
 

Article

Reference

Excessive substance use among young people consulting family

doctors: a cross-sectional study

HALLER, Dagmar M., et al.

Abstract

Family doctors can only play a role in the prevention of excessive substance use in young

people if those affected are seen in the practice.

HALLER, Dagmar M., et al. Excessive substance use among young people consulting family

doctors: a cross-sectional study. Family Practice, 2015, vol. 32, no. 5, p. 500-504

DOI : 10.1093/fampra/cmv058

PMID : 26251025

Available at:

http://archive-ouverte.unige.ch/unige:83570

Disclaimer: layout of this document may differ from the published version.

 1 / 1

http://archive-ouverte.unige.ch/unige:83570


© The Author 2015. Published by Oxford University Press. All rights reserved. 
For permissions, please e-mail: journals.permissions@oup.com.

500

Family Practice, 2015, Vol. 32, No. 5, 500–504
doi:10.1093/fampra/cmv058

Advance Access publication 5 August 2015

Epidemiology

Excessive substance use among young 
people consulting family doctors: a cross-
sectional study
Dagmar M Hallera,b,c,*, Anne Meynarda, Danièle Lefebvred,  
Jennifer Hasselgård-Roweb, Barbara Broerse and Françoise Narringa 

aAdolescent and Young Adult Program, Department of Community, Primary Care and Emergency Medicine and 
Department of Child and Adolescent Health, Geneva University Hospitals, Geneva, Switzerland, bDepartment of 
community health and medicine, Primary Care Unit, Faculty of Medicine, University of Geneva, Geneva, Switzerland, 
cDepartment of General Practice, The University of Melbourne, Parkville, Australia, dPrivate General Practice, 
Versoix, Switzerland and eDependencies Unit, Division of Primary Care, Department of Community Medicine, Primary 
Care and Emergency, Geneva University Hospitals, Geneva, Switzerland.

*Correspondence to Dagmar M Haller, Consultation Sante Jeunes, 87 bvd de la Cluse, 1205 Geneva, Switzerland; E-mail: 
dagmar.haller-hester@hcuge.ch

Abstract

Background.  Family doctors can only play a role in the prevention of excessive substance use in 
young people if those affected are seen in the practice.
Objective.  To describe the prevalence of excessive substance use among young people consulting 
family doctors in a European context.
Methods.  As part of a trial of an intervention addressing substance use we collected data from 
young people consulting 32 family doctors in the French-speaking part of Switzerland. Before the 
consultation, consecutive patients aged 15–24 years completed a self-administered questionnaire 
on their general health and substance use. Outcomes were excessive alcohol (defined as ≥1 
episode of binge drinking), excessive cannabis (use ≥1/week), regular tobacco (≥1 cigarettes a day) 
and/or any other substance use in the past 30 days. Prevalence data were computed with 95% 
confidence intervals (CIs) adjusted for clustering within practices, stratified by age and gender.
Results.  Between February 2009 and November 2010, 636 patients were eligible. Participation rate 
was 93.4% (n = 594, 53% female). The prevalence of excessive use in the past 30 days was alcohol 
44.9% (95% CI: 37.8–52.1), cannabis 11.1% (95% CI: 8.0–14.1), tobacco 23.4% (95% CI: 19.0–28.1) and any 
other drug 2.6 (95% CI: 1.4–4.2). Excessive use was higher in males than in females. Except for tobacco 
prevalence of excessive use was only slightly higher in young adults compared to adolescents.
Conclusion.  Excessive substance use is frequent among young people consulting family doctors 
in a European context. Future research should provide guidance about how to best seize this 
window of opportunity for prevention and early intervention.
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Introduction 

Adolescence and young adulthood are periods of exploration during 
which young people often initiate substance use. For many young 

