more
frequently than the integrated group. For crack cocaine,
the differences were in the same direction and again sig-
nificant between the three groups (table 1).

On the other hand, the differences especially between
the treatment group and the marginalized group were,
although statistically significant, not as marked as ex-
pected. One explanation for this was the different preva-
lence of powder cocaine and crack cocaine, respectively
(fig. 1). The prevalence of cocaine powder use was com-
paratively low in the marginalized group in Paris, London
and Hamburg, and in London and Paris in the treatment
group as well. On the other hand, in these three cities
crack cocaine played an important role in terms of a high
prevalence in the treatment group and in the marginalized
group. In the integrated group, in 5 of the 9 cities a small
number of crack cocaine users was found, but in general
the use of cocaine powder was predominating in all of the
nine cities.

As figure 1 also indicates, a small number of subjects
used cocaine powder as well as crack cocaine. The use of
only one form of cocaine was the most frequent, and in
total 73% used cocaine powder alone, and 14% used crack
cocaine alone. But in sum 12% currently used crack
cocaine as well as cocaine powder, 40% of them belonging
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Table 1. Substance use: days with use in the last 30 days by target group

Substance Target group

treatment
(n = 632)

mean SD

marginalized
(n = 615)

mean SD

integrated
(n = 608)

mean SD

¯2 p

Cocaine powder 11.2a, b 11.1 13.9 a, c 12.6 7.0b, c 6.7 32.1 !0.001
Crack cocaine 5.5a, b 10.2 7.9 a, c 11.8 0.2b, c 1.7 231.91 !0.001
Alcohol 9.6a, b 12.0 7.3a, c 10.5 13.8b, c 9.8 167.38 !0.001
Heroin 8.6a, b 11.7 15.0a, c 13.6 1.0b, c 4.8 513.67 !0.001
Non-presc. methadone 1.5a, b 5.7 1.8a, c 5.4 0.1b, c 1.3 112.7 !0.001
Non-presc. medication 6.7a, b 10.7 4.6a, c 9.0 1.1b,c 4.6 167.43 !0.001
Amphetamines 0.9a, b 3.9 1.1a, c 4.1 1.8b,c 3.3 230.81 !0.001
Cannabis 11.4a 12.6 10.8b 12.3 15.0a, b 12.5 44.72 !0.001
Hallucinogens 0.3a 2.8 0.5b 3.2 0.6a, b 1.8 112.18 !0.001
Inhalants 0.0a 0.1 0.1b 1.3 0.2a, b 1.4 41.96 !0.001

Means in a row sharing the same superscript letter differ significantly at p ! 0.01 (Mann-Whitney tests).

to the treatment group, 47% to the marginalized group
and 13% to the integrated group.

Accordingly, when looking at the differences between
the target groups, the different prevalence of crack co-
caine and the different patterns of use have to be taken
into account. This was done using the maximum number
of days with use of either cocaine powder or crack
cocaine. Then, the marginalized group used cocaine on
20.3 (B 10.7) days, whereas the treatment group has used
on 15.7 (B 11.0) days (Z = –7.47, p ! 0.001). Due to the
very low prevalence of crack cocaine in the integrated
group, the values here did not change remarkably (7.0 B
6.7 days).

For the use of cocaine in general, the proportion of reg-
ular users was computed, with a use of more than two
times per week as the criterion for regular use. Results
show that only 37% of the integrated group used cocaine
regularly, compared to 66% of the treatment group and
81% of the marginalized group (¯2(2) = 261.54, p ! 0.001).
This pattern, i.e. highest proportion of regular users in the
marginalized group followed by the treatment group and
lowest frequency in the integrated group, was found in 7
of the 9 cities, except Zurich, where a higher proportion of
regular users was found in the treatment group than in the
marginalized group (76 vs. 69%), and in Budapest with
the highest proportion of regular users in the treatment
group (94%) followed by the integrated group (69%) and
the lowest proportion in the marginalized group (43%).

