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& Francesca Filbey1

# Springer Nature Switzerland AG 2019

Abstract
Purpose of Review This review aims to summarize and critically evaluate the current literature on the associations between
individual and socio-cultural factors that increase risk for cannabis use disorder (CUD), and policy change.
Recent findings Epidemiological studies show that areas with permissive legal cannabis climates are associated with greater
individual risk factors for CUD. This includes (1) higher rates of edible consumption and vaping, (2) higher delta-9-
tetrahydrocannabinol (THC) potency and lower cannabidiol (CBD) levels, and (3) younger age of initiation of use.
Summary A change in the socio-cultural level, such as shifts in the legalization of cannabis, could interact with individual-level
factors in their associations with CUD. There is currently a lack of empirical studies that evaluate this interaction.We propose that
future research consider a bioecological framework for CUD to allow for a comprehensive understanding of the effects of legal
climate that could inform policy and clinical practice.

Keywords Cannabis use disorder . Risk . Public health . Legalization . Bioecological model . Cultural

Introduction

The recent shift towards legalizing cannabis in the USA and
worldwide has been met with some preliminary evidence of
increased rates of cannabis use disorder (CUD; [1, 2••]).
However, increased rates of CUD in historically cannabis legal-
ized regions have generally been inconsistent [3–5]. While the
mechanisms that mediate the association between cannabis-legal
climates and rates of CUD are still unknown, epidemiological
studies describe a potentially elevated role of certain risk factors
in a cannabis-legal climate. For example, attitudes such as per-
ception of harm coincide with an increased number of individ-
uals seeking treatment for CUD. Take for instance a ~ 13%

increase in CUD-related treatment from 2003 to 2016 globally
that co-occurred with a ~ 24% decrease in perceived harm from
cannabis from 2010 to 2016 [3]. However, countries with the
highest rates of cannabis dependence, such as the United States,
Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and those in Western Europe,
have varying degrees of cannabis legalization. In the case of New
Zealand, for example, that has one of the highest rates of canna-
bis use and cannabis dependence, cannabis is illegal [3–5] (see
Table 1). This contradicts findings from epidemiological studies
and suggests that there may not be a direct relationship between
cannabis legalization and CUD rates. Instead, the relationship
between these two variables is likely due to mediating factors,
such as earlier age of initiation reported in decriminalized regions
[1, 4–8].

The question then becomes, what are these mediators and
how do they impact risk towards CUD in a legalized climate?
Addressing this question relies on the assumption that these
factors interact, such as conceptualized in a bioecological model.

A bioecological model conceptualizes the presumed inter-
actions between an individual’s biological makeup and the
social environment [9]. Bronfenbrenner first introduced a
bioecological interaction between biological maturation, the
immediate family/community environment (microsystem),
and the societal landscape (macrosystem) that shapes human
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development [9]. In this view, changes in any given system
could lead to a cascade of effects in all systems.
Bronfenbrenner’s bioecological model suggested that nature
and nurture interact as opposed to the notion that one of these
factors predominate the effects (e.g., environment, over and
above personality, is the key factor in the development of
resilience [10]). Applications of this model have informed
the development of education and treatment strategies in
childhood adversity [10]. Several disease models have also
adopted bioecological models, including mental health disor-
ders such as depression, anxiety, PTSD, schizophrenia, and
ADHD to understand the onset and progression of symptoms
as well as treatment outcomes. A study by Atzaba-Poria et al.
(2004) found that microsystem interventions are better suited
to prevent aggressive behavior in children, while macrosystem
interventions are best to forestall anxiety and depression.
Thus, a bioecological framework for CUD could facilitate
more effective intervention.

Towards the goal of understanding how legal cannabis cli-
mates impact risk towards CUD, in this report, we summarize
the known risk factors for CUD, describe studies that examine
the relationship between legalization and CUD, and interpret
how legalization might interact with risk factors such as in a
bioecological framework.