people use is only brief but for others this exploration leads to sub-
stance misuse with consequences that affect adolescents’ development 
and their entire adult life (1). Because interventions have been shown 
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to be effective in the clinical setting, the US preventive task force rec-
ommends screening and brief intervention for alcohol misuse in adults 
as from the age of 18 years seen in primary care (2). Some say these 
recommendations should extend to adolescents but in the absence of 
evidence in favour of effective interventions in this age group no clear 
recommendation has been issued (1–3). Similarly, due to a lack of 
studies in this context, the value of screening for illicit substance use 
in primary care, both in adolescents and in adults, remains debated 
(2). In addition to having doubts in relation to the effectiveness of 
screening and interventions to address excessive substance use in this 
patient group, and facing other barriers such as time constraints and 
lack of expertize in this field, family doctors may also believe that 
harmful substance use is less common among their younger patients 
(4,5). Screening for alcohol and illicit drug use may therefore not 
be high on their priority list (6). Yet population-based studies sug-
gest that excessive alcohol (i.e. in this age group mainly binge drink-
ing) and/or cannabis use is not uncommon among adolescents and 
young adults in Europe and the USA. Thirty to 50% of them report 
binge drinking and ~10% use cannabis on a regular basis (7–11). 
Tobacco use remains frequent in Europe with prevalence rates rang-
ing between 20% and 40% among young adults (10–13). Analysing 
data from a population-based study in Switzerland, we have shown 
that young people engaging in health compromising behaviours were 
as likely as others to visit a family doctor at least once a year (14). 
Thus the proportion of young people engaging in excessive substance 
use is likely to be high among young people in family practice. Yet we 
found no studies reporting the prevalence of excessive substance use 
among young people consulting family doctors in Europe. The extent 
to which family doctors have opportunities to address this problem is 
therefore unknown. To date many studies in relation to substance use 
in young people have been conducted in the USA, a country in which 
alcohol and substance use are totally prohibited in adolescence (15). 
In addition, these studies often focus on the identification of problem 
or dependant users who may need specialized care, rather than on 
excessive users who could benefit from early primary care interven-
tions to modify their behaviour (1,16,17). Family doctors working 
in countries in which underage drinking is not illegal and occasional 
cannabis use tolerated may struggle to differentiate occasional users 
from excessive users among their young patients (18). A clearer defi-
nition of excessive use and an estimate of the expected prevalence 
of such use among young people seen in family practice could guide 
primary care providers in their screening task.

Comparatively fewer doubts surround screening for tobacco use 
in young people in primary care: daily use is a common threshold to 
define unhealthy tobacco use, and both interventions to prevent ini-
tiation and those addressing regular use appear to be effective in this 
context (2). Tobacco use often begins in adolescence and population-
based studies show that regular tobacco use remains frequent in the 
European context.

The aim of this study was to measure the prevalence of exces-
sive alcohol and illicit drug use and of tobacco use in young people 
consulting family doctors in Switzerland in order to provide guid-
ance about opportunities for prevention and early intervention in a 
European context.

Methods

This cross-sectional study used baseline data collected as part of 
the Primary care Intervention Addressing Substance Misuse in 
Adolescents (PRISM-Ado) trial, a cluster randomized trial of the 
effectiveness of training primary care physicians to use a brief inter-
vention to address excessive substance use in young people (19).

The study protocol was approved by the Ethics Committee for 
Studies in Outpatient Care (protocol 08–28).

Participants and procedure
Young people between the ages of 15 and 24 years were recruited 
in the practices of 32 family doctors (general internists and general 
paediatricians) in the French-speaking part of Switzerland. Patients 
with any problem affecting their ability to consent (such as trauma 
or acute illness requiring immediate attention, inability to read and 
understand French, severe mental illness) were excluded, as were 
those currently or recently undergoing treatment for substance 
dependence. The physicians were volunteers participating in the 
PRISM-Ado trial. Most had experience in addressing excessive alco-
hol use in adults, but were not used to discussing substance use issues 
with young people in their practice (19). Consecutive young people 
consulting for any motive were invited to complete a confidential 
questionnaire about their health and substance use in the wait-
ing room before the consultation. Completed questionnaires were 
placed in a sealed envelope and forwarded directly to the research 
team. They were not made available to the primary care physician 
in the consultation.

The choice of the age range 15–24 years (‘youth’ according to the 
United Nations definition) was based on two considerations: (i) young 
people in this age group share a similar burden of disease throughout 
this developmental phase from adolescence into adulthood (20) and 
(ii) from the age of 15 years they can participate in low-risk studies 
such as this one without asking for parental consent (21).

Measures
Questions about substance use were taken from the Dep-Ado clini-
cal questionnaire, a validated substance use screening tool in French 
(22). Patients were asked about the frequency of various substance 
uses over the past 30  days, age of initiation, frequency of binge 
drinking and psychosocial consequences.