Routes of Cocaine Administration 
In principle, all routes of administration were found,

but the oral use was only practiced by 7 subjects, 2 out of
the treatment group, 3 out of the marginalized group and
2 out of the integrated group. Within the integrated group,
the predominant route of administration of cocaine
powder was snorting, which was practiced by 95% of all
cocaine powder users in this group. Four percent were
smoking or chasing cocaine powder in this group, and 2%
were injecting. There were only marginal differences be-
tween the cities within this group, and the lowest preva-
lence of snorting cocaine powder was found in Paris with
88%.

There were no differences in the routes of administra-
tion between the two other groups (¯2(2) = 2.04, p = 0.361).
In each case about 60% of the cocaine powder users were
injecting (treatment: 58%; marginalized: 61%), about one
third were snorting (treatment: 36%; marginalized: 32%),
and 5% in the treatment group and 6% in the marginal-
ized group were smoking or chasing cocaine powder.
Although very similar at first sight, the routes of adminis-
tration differed markedly between the cities. In Budapest
about 90% of cocaine powder users in both treatment and
marginalized group were snorting, whereas in Dublin,
Hamburg, Vienna, and Zurich, injecting was the predom-
inant route of using cocaine powder, with rates ranging
from 70% in Hamburg to 84% in Zurich for the treatment
group, and from 65% in Zurich to 99% in Vienna for the
marginalized group. In Barcelona, Paris and Rome, about
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Fig. 1. 30-day prevalence of cocaine powder
and crack cocaine by target group and city.

50% of the cocaine powder users in the treatment group
were injecting, but snorting was also quite common with
rates of about 40%. Snorting was even more frequent than
injecting in the marginalized groups in Paris (48 vs. 32%)
and Rome (57 vs. 30%), whereas in Barcelona 97% of the
cocaine users in the marginalized group were injecting.

About 90% of the crack cocaine users were smoking,
about 10% were injecting. Injecting crack cocaine was
largely restricted to Paris and London, and in each case
both to the treatment group and the marginalized group.
For those who had used cocaine powder as well as crack
cocaine (n = 230), in general two groups of users with
respect to the application mode were found. Forty-four
percent of the parallel users were injecting cocaine powder
and smoking crack cocaine, 37% were smoking crack

cocaine and snorting cocaine powder. A pattern of using
one application mode for both forms was only found for
7% (smoking) and 5% (injecting). But there was a strong
relationship between injecting cocaine powder and inject-
ing heroin. Seventy-eight percent of the cocaine powder
injectors had used heroin as well. The very small group of
those injecting crack cocaine (n = 49) had a prevalence of
heroin use of 59%.

Lifetime Use of Cocaine Powder and Crack Cocaine
Only 7% in both treatment group and marginalized

group stated no regular lifetime cocaine use (period of at
least 6 months with regular use), while this was true for
29% in the integrated group (¯2(2) = 171.85, p ! 0.001).
The proportion of those within the integrated group, who
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indicated no regular lifetime use varied extremely be-
tween the cities. While in Dublin 82% of the integrated
group reported no regular use, this was the case for only
6% in Budapest. Rates of about 40% were found in Bar-
celona, Hamburg and Paris, rates between about 10 and
20% in London, Rome, Vienna and Zurich.

For those, who had had a period of regular lifetime use
of cocaine, there were differences between the three
groups in the years of use (¯2(2) = 77.33, p ! 0.001), but not
in the age of initiation. Here, the minimum value for the
age of initiation and the maximum value for the years of
use of either cocaine powder or crack cocaine were used.
For all three target groups, the age of initiation of regular
cocaine use was between 22 and 23 years on average
(treatment: 22.8 B 6.5 years; marginalized: 22.3 B 6.3
years; integrated: 22.9 B 5.4 years), whereas the years of
regular use differed between the integrated group (4.3 B
3.6 years) on the one hand, and both treatment group (6.7
B 5.2 years; p ! 0.01) and marginalized group (6.9 B 5.6
years; p ! 0.01) on the other.