Individual/Biological Factors

Individual/biological factors have been widely recognized to
influence the risk for CUD. These factors range from genetics
and biological variables such as biological sex, to personality/
mood characteristics, psychological status, behavior, and
neurocognitive functioning as well as demographic character-
istics. In terms of CUD, individual/bioecological factors in-
clude being male [11–15], Native American, and being
widowed, separated, or divorced [12]. In addition, poor school
performance and low educational attainment have been linked
to CUD [5, 16•]. On the other hand, being Black, Asian, or
Hispanic have been shown to be associated with decreased
risk for CUD [12]. Mood- as well as personality-related vari-
ables also play a significant role in the development and main-
tenance of CUD, such as low levels of self-esteem, poor cop-
ing skills, and increased responsivity to stress [13, 17]. High
levels of discomfort intolerance (inability to tolerate discom-
fort) are associated with reduced vulnerability to cannabis-
related problems, although this effect is lessened in depressed
individuals [18]. Moreover, individual differences in
neurocognitive functioning have been found predictive, such
that motivational processes like craving and functioning of the
underlying brain networks seem to be a risk factor, whereas
cognitive control-related processes seem to be protective [19,
20•, 21].T
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Genetic risk similarly contributes to the development of
CUD. The results of family, twin, and adoption studies pro-
vide evidence that there are heritable influences on cannabis
use, abuse, and dependence [22]. For example, acute and
long-term response to cannabis has been associated with var-
iants in the catechol-O-methyltransferase (COMT), AKT
serine/threonine kinase 1 (AKT1), dopamine β-hydroxylase
(DBH), cannabinoid receptor (CNR1), and serotonin trans-
porter (5-HTTPLR) genes [23•]. Depending on the allele an
individual may carry, these specific genetic polymorphisms
seem to provide protection through the mediation of the rela-
tionship between cannabis use severity and symptom mani-
festation [23•, 24–26]. On the other hand, carrying another
allele of these genetic polymorphisms can increase the likeli-
hood of a psychiatric comorbidity such as schizophrenia spec-
trum disorders, major depressive disorder, social anxiety, con-
duct disorder, bipolar disorder, ADHD, anti-social personality
disorder, panic disorder, sleep disorders, and PTSD [4, 11, 12,
22, 23•, 24, 27–41].

Finally, drug use patterns have been associated with pro-
gression to CUD. Initiation early in childhood or adolescence
has been consistently associated with increases in the risk for
CUD [42, 43]. Furthermore, using cannabis in an increasingly
frequent manner has been shown to predict the development
of CUD [16•, 44]. Additionally, previous studies have shown
that using tobacco and alcohol is correlated with using canna-
bis, and early initiation of tobacco use and alcohol consump-
tion is predictive of early initiation of cannabis use [17, 45,
46].

Microsystem Factors for CUD

One level beyond the individual/biological factors are
microsystem factors. Microsystem factors are influences from
the immediate social environment such as family and peer
relationships, childhood experiences, and exposure to illicit
activities [13, 17, 44–46]. For instance, family history of sub-
stance use disorders, immediate availability of drugs, and peer
drug use predicts progression to cannabis use [13, 17, 44, 45].
Similarly, a more positive attitude towards cannabis use or low
perception of harm has been associated with increased canna-
bis use [13]. Many studies have found an association between
life stressors and increased risk of CUD [47]. Experiencing
early trauma and stress, whether through adverse life events or
childhood maltreatment, are predictive of early-onset use and
later progression to addiction [47]. Dysfunctional family en-
vironments may not only disrupt the maturation of self-
regulatory systems involved in stress response but also spear-
head maladaptive coping skills, which can encourage risky
patterns of cannabis use [46]. Other facets of an individual’s
home environment have been associated with the develop-
ment of CUD, including low socioeconomic status and less

time spent with parents [13, 45]. Of the microsystem factors
linked to CUD, home environment and peer group are the
most consistent contributors to cannabis use [7, 13, 17, 45,
48].