We defined excessive alcohol use as at least one episode of binge 
drinking in the past 30 days, based on a 2- to 6-fold increased risk 
of adult dependence and adverse psychosocial outcomes in young 
people with such levels of use in cohort studies (23,24). As in other 
previous European studies, a binge drinking episode was defined as 
the consumption of five drinks (four for females) or more on one 
occasion (10,24,25). Similarly, as this level of use in adolescence has 
been associated with a 2- to 10-fold increase in adverse outcomes in 
adulthood, we set the threshold for excessive cannabis use at once a 
week or more frequently in the past 30 days (26). The questions were 
‘In the past 30 days, how many times did you have 5 (4 drinks for 
females) drinks of alcohol or more on the same occasion?’ and ‘In 
the past 30 days, did you use cannabis? If so, how often?’ Response 
options were approximately once; on weekends or once or twice dur-
ing the week; three times or more a week but not every day; or every 
day. The young people were instructed to consider as a drink ‘what is 
usually served in a restaurant if you order this type of alcohol’.

Socio-demographic variables were also measured: patient’s age, 
gender, country of birth, school or professional activity and rural or 
urban doctor’s practice.

Statistical analysis
Binary or categorical variables were described using proportions and 
95% confidence intervals adjusted for clustering within practices, 
stratified by gender and by age group (minors of less than 18 years 
old versus young adults of 18 years and over, since recommendations 
for screening and intervention are different in these two age groups). 
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Logistic regression adjusted for clustering was used to explore the 
association between socio-demographic characteristics and excessive 
alcohol, cannabis or tobacco use. We used Stata software to analyse 
the data.

Results

Between February 2009 and November 2010, 636 patients were eli-
gible for the study. 40 (6.3%) declined and two did not complete 
the baseline survey. Thus participation rate was 93.4% (n = 594). 
Most patients reported consulting for general reasons (check-up or 
immunization), common respiratory or skin disorders, or depressive 
symptoms. Only four patients reported substance use as their main 
reason for encounter (19).

Table  1 summarizes participants’ main socio-demographic 
characteristics, stratified by gender. There were missing substance 
(mainly binge drinking) use data for 24 patients, whose characteris-
tics were slightly different from the others: they were more likely to 
be migrants to Switzerland and less likely to be students.

Most patients (75%) had drunk alcohol, 45% had smoked at 
least one cigarette and nearly 20% had used cannabis at least once 
in the past 30 days. Excessive alcohol use was common, particularly 
in males. Approximately 10% of patients reported smoking can-
nabis at least once a week and ~25% smoked at least one ciga-
rette a day (Table 2). Binge drinking was significantly less frequent 

among patients consulting in urban compared to non-urban prac-
tices (37.6% versus 56.9%, odds ratio [OR]  =  0.5, P  =  0.006). 
Multivariate logistic regression adjusting for socio-demographic var-
iables and clustering within practices also showed that binge drink-
ing behaviour was significantly less frequent in females (OR = 0.43, 
P < 0.001) and in students (OR = 0.67, P = 0.03). Excessive can-
nabis use was more common in the urban context (13.0% versus 
8.0%, OR = 2.2, P = 0.005), but was, as binge drinking, less fre-
quent in females (OR = 0.29, P < 0.001) and in students (OR = 0.52, 
P  =  0.003). Daily smoking was less frequent in adolescents than 
young adults (OR  =  0.6, P  =  0.01) and in students (OR  =  0.36, 
P < 0.001). These associations remained similar when additionally 
adjusting for maternal education, as a (imperfect) proxy measure of 
socio-economic status (27). Less than 3% of participants reported 
other drug use (cocaine, ecstasy etc.) in the past month.

Discussion

Summary of main findings
This study reports on the prevalence of excessive substance use among 
young people aged 15–24  years old consulting family doctors in a 
European context. Binge drinking behaviour was frequent with nearly 
half of the patients reporting at least one episode of binge drinking 
in the past 30 days. One in 4 patients smoked cigarettes daily and 

Table 1.  Characteristics of 594 patients aged between 15 and 24 years recruited before their consultation with one of 32 family doctors 
involved in the study (numbers are percentages unless indicated otherwise)

Characteristic Patients without missing substance 
use data (n = 570)

Patients with missing substance use 
data (n = 24)

Total sample

Male (n = 265) Female (n = 305) Male ( n = 13) Female (n = 11) (n = 594)

Mean age, years (SD) 18.4 (2.5) 18.6 (2.7) 17.7 (1.7) 18.2 (2.2) 18.5 (2.6)
Born in Switzerland 87.5 82.6 53.8 81.8 84.2
Student 47.9 63.3 23.1 45.5 55.2
Self-assessed health good, very good or excellent 98.9 95.2 100 90.9 96.9
Doctor in urban area 57.0 66.6 38.5 45.5 61.3

SD, standard deviation.