In general, regular crack cocaine use started later than
the regular use of cocaine powder. The mean age of initia-
tion of those, whose only lifetime use was regular use of
cocaine powder (n = 1,126), was 22.6 (B 6.0) years, and
this was about 3 years earlier than the mean age of initia-
tion of those (n = 163) with a regular use of crack cocaine
only, who started at 25.8 (B 7.5) years (Z = –5.13, p !
0.001). Of all participants, 15% (n = 282) reported a regu-
lar lifetime use of both cocaine powder and crack cocaine.
The mean age of initiation here was 21.2 (B 5.2) years for
cocaine powder, and the regular use of crack cocaine
started about 4 years later at 25.1 (B 6.8) years (Z =
–10.18, p ! 0.001). In this group, only 9% started to use
cocaine powder regularly after they already had begun
using crack cocaine, while about two thirds started crack
cocaine use later than the use of cocaine powder and
about a quarter started using both forms at about the same
age. Half of those with a regular lifetime use of both
cocaine powder and crack were still using both forms,
while one third were only using crack cocaine, and 17%
only cocaine powder in the last 30 days.

Use of Other Substances 
Sixty-nine percent of all cocaine users had also used

cannabis, 67% had used alcohol in the last 30 days prior to
the interview. Forty-four percent currently used heroin,
32% non-prescribed medication, and 23% amphet-
amines. Non-prescribed methadone was used by 11%,
hallucinogens by 10%, and inhalants by 2%.

Alcohol use was highest in the integrated group, fol-
lowed by the treatment group, and lowest in the marginal-
ized group (table 1). The integrated group also used can-
nabis significantly more often than both treatment group
and marginalized group. The predominating substance in
the marginalized group was heroin. The marginalized
group also used non-prescribed medication (mainly ben-
zodiazepines) quite often, but less frequently than the
treatment group. The use of amphetamines, non-pre-
scribed methadone, hallucinogens and inhalants was very
low in all the groups, and not more frequent than two days
on average in each target group. Again, there were huge
differences between the cities. However, despite the dif-
ferences between the target groups, and within the target
groups between the cities, the overall consumption pat-
tern was multiple substance use. Ninety-six percent of all
participants had used at least one other substance in addi-
tion to cocaine powder or crack cocaine in the last 30
days.

Differences between Cocaine Powder and Crack
Cocaine 
Finally, data were analysed with respect to differences

in the consumption patterns between cocaine powder and
crack cocaine users. Since the prevalence of crack cocaine
was very low in the integrated group, this analysis was
restricted to the treatment group and the marginalized
group, and because of the differences between these target
groups, the data were analysed separately for each target
group. Due to the importance of the routes of administra-
tion, the group of those using only cocaine powder was
divided up into two subgroup, those injecting cocaine
powder and those using cocaine powder by non-injecting
modes, i.e. snorting, smoking or orally. Hence, for each of
the two target groups under examination, four subgroups
were created: non-injecting cocaine powder users, which
represented 27% of the treatment group and 23% of the
marginalized group, injecting cocaine powder users (treat-
ment 39%, marginalized 36%), crack cocaine users (treat-
ment 19%, marginalized 24%) and parallel users, i.e.
those who currently used both delivery systems (treat-
ment 15%, marginalized 17%). There were no differences
between the two target groups as regards the proportion
between these subgroups (¯2(3) = 6.84, p = 0.077).

In each target group, the most outstanding differences
between the cocaine consumption groups were found for
the use of cocaine in general, heroin and multiple sub-
stance use (fig. 2).

In both the treatment and marginalized group, the
non-injecting cocaine powder group showed a lower in-
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Fig. 2. Cocaine, heroin and multiple sub-
stance use: days with use in the last 30 days
by cocaine consumption group for treatment
and marginalized group. Cocaine refers to
the maximum number of days with use of
either cocaine powder or crack cocaine, mul-
tiple substance use to the number of days
with use of more than one substance.

tensity (p ! 0.001) of cocaine, heroin and multiple sub-
stance use, compared to the three other groups, which at
the same time showed similar pattern of use. The only
exception was a higher heroin use in the injecting cocaine
powder group compared to the crack cocaine group and
the group of parallel users.