Although less research has focused on protective factors
outside of genetic interplay, several microsystem factors have
been recognized as protective for CUD. Just as a negative
family environment in which a child may be subject to abuse
and maltreatment can encourage use, a family environment
composed of strong support among all members along with
an individual’s positive perception of parental care can serve
to decrease the risk for CUD [44]. Additionally, perceived
disapproval of cannabis use by parents and close friends as
well as the individual’s disapproval is associated with de-
creased risk for CUD [49].

Macrosystem Factors for CUD

Macrosystem factors compose the larger societal environment
of the individual beyond the microsystem. These factors en-
compass the legal/political environment, economy, predomi-
nant societal views, overarching cultural influences of the re-
gion, and cultural environment of the individual.
Unfortunately, empirical studies on macrosystem factors con-
tributing to CUD risk are limited. We are only aware of one
study on macrosystem factors and cannabis use. This study
found that as per-capita, personal consumer expenditure
(PCE) increases so does adolescent cannabis use [7]. Due to
the scant literature on this topic, insight from studies examin-
ing related factors may be useful to understand these effects.
Indeed, one study in Norway found that cannabis dealers were
typically committed to either street culture or cannabis culture
prior to dealing. Therefore, the culture an individual was ex-
posed to early in life predicted initiation of cannabis dealing
[50]. A study by Sznitman and Bretteville-Jensen (2015)
found that perceived medicinal benefits of cannabis predicted
an individual’s support for cannabis legalization. A recent
review found that willingness to acknowledge CUD-related
symptoms vary depending on the region [51]. However, par-
ticipating in cannabis dealing, supporting cannabis legaliza-
tion, and willingness to acknowledge CUD symptoms do not
directly equate to increased/decreased risk for CUD. Thus far,
precursory evidence suggests that macrosystem factors, spe-
cifically those at the socio-cultural level, can influence an
individuals’ level of involvement with cannabis, public opin-
ion of its use, and acknowledgement of CUD symptoms.

Cannabis Legalization and CUD

Given the role that macrosystem factors may play as described
in the previous section, it is equally important to shed light on

Curr Addict Rep (2019) 6:466–477 469



Ta
bl
e
2

C
om

pe
nd
iu
m

of
st
ud
ie
s
in

a
si
ng
le
re
gi
on

on
fa
ct
or
s
re
la
te
d
to

th
e
de
ve
lo
pm

en
to

f
C
U
D
ac
ro
ss

di
ff
er
en
tl
ev
el
s
of

ca
nn
ab
is
pe
rm

is
si
ve
ne
ss

(i
n
te
rm

s
of

le
ga
ls
ta
tu
s)

R
eg
io
n

C
an
na
bi
s
le
ga
ls
ta
tu
s*

St
ud
y

N
A
ge

of
sa
m
pl
e

In
di
vi
du
al
fa
ct
or
s

U
se

va
ri
ab
le
s

M
ic
ro
-e
nv
ir
on
m
en
tf
ac
to
rs

A
us
tr
al
ia

Il
le
ga
l(
up

un
til

m
ed
ic
al

le
ga
liz
at
io
n
in

20
16
)

C
of
fe
y
et
al
.

(2
00
0)

20
32

14
–1
5

--
Pe
er

ca
nn
ab
is
us
e
(O

R
2.
1)

an
d
ni
co
tin

e
us
e
(O

R
2.
0)

as
so
ci
at
ed

w
ith

ca
nn
ab
is

us
e.

--

D
eg
en
ha
rd
te
ta
l.

(2
00
1)

10
64
1

18
+

Pa
rt
ic
ip
an
ts
w
ho

w
er
e
ca
nn
ab
is

de
pe
nd
en
th

ad
a
O
R
2.
84

fo
r

de
ve
lo
pi
ng

ps
yc
ho
si
s.

--
--

C
lo
ug
h
et
al
.