Table 2.  Prevalence of substance use in patients aged 15–24 years consulting in primary care practice in the French-speaking part of Swit-
zerland, by gender and age-group (adolesents versus young adults)a

Substance use in past 
30 days

Total sampleb Maleb Femaleb 15–17 years oldb 18–24 years oldb

% (95% CI) % (95% CI) % (95% CI) % (95% CI) % (95% CI)

Alcohol
  No alcohol use 25.0 (19.9–30.0) 18.5 (12.4–24.5) 30.6 (24.5–36.8) 36.1 (29.0–43.1) 16.9 (12.3–21.5)
  Binge drinking at least 

once
44.9 (37.8–52.1) 57.4 (48.2–66.4) 34.1 (28.0–40.2) 42.1 (34.6–49.5) 47.0 (37.7–56.3)

Cannabis
  No cannabis use 81.1 (77.3–84.5) 73.5 (67.6–79.5) 87.6 (84.1–91.2) 84.5 (79.2–89.9) 78.6 (73.7–83.5)
  Cannabis use at least once 

a week
11.1 (8.0–14.1) 17.2 (12.3–22.2) 5.7 (2.8–8.7) 8.5 (4.7–12.3) 12.9 (8.9–16.9)

Other illegal substancea

  Any use 2.6 (1.4–4.2) 3.8 (1.8–6.8) 1.6 (0.5–3.8) 2.1 (0.7–4.8) 3.0 (1.5–5.5)
Tobacco
  No tobacco use 56.3 (52.1–60.5) 51.5 (45.3–57.7) 60.4 (55.1–65.8) 62.3 (56.1–68.6) 51.8 (47.6–56.0)
  Daily tobacco use 23.4 (19.0–28.1) 26.7 (20.1–33.2) 20.9 (15.4–26.4) 15.8 (10.8–20.8) 29.3 (24.2–34.5)

CI, confidence interval.
aEcstasy, cocaine, heroin, lysergic acid diethylamide (LSD), amphetamins.
bN varied due to missing values. Total sample: 570–587; males: 265–272; females: 305–316; 15–17 years old: 240–247; 18–24 years old: 330–341.
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approximately 1 in 10 were regular cannabis users. Substance use was 
more common in males but prevalence rates were also high in females, 
particularly for binge drinking (34%). Binge drinking was more com-
mon in non-urban areas and cannabis use more prevalent in urban 
areas. Students (in secondary school or university) were less likely to 
report excessive substance use or regular smoking. Differences between 
adolescents and young adults were modest, except for smoking.

Interpretation of findings and comparison with 
previous literature
These findings are in line with results from population-based studies, 
thus confirming, if need be, that in a country with universal health 
coverage young people consulting in family practice are an unse-
lected population (8,10–12,28). This resonates with our previous 
finding that young people with health-compromising behaviours 
were as likely as others to visit family doctors (28,29).

Our results differ from those reported by Gryczynski et al. (16) in 
a study conducted among adolescents in health centres in Baltimore, 
MD, USA, in which the prevalence of problem and/or dependent 
users was 9.4% for alcohol, 15.3% for cannabis and 6.1% for 
tobacco. This study included younger adolescents (from the age of 
12), and used definitions of problem use based on the presence of at 
least one Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, 5th 
Edition criterion. Thus, it focused on adolescents who may already 
need addiction treatment, rather than on all those who could ben-
efit from prevention or early intervention in a primary care context. 
Similarly, another study conducted in primary care practices in the 
USA, using the CRAFFT screening tool, reported a prevalence of 
15% for at-risk substance use among adolescents between the ages 
of 12 and 18 years old (30). We found no previous study specifi-
cally describing the prevalence of substance use among young adults 
(18–24 years old) consulting in primary care.