Discussion

Within the framework of a multi-centre and multi-
method study on treatment needs of cocaine users in
Europe, data from 1855 cocaine users out of three differ-
ent subgroups were gathered in nine European cities. The
analyses presented in this paper outline the first evalua-
tion of data concerning the current and lifetime use, and
routes of administration of cocaine as well as the use of
other substances, and the central focus was on the differ-
ences between the three subgroups on the one hand, and
the differences between cocaine powder and crack co-
caine, on the other.

In the group of socially integrated cocaine users, the
majority was snorting cocaine powder, while crack co-

caine only played a very marginal role in this group. Over-
all, nearly one third in this group had never used cocaine
regularly, and currently about two thirds were using
cocaine irregularly. Hence, compared to the two other
groups, the integrated group showed the least problematic
cocaine use. For the other two groups, i.e. for socially mar-
ginalized cocaine users and cocaine users in a specific
addiction treatment, the results were at first sight quite
similar. Despite statistically significant differences in the
frequency of cocaine powder and crack cocaine use be-
tween both groups, these differences may not be clinically
relevant, and no differences were found for the overall
comparison of the routes of administration and the life-
time use of cocaine. These results seem to indicate that
the distinction between these two target groups does not
apply for cocaine use in general, and both groups more or
less seem to belong to the same group of ‘drug users’. But a
closer look at the data for the different cities revealed
marked differences between these two groups as regards
the prevalence rates of cocaine powder and crack cocaine
and the routes of administration.

When the different prevalence of crack cocaine was
taken into account and the two forms of cocaine were not
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separated, the differences between the treatment group
and the marginalized group became more evident, indi-
cating a clearly higher intensity of cocaine use in the mar-
ginalized group. As regards the routes of administration,
the overall similarity disguised the marked differences
between the cities, and the two groups, respectively, and
the most important factor for injecting cocaine powder
seems to be the use of heroin rather than belonging to the
treatment group or the marginalized group. So, taking
into consideration the use of cocaine in general, the use of
heroin and the multiple substance use, the marginalized
group showed the most problematic consumption pattern
in terms of the highest intensity of cocaine use, the highest
intensity of heroin use and of multiple substance use.

This is not to say that the treatment group’s substance
use data need no further considerations. The treatment
group showed a substantial cocaine use, and to a lower
degree and with differences between the cities, of other
substances as well, which first of all indicates the need for
a re-evaluation of their treatment. This was to be ex-
pected, considering that the treatment group was in fact in
treatment because of their heroin use, and considering the
evidence from the international literature which shows
that cocaine use by methadone patients often compro-
mises treatment [21–23].

Despite the differences between the target groups, and
within the target groups between the cities, multiple sub-
stance use was the predominating use pattern. Even if
alcohol was excluded from the analysis, only a minority
had exclusively used cocaine. In contrast to the preva-
lence of multiple substance use, this issue is only seldom
addressed in research. Although there is a growing aware-
ness that the use of only one psychotropic substance is the
exception and that multiple substance use is the rule, the
respective theoretical and empirical knowledge is scarce,
and there is an urgent need for research dealing with this
topic [24].

As regards the differences between cocaine powder and
crack cocaine, the data first of all indicates that consid-
ering the fear of an epidemic spread of crack cocaine as in
the USA [25], the use of crack cocaine obviously has not
spread into socially integrated user groups, and even with-
in socially disintegrated groups seems to be restricted to
some regions in Europe. Hence, the use of crack cocaine
has to be considered on a local or regional level, which is
confirmed by the results of other national studies showing
that even within one country the use of crack cocaine is
often restricted to some cities or regions [26–29]. In those
European countries with a relevant prevalence of crack
cocaine, cocaine powder was the ‘earlier’ form of cocaine,

and crack cocaine was introduced later. In line with this,
in the present sample the use of crack cocaine started lat-
er, and only a minority of those with a history of using
both forms started with crack cocaine. Currently, a small
group was still using crack cocaine as well as cocaine
powder, the majority of them either injecting cocaine
powder and smoking crack cocaine, or smoking crack
cocaine and snorting cocaine powder. Little is known
about this group, its size and the reasons for using both
forms by means of different routes of administration,
since most studies – if at all – distinguish between cocaine
powder and crack cocaine without presenting data con-
cerning the parallel use.