(2
00
4)

33
6

13
–3
6

--
A
lc
oh
ol

us
e
(O

R
10
.4
)
an
d
to
ba
cc
o
us
e

(O
R
19
.0
)
as
so
ci
at
ed

w
ith

cu
rr
en
t

ca
nn
ab
is
us
e.

--

L
yn
sk
ey

et
al
.

(2
00
4)

15
6
tw
in

pa
ir
s

di
sc
or
-

da
nt

fo
r

ca
nn
ab
is

de
pe
n-

de
nc
e

24
–3
6

E
ar
ly

M
D
D
(O

R
3.
40

in
di
zy
go
tic

pa
ir
s,
n.
s.
in

m
on
oz
yg
ot
ic
pa
ir
s)
as
so
ci
at
ed

w
ith

su
bs
eq
ue
nt

ca
nn
ab
is
us
e.

--
--

Te
es
so
n
et
al
.

(2
01
2)

88
41

16
–8
5

St
ro
ng

as
so
ci
at
io
n
be
tw
ee
n
C
U
D

an
d
af
fe
ct
iv
e
di
so
rd
er
s
(O

R
3.
0)
.

P
re
va
le
nc
e
of

lif
et
im

e
an
d
pa
st
12
-m

on
th

C
U
D
6%

an
d
1%

re
sp
ec
tiv

el
y.

S
tr
on
g
as
so
ci
at
io
n
be
tw
ee
n
C
U
D
an
d

al
co
ho
lu

se
di
so
rd
er

(O
R
3.
6)

C
an
na
bi
s
us
e
m
or
e
co
m
m
on

in
m
al
es

(O
R
2.
0)

an
d
yo
un
ge
r
us
er
s
(O

R
4.
6)
.

--

G
er
m
an
y

Il
le
ga
l(
up

un
til

m
ed
ic
al

le
ga
liz
at
io
n
in

20
17
)

H
of
le
r
et
al
.

(1
99
9)

12
28

14
–1
7

A
ff
ec
tiv

e
di
so
rd
er
s
(C
O
R
2.
9)

an
d
lo
w
se
lf
-e
st
ee
m

(C
O
R

1.
72
)
as
so
ci
at
ed

w
ith

ca
nn
ab
is

us
e.

B
as
el
in
e
hi
st
or
y
of

al
co
ho
lu

se
(C
O
R

5.
2)

pr
ed
ic
tiv

e
of

ca
nn
ab
is
us
e.

Fa
m
ily

hi
st
or
y
of

su
bs
ta
nc
e
us
e
di
so
rd
er

w
ith

a
cu
m
ul
at
iv
e
od
ds

ra
tio

(C
O
R
)

of
1.
43

pr
ed
ic
tiv

e
of

ca
nn
ab
is
us
e.

Sy
do
w
et
al
.

(2
00
2)

24
46

14
–2
4

B
as
el
in
e
us
e
of

ot
he
r
ill
ic
it
dr
ug
s

pr
ed
ic
te
d
ca
nn
ab
is
de
pe
nd
en
ce
.

Pa
re
nt
al
de
at
h
be
fo
re

ag
e
15

an
d

de
pr
iv
ed

so
ci
o-
ec
on
om

ic
st
at
us

pr
ed
ic
te
d
ca
nn
ab
is
de
pe
nd
en
ce
.

A
va
ila
bi
lit
y
of

dr
ug
s,
pe
er
s’
dr
ug

us
e,

an
d
a
m
or
e
po
si
tiv

e
at
tit
ud
e
of

th
e

in
di
vi
du
al
to
w
ar
ds

dr
ug

us
e
pr
ed
ic
te
d

ca
nn
ab
is
us
e.

N
et
he
rl
an
ds

D
ep
en
al
iz
ed

V
ee
n
et
al
.

(2
00
4)

13
3

15
–5
4

C
an
na
bi
s
us
er
s
ha
d
ea
rl
ie
r
fi
rs
t

sy
m
pt
om

at
ic
ep
is
od
es

of
ps
yc
ho
si
s
co
m
pa
re
d
to

no
n-
us
er
s.