Strengths and limitations
Recruitment of patients occurred directly in the practices and could 
not be supervised by the research team. However, in order to make 
recruitment easier and minimize selection bias (that could occur if 
practice staff were asked to invite selected types of patients to par-
ticipate), the study involved consecutive young people consulting 
their family doctor for any reason. Participation rate was high, and 
the young people could consent to participation without asking their 
parents, thus favouring participation and further limiting a poten-
tial selection bias (31). This cross-sectional study did not involve 
a random sample of family doctors. Participating family doctors 
were volunteers, with a special interest in the theme of young peo-
ple and substance use. Thus the patients seen in their practices may 
not entirely be representative of the patients usually seen by family 
doctors in the French-speaking part of Switzerland. However, these 
doctors were not experts in addiction medicine, as illustrated by the 
fact that only four patients consulted specifically for a substance-use-
related problem. Data were collected through self-report, and thus 
some level of under-reporting of substance use cannot be excluded. 
However, self-report of substance use has previously been shown to 
be a reliable measure in young people (32). We used a paper-based 
anonymous questionnaire to collect data about substance use, a pre-
ferred and reliable option for studies involving young people (32,33). 
The data they provided were not made available to the doctors. As 
young people previously highlighted, this is likely to have favoured 
honest responses from young people about substance use (33,34). 
However, as a consequence, our results provide no information 

about the proportion of young people who would be prepared to 
discuss their substance use with their family doctor. We chose thresh-
olds for excessive substance use based on data from cohort studies 
reporting increased risk of adverse adult outcomes for young people 
with that level of use (23,24,26,35). This definition was also inspired 
by definitions of excessive alcohol use in adults (18). However, other 
studies in primary care have used other definitions of excessive use, 
thus limiting the comparisons that can be made.

Implications for clinical practice and future research
Our findings suggest that excessive substance use is frequent among 
young people consulting family doctors in a European context. Thus 
family doctors have opportunities for prevention and early interven-
tion addressing substance use in this age group. Most young people 
did not present with a substance-related motive for encounter. This 
highlights the need to favour opportunistic screening in this context. 
Smoking was significantly more common in young adults compared 
to adolescents: the window of opportunity for prevention in the 
younger age group should not be neglected. Although brief interven-
tions addressing excessive substance use in adults have been shown 
to be effective, evidence is still lacking in relation to effective preven-
tive and early intervention strategies for adolescents and young adults 
consulting in primary care (2). In the PRISM-Ado trial we showed 
that overall there was a 28% reduction in the proportion of young 
patients reporting excessive alcohol and/or cannabis use 12 months 
after a consultation with a family doctor, regardless of whether they 
had been exposed to a specific intervention (19). This suggests that 
there might be a positive impact of screening alone, be it by just 
completing a survey in the waiting room or in the consultation (36). 
Further research should focus on the development of effective screen-
ing strategies in primary care, as well as the search for evidence in 
favour of effective preventive and early intervention strategies (19,37). 
Since the immediate consequences of substance use are particularly 
conspicuous in young adults (for example mortality from road traffic 
injuries is highest in young adults (38)), a particular emphasis should 
be placed on the development of interventions that are responsive to 
young adults’ needs (39,40). The role that family and peers may play 
to support primary care interventions also deserves attention.

Conclusion

Half of the adolescents and young adults visiting their family doctor 
in a European context reported excessive substance use, even though 
very few consulted for this reason. Although evidence for effective 
interventions is lacking, systematic screening for substance use in 
primary care seems justified in this age group.

In view of the important burden of disease related to these health-
compromising behaviours both in young people and in adults, prior-
ity should be given to the further development and trial of effective 
approaches to address excessive substance use in adolescents and 
young adults consulting in family practice.

Declaration
Funding: The PRISM-Ado study was funded by the Safra Foundation and 
Geneva University Hospitals, Switzerland; the Käthe-Zingg-Schwichtenberg 
Fund: grant no. KZS 08/08 (Swiss Academy for Medical Sciences) and the Swiss 
Federal Office of Public Health.
Ethical approval: Ethics Committee for Studies in Outpatient Care (protocol 
08-28).
Conflict of interest: none.

 at U
niversitÃ

©
 de G

enÃ
¨ve on M

ay 2, 2016
http://fam

pra.oxfordjournals.org/
D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://fampra.oxfordjournals.org/


504� Family Practice, 2015, Vol. 32, No. 5

References
	1.	 Toumbourou JW, Stockwell T, Neighbors C et al. Interventions to reduce 

harm associated with adolescent substance use. Lancet 2007; 369: 1391–
401.

	2.	 US Preventive Services Task Force. Preventive Services Recommended by 
the USPSTF: Guide to Clinical Preventive Services, 2014. Rockville, MD: 
Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality, 2014.