The analysis of the patterns of use of different groups
revealed that the consumption profiles of those who used
crack cocaine as well as cocaine powder, those who used
only crack cocaine and those who were injecting cocaine
powder were quite similar, and differed from those who
were using cocaine powder by non-injecting modes, with
the latter showing a comparatively less problematic con-
sumption pattern. This confirms the high importance of
the routes of administration of cocaine powder, and at the
same time shows that the dominating public discussion
about the differences between cocaine powder and crack
cocaine disguises the differences within the group of
cocaine powder users.

Finally, there have to be some remarks concerning the
sample strategy. While most of the results presented here
are in line with the expected differences between the three
target groups, others raise questions about the appro-
priateness of the distinction between them. This may be
due to different situations in the participating cities, but it
may also be a result of varying degrees of difficulties to
recruit cocaine users for such a study, which may have
lead to diverging recruitment strategies. Anyhow, future
analyses of the data in hand will have to consider whether
creating other subgroups is more appropriate to describe
differences between cocaine users in Europe.

Acknowledgement

This research project was financed by the European Commission
(Contract QLG4-CT-2001-02301).



Patterns of Cocaine Powder and Crack
Cocaine Use in Europe

Eur Addict Res 2004;10:147–155 155

References

1 Magura S, Kang SY, Nwakeze PC, Demsky S:
Temporal patterns of heroin and cocaine use
among methadone patients. Substance Use
Misuse 1998;33:2441–2467.

2 Rosenblum A, Magura S, Palij M, Foote J,
Handelsman L, Stimmel B: Enhanced treat-
ment outcomes for cocaine-using methadone
patients. Drug Alcohol Depend 1999;54:207–
218.

3 Stitzer ML, Chutuape MA: Other substance
use disorders in methadone treatment: preva-
lence, consequences, detection, and manage-
ment; in Strain EC, Stitzer ML (eds): Metha-
done Treatment for Opioid Dependence. Balti-
more, Johns Hopkins University Press, 1999,
pp 86–118.

4 Verthein U, Haasen C, Prinzleve M, Degkwitz
P, Krausz M: Cocaine use and the utilisation of
drug help services by consumers of the open
drug scene in Hamburg. Eur Addict Res 2001;
7:176–183.

5 Hunter GM, Donoghoe MC, Stimson GV:
Crack use and injection on the increase among
injecting drug users in London. Addiction
1995;90:1397–1400.

6 Tossmann P, Boldt S, Tensil MD: The use of
drugs within the techno party scene in Euro-
pean metropolitan cities. Eur Addict Res 2001;
7:2–23.

7 Shaw VN, Hser YI, Anglin MD, Boyle K:
Sequences of powder cocaine and crack use
among arrestees in Los Angeles County. Am J
Drug Alcohol Abuse 1999;25:47–66.

8 Chen CY, Anthony JC: Epidemiological esti-
mates of risk in the process of becoming depen-
dent upon cocaine: Cocaine hydrochloride
powder versus crack cocaine. Psychopharma-
cology (Berl) 2004;172:78–86.

9 Gossop M, Griffiths P, Powis B, Strang J:
Cocaine: Patterns of use, route of administra-
tion and severity of dependence. Br J Addict
1994;164:660–664.

10 Hatsukami DK, Fischman MW: Crack cocaine
and cocaine hydrochloride: Are the differences
myth or reality? JAMA 1996;276:1580–1588.

11 Green A, Pickering H, Foster R, Power R,
Stimson GV: Who uses cocaine? Social profiles
of cocaine users. Addict Res 1994;2:141–154.

12 Grella CE, Anglin MD, Wugalter SE: Cocaine
and crack use and HIV risk behaviours among
high risk methadone maintenance clients. Drug
Alcohol Dependence 1995;37:15–21.