--
--

N
ew Z
ea
la
nd

Il
le
ga
l

P
ou
lto

n
et
al
.

(1
99
7)

64
1

15
–2
1

--
M
al
es

w
er
e
m
or
e
lik

el
y
to

us
e
an
d
be

de
pe
nd
en
to

n
ca
nn
ab
is
th
an

fe
m
al
es
.

E
ar
ly

us
e
su
bs
ta
nt
ia
lly

in
cr
ea
se
d
th
e

ri
sk

fo
r
th
e
de
ve
lo
pm

en
to

f
ca
nn
ab
is

de
pe
nd
en
ce

in
yo
un
g
ad
ul
th
oo
d.

--

N
or
w
ay

Il
le
ga
l

P
ed
er
se
n
(1
99
0)

13
11

13
–1
9

Po
or

m
en
ta
lh

ea
lth

(d
et
er
m
in
ed

by
nu
m
be
r
of

de
pr
es
si
on

an
d

--

Curr Addict Rep (2019) 6:466–477470



T
ab

le
2

(c
on
tin

ue
d)

R
eg
io
n

C
an
na
bi
s
le
ga
ls
ta
tu
s*

St
ud
y

N
A
ge

of
sa
m
pl
e

In
di
vi
du
al
fa
ct
or
s

U
se

va
ri
ab
le
s

M
ic
ro
-e
nv
ir
on
m
en
tf
ac
to
rs

an
xi
et
y
sy
m
pt
om

s)
co
rr
el
at
ed

w
ith

he
av
y
us
e.

Pa
re
nt
al
di
vo
rc
e
co
rr
el
at
ed

w
ith

he
av
y

ca
nn
ab
is
us
e
(h
av
in
g
ev
er

us
ed

th
e

dr
ug

50
tim

es
or

m
or
e)
.

N
or
w
ay

an
d

Is
ra
el

Il
le
ga
l

L
eg
al

S
zn
itm

an
an
d

B
re
tte
vi
lle
-J
en
-

se
n
(2
01
5)

21
75

64
8

18
+

--
Pa
st
ye
ar

ca
nn
ab
is
us
e
hi
gh
er

in
Is
ra
el
(1
3%

)
co
m
pa
re
d
to

N
or
w
ay

(5
%
),
(p

<
.0
01
).

--

U
ni
te
d

K
in
gd
o-

m

Il
le
ga
l

(u
p
un
til

m
ed
ic
al

le
ga
liz
at
io
n
in

20
10
)

B
es
te
ta
l.
(2
00
5)

20
78

14
–1
6

--
--

L
if
et
im

e
ca
nn
ab
is
us
er
s
le
ss

lik
el
y
to

sp
en
d
tim

e
re
gu
la
rl
y
w
ith

bo
th

th
ei
r

m
ot
he
rs
an
d
fa
th
er
s,
bu
tm

or
e
lik

el
y

to
sp
en
d
fr
ee

tim
e
w
ith

fr
ie
nd
s
w
ho

sm
ok
ed
,d
ra
nk

al
co
ho
la
nd

us
ed

ill
ic
it
dr
ug
s,
an
d
w
ith

fr
ie
nd
s

in
vo
lv
ed

in
cr
im

in
al
ac
tiv

iti
es
.

U
SA

M
ix
ed

Il
le
ga
l/d

ec
ri
m
in
al
iz
ed
:

M
aj
or
ity

of
st
at
es

L
eg
al
:

A
la
sk
a,
C
al
if
or
ni
a,

C
ol
or
ad
o,
D
is
tr
ic
t

of
C
ol
um

bi
a

(D
.C
.)
,

H
aw

ai
i,
M
ai
ne
,

M
as
sa
ch
us
et
ts
,

M
on
ta
na
,N

ev
ad
a,

O
re
go
n,
V
er
m
on
t,

W
as
hi
ng
to
n

S
tin

so
n
et
al
.