	3.	 Levy SJ, Kokotailo PK. Substance use screening, brief intervention, and 
referral to treatment for pediatricians. Pediatrics 2011; 128: e1330–40.

	4.	 Sterling S, Kline-Simon AH, Wibbelsman C, Wong A, Weisner C. Screen-
ing for adolescent alcohol and drug use in pediatric health-care settings: 
predictors and implications for practice and policy. Addict Sci Clin Pract 
2012; 7: 13.

	5.	 Wilson CR, Sherritt L, Gates E, Knight JR. Are clinical impressions of 
adolescent substance use accurate? Pediatrics 2004; 114: e536–40.

	6.	 Colom J, Scafato E, Segura L, Gandin C, Struzzo P. Brief interventions 
implementation on alcohol from the European health systems perspective. 
Front Psychiatry 2014; 5: 161.

	7.	 Andersson B, Hibell B, Beck F et al. Alcohol and Drug Use Among Euro-
pean 17–18 Year Old Students_Data from the ESPAD Project. Stockholm, 
Sweden: Swedish Council for Information on Alcohol and Other Drugs 
(CAN), The Pompidou Group at the Council of Europe, 2007.

	8.	 Currie C, Zanotti C, Morgan A et al. Social Determinants of Health and 
Well-being Among Young People. Health Behaviour in School-aged Chil-
dren (HBSC) Study: International Report from the 2009/2010 Survey 
(Health Policy for Children and Adolescents, No. 6). Copenhagen, Den-
mark: WHO Regional Office for Europe, 2012.

	9.	 US Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Vital signs: binge drinking 
prevalence, frequency, and intensity among adults—United States, 2010. 
Morb Mortal Wkly Rep 2012; 61: 14–9.

	10.	Melchior M, Chastang JF, Goldberg P, Fombonne E. High prevalence 
rates of tobacco, alcohol and drug use in adolescents and young adults 
in France: results from the GAZEL Youth study. Addict Behav 2008; 33: 
122–33.

	11.	Hibell B, Guttormsson U, Ahlström S et al. The 2011 ESPAD Report_Sub-
stance Use Among Students in 36 European Countries. Stockholm, Swe-
den: The Swedish Council for Information on Alcohol and other Drugs 
(CAN), The European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction 
(EMCDDA), Council of Europe, Co-operation Group to Combat Drug 
Abuse and Illicit Trafficking in Drugs (Pompidou Group), 2012.

	12.	Bogdanovica I, Godfrey F, McNeill A, Britton J. Smoking prevalence in the 
European Union: a comparison of national and transnational prevalence 
survey methods and results. Tob Control 2011; 20: e4.

	13.	Gmel G, Kuendig H, Notari L, Gmel C. Monitorage suisse des addictions: 
consommation d’alcool, tabac et drogues illégales en Suisse en 2013. Laus-
anne, Switzerland: Addiction Suisse, 2014.

	14.	Haller DM, Michaud PA, Suris JC, Jeannin A, Narring F. Opportunities for 
prevention in primary care in a country with universal insurance coverage. 
J Adolesc Health 2008; 43: 517–9.

	15.	Division of Population Health, National Center for Chronic Disease Pre-
vention and Health Promotion, Centers for Disease Control and Preven-
tion. Age 21 Minimum Legal Drinking Age. Alcohol and Public Health. 
Atlanta, GA: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2014.

	16.	Gryczynski J, Kelly SM, Mitchell SG, Kirk A, O’Grady KE, Schwartz 
RP. Validation and performance of the Alcohol, Smoking and Substance 
Involvement Screening Test (ASSIST) among adolescent primary care 
patients. Addiction 2015; 110: 240–7.

	17.	Kelly SM, Gryczynski J, Mitchell SG et al. Concordance between DSM-5 
and DSM-IV nicotine, alcohol, and cannabis use disorder diagnoses 
among pediatric patients. Drug Alcohol Depend 2014; 140: 213–6.

	18.	Babor T, Higgins-Biddle J, Saunders J, Monteiro M. AUDIT—The Alcohol 
Use Disorders Identification Test. Guidelines for Use in Primary Care. 2nd 

edn. Geneva: Department of Mental Health and Substance Dependance, 
World Health Organization, 2001.

	19.	Haller DM, Meynard A, Lefebvre D et al. Effectiveness of training family 
physicians to deliver a brief intervention to address excessive substance 
use among young patients: a cluster randomized controlled trial. CMAJ 
2014; 186: E263–72.