13 Grella CE, Anglin MD, Wugalter SE: Patterns
and predictors of cocaine and crack use by
clients in standard and enhanced methadone
maintenance treatment. Am J Drug Alcohol
Abuse 1997;48:950–952.

14 Gossop M, Marsden J, Stewart D, Kidd T:
Changes in use of crack cocaine after drug
misuse treatment: 4–5 year follow-up results
from the National Treatment Outcome Re-
search Study. Drug Alcohol Dependence 2002;
66:21–28.

15 Marsden J, Gossop M, Stewart D, Best D, Far-
rell M, Lehmann P, Edwards C, Strang J: The
Maudsley Addiction Profile (MAP): A brief
instrument for assessing treatment outcome.
Addiction 1998;93:1857–1867.

16 Gossop M, Griffiths P, Powis B, Strang J:
Severity of dependence and route of adminis-
tration of heroin, cocaine and amphetamines.
Br J Addict 1992;87:1527–1536.

17 Prochaska JO, Velicer WF, Rossi JS, Goldstein
MG, Marcus BH, Rakowski W, Fiore C, Har-
low LL, Redding CA, Rosenbloom D, et al:
Stages of change and decisional balance for 12
problem behaviors. Health Psychol 1994;13:
39–46.

18 Rollnick S, Heather N, Gold R, Hall W: Devel-
opment of a short ‘readiness to change’ ques-
tionnaire for use in brief, opportunistic inter-
ventions among excessive drinkers. Br J Addict
1992;87:743–754.

19 Marsden J, Gossop M, Stewart D, Best D, Far-
rell M, Strang J: The Maudsley Addiction Pro-
file (MAP): A brief instrument for treatment
outcome research: Development and user man-
ual. www.ntors.org.uk/map.pdf, 1998.

20 Blanken P, Hendriks V, Pozzi G, Tempesta E,
Hartgers C, Koeter M, Fahrner E-M, Gsellho-
fer B, Küfner H, Kokkevi A, Uchtenhagen A:
European Addiction Severity Index. EuropA-
SI. Cost A6. A guide to training and adminis-
tering EuropASI interviews. European Cooper-
ation in the Field of Scientific and Technical
Research, 1994.

21 Hser YI, Anglin MD, Fletcher B: Comparative
treatment effectiveness: Effects of program mo-
dality and client drug dependence history on
drug use reduction. J Subst Abuse Treat 1998;
15:513–523.

22 Rowan-Szal GA, Chatham LR, Simpson DD:
Importance of identifying cocaine and alcohol
dependent methadone clients. Am J Addict
2000;9:38–50.

23 Silverman K, Bigelow GE, Stitzer ML: Treat-
ment of cocaine abuse in methadone mainte-
nance patients; in Higgins ST, Katz JL (eds):
Cocaine Abuse: Behavior, Pharmacology, and
Clinical Applications. San Diego, Academic
Press, 1998, pp 363–388.

24 Gossop M: A web of dependence. Addiction
2001;96:677–678.

25 Haasen C, Krausz M: Myths versus evidence
with respect to cocaine and crack: Learning
from the US experience. Eur Addict Res 2001;
7:159–160.

26 EMCDDA: Annual report on the state of the
drugs problem in the European Union. Luxem-
bourg, Office for the Official Publications of
the European Communities, 2003.

27 Barrio Anta G, De la Fuente de Hoz L, Royuela
L, Diaz A, Rodriguez-Artalejo F: Cocaine use
among heroin users in Spain: the diffusion of
crack and cocaine smoking. Spanish Group for
the Study on the Route of Administration of
Drugs. J Epidemiol Commun Hlth 1998;52:
172–180.

28 Gossop M, Marsden J, Stewart D, Treacy S:
Routes of drug administration and multiple
drug misuse: Regional variations among clients
seeking treatment at programmes throughout
England. Addiction 2000;95:1197–1206.

29 Stoever H: Crack cocaine in Germany: Current
state of affairs. J Drug Issues 2002;32:413–
421.