(2
00
6)

43
09
3

18
+

G
re
at
er

od
ds

of
de
pe
nd
en
ce

fo
r

th
os
e

w
id
ow

ed
/s
ep
ar
at
ed
/d
iv
or
ce
d.

In
th
os
e
w
ho

w
er
e
ca
nn
ab
is

de
pe
nd
en
t,
th
e
pr
ev
al
en
ce

fo
r

an
y
m
oo
d
di
so
rd
er
w
as

48
.2
%
,

an
y
an
xi
et
y
di
so
rd
er

w
as

43
.5
%
,a
nd

an
y
pe
rs
on
al
ity

di
so
rd
er

w
as

76
.7
%

S
am

pl
e
ha
d
an

O
R
of

0.
3
fo
r
pa
st

12
-m

on
th

ca
nn
ab
is
de
pe
nd
en
ce
.I
n

th
os
e
w
ho

w
er
e
ca
nn
ab
is
de
pe
nd
en
t,

th
e
pr
ev
al
en
ce

fo
ra
lc
oh
ol
us
e
di
so
rd
er

w
as

54
.7
%

an
d
48
.7
%

fo
r
ni
co
tin

e
de
pe
nd
en
ce
.

--

W
in
te
rs
&

L
ee

(2
00
8)

55
23
0

18
-2
6

--
In
cr
ea
se
d
od
ds

ra
tio

of
in
iti
at
io
n
of

us
e
in

te
en
ag
e
ye
ar
s
(1
2-
18
)
co
m
pa
re
d
to

ye
ar
s
22
-2
6;

O
R
s
3.
9-
7.
2.

--

B
uc
kn
er

et
al
.

(2
00
8)

17
09

16
.6

(a
ve
ra
ge

ag
e
at

tim
e
1-

st
ar
to

f
st
ud
y)

30 (t
im

e
4-

en
d
of

st
ud
y)

14
-y
ea
rl
on
gi
tu
di
na
ls
tu
dy
.S
oc
ia
l

an
xi
et
y
di
so
rd
er

(S
A
D
)
at

st
ud
y
en
tr
y
w
as

as
so
ci
at
ed

w
ith

6.
5
gr
ea
te
r
od
ds

of
ca
nn
ab
is
de
pe
nd
en
ce
.

--
--

C
er
da

et
al
.(
20
12
)

34
65
3

18
+

--
St
at
es

w
ith

m
ed
ic
al
m
ar
iju

an
a
la
w
s

(M
M
L
s)
ha
d
a
hi
gh
er

O
R
(1
.9
2)

fo
r

m
ar
iju

an
a
us
e
an
d
m
ar
iju

an
a

ab
us
e/
de
pe
nd
en
ce

(O
R
1.
81
)
th
an

st
at
es

w
ith

ou
tM

M
L
s.

--

H
as
in
et
al
.(
20
15
)

T
im

e
1:

43
09
3

T
im

e
2:

36
30
9

4.
1
to

9.
5%

in
cr
ea
se

in
us
e
pr
ev
al
en
ce
,

1.
5%

to
2.
9%

in
cr
ea
se

in
D
SM

-I
V

ca
nn
ab
is
us
e
di
so
rd
er

in
to
ta
ls
am

pl
e,

an
d

Curr Addict Rep (2019) 6:466–477 471



T
ab

le
2

(c
on
tin

ue
d)

R
eg
io
n

C
an
na
bi
s
le
ga
ls
ta
tu
s*

St
ud
y

N
A
ge

of
sa
m
pl
e

In
di
vi
du
al
fa
ct
or
s

U
se

va
ri
ab
le
s

M
ic
ro
-e
nv
ir
on
m
en
tf
ac
to
rs

35
.6
%

to
30
.5
%

de
cr
ea
se

in
D
SM

-I
V

ca
nn
ab
is
us
e
di
so
rd
er

in
pr
ev
io
us

us
er
s
fr
om

20
01

to
20
13
.