	20.	Sawyer SM, Afifi RA, Bearinger LH et al. Adolescence: a foundation for 
future health. Lancet 2012; 379: 1630–40.

	21.	Sanci LA, Sawyer SM, Weller PJ, Bond LM, Patton GC. Youth health 
research ethics: time for a mature-minor clause? Med J Aust 2004; 180: 
336–8.

	22.	RISQ_recherche et intervention sur les substances psychoactives. DEP-
ADO: grille de dépistage de consommation problématique d’alcool et de 
drogues chez les adolescents et les adolescentes (Detection of Alcohol and 
Drug Problems in Adolescents). Montreal, Quebec, Canada: RISQ, 2007.

	23.	Bonomo Y, Coffey C, Wolfe R et al. Adverse outcomes of alcohol use in 
adolescents. Addiction 2001; 96: 1485–96.

	24.	Viner RM, Taylor B. Adult outcomes of binge drinking in adolescence: 
findings from a UK national birth cohort. J Epidemiol Community Health 
2007; 61: 902–7.

	25.	Marmet S, Archimi A, Windlin B, Delgrande Jordan M. Substanzkonsum 
bei Schülerinnen und Schülern in der Schweiz im Jahr 2014 und Trend 
seit 1986 (Forschungsbericht Nr. 75). Lausanne, Switzerland: Addiction 
Suisse, 2015.

	26.	Coffey C, Carlin JB, Lynskey M, Li N, Patton GC. Adolescent precursors 
of cannabis dependence: findings from the Victorian Adolescent Health 
Cohort Study. Br J Psychiatry 2003; 182: 330–6.

	27.	Parker JD, Schoendorf KC, Kiely JL. Associations between measures of 
socioeconomic status and low birth weight, small for gestational age, and 
premature delivery in the United States. Ann Epidemiol 1994; 4: 271–8.

	28.	Spear SE, Iguchi MY. Intercepting binge drinkers in medical settings: a 
view from California. J Psychoact Drugs 2012; 44: 334–41.

	29.	Haller D, Michaud P, Suris J, Jeannin A, Narring F. Universal insurance 
coverage may favor opportunities for prevention in primary care. J Ado-
lesc Health 2007; 40 (2 suppl 1): S5.

	30.	Knight JR, Harris SK, Sherritt L et  al. Prevalence of positive substance 
abuse screen results among adolescent primary care patients. Arch Pediatr 
Adolesc Med 2007; 161: 1035–41.

	31.	Knight JR, Sherritt L, Van Hook S et  al. Motivational interviewing for 
adolescent substance use: a pilot study. J Adolesc Health 2005; 37: 167–9.

	32.	Levy S, Sherritt L, Harris SK et  al. Test-retest reliability of adolescents’ 
self-report of substance use. Alcohol Clin Exp Res 2004; 28: 1236–41.

	33.	Knight JR, Harris SK, Sherritt L et  al. Adolescents’ preference for sub-
stance abuse screening in primary care practice. Subst Abus 2007; 28: 
107–17.

	34.	Haller DM, Meynard A, Lefebvre D et al. Brief intervention addressing 
excessive cannabis use in young people consulting their GP: a pilot study. 
Br J Gen Pract 2009; 59: 166–72.

	35.	Degenhardt L, Coffey C, Romaniuk H et al. The persistence of the associa-
tion between adolescent cannabis use and common mental disorders into 
young adulthood. Addiction 2013; 108: 124–33.

	36.	McCambridge J, Kypri K. Can simply answering research questions 
change behaviour? Systematic review and meta analyses of brief alcohol 
intervention trials. PLoS One 2011; 6: e23748.

	37.	Levy S, Weiss R, Sherritt L et al. An electronic screen for triaging adoles-
cent substance use by risk levels. JAMA Pediatr 2014; 168: 822–8.

	38.	Patton GC, Coffey C, Sawyer SM et al. Global patterns of mortality in 
young people: a systematic analysis of population health data. Lancet 
2009; 374: 881–92.

	39.	Irwin CE Jr. Young adults are worse off than adolescents. J Adolesc Health 
2010; 46: 405–6.

	40.	Marshall EG. Do young adults have unmet healthcare needs? J Adolesc 
Health 2011; 49: 490–7.

 at U
niversitÃ

©
 de G

enÃ
¨ve on M

ay 2, 2016
http://fam

pra.oxfordjournals.org/
D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://fampra.oxfordjournals.org/