R
ee
d
(2
01
6)

N
ot

lis
te
d

21
to

31
%

in
cr
ea
se

in
us
e
pr
ev
al
en
ce

in
18
–2
5
ye
ar
-o
ld
s
fr
om

20
06

to
20
14
.

In
cr
ea
se
d
T
H
C
-o
nl
y
an
d
T
H
C
-p
os
iti
ve

m
ot
or

ve
hi
cl
e
fa
ta
lit
ie
s,
an
d

de
cr
ea
se
d
pe
rc
ep
tio

n
of

he
al
th
ri
sk

of
us
e
in
ad
ol
es
ce
nt
s
fr
om

20
06

to
20
14
.

B
or
od
ov
sk
y
et
al
.

(2
01
6)

28
38

32
.5 (A
ve
r-

ag
e
at

tim
e
of

st
ud
y)

In
di
vi
du
al
s
in

M
M
L
st
at
es

ha
d
a

si
gn
if
ic
an
tly

hi
gh
er

lik
el
ih
oo
d
of

ev
er

us
e
of

va
pi
ng

(O
R
2.
04
)
an
d
ed
ib
le
s

(O
R
1.
78
)
th
an

th
os
e
in

st
at
es

w
ith

ou
t

M
M
L
s.
In

th
e
va
pi
ng

m
od
el
,M

M
L

st
at
us

w
as

a
si
gn
if
ic
an
tp
re
di
ct
or

(O
R
:

1.
77
,p

<
0.
00
1)
,b
ut

ne
ith

er
re
cr
ea
tio

na
ll
eg
al
iz
at
io
n
st
at
us

no
r

di
sp
en
sa
ry

st
at
us

w
er
e
si
gn
if
ic
an
t

pr
ed
ic
to
rs
(O

R
1.
17
–1
.7
1,
p
=

.2
7–
.0
2)
.I
n
th
e
ed
ib
le
m
od
el
bo
th

M
M
L
st
at
us

an
d
di
sp
en
sa
ry

st
at
us

w
er
e
si
gn
if
ic
an
tp

re
di
ct
or
s
(O

R
1.
33
,

p
=
.0
07
;O

R
1.
88
,p

<
.0
01
)
w
hi
le

re
cr
ea
tio

na
ll
eg
al
iz
at
io
n
st
at
us

w
as

no
t

(O
R
1.
39
,p

=
.1
8)
.

--

M
ai
er
et
al
.(
20
17
)

N
ot

lis
te
d

N
o
si
gn
if
ic
an
td

if
fe
re
nc
es

in
pr
op
er
ty

an
d
vi
ol
en
tc
ri
m
e
ra
te
s
fr
om

20
10

to
20
14

*A
tt
he

tim
e
of

th
e
st
ud
y,
pa
re
nt
he
se
s
()
in
di
ca
te
th
e
ye
ar

of
po
lic
y
ch
an
ge
,i
f
an
y.
D
at
a
ob
ta
in
ed

pr
im

ar
ily

fr
om

E
M
C
D
D
A
re
po
rt
s.

**
C
ou
nt
ri
es

w
ith

m
is
si
ng

da
ta
on

th
e
pr
ov
id
ed

va
ri
ab
le
s
w
er
e
ex
cl
ud
ed

fr
om

th
is
ta
bl
e.

Curr Addict Rep (2019) 6:466–477472



the potential influence of shifts at the socio-cultural level for
CUD. Changes in legalization are likely to have social and
economic impacts [52–55]. To date, the literature has not yet
directly examined the interaction between legal climate and
risk/protective factors for CUD; however, hypotheses on the
effect of macrosystem factors can be drawn from comparisons
across different cannabis legal climates.

Tables 1 and 2 provide a summary of findings from differ-
ent levels of cannabis permissiveness based on cannabis le-
galization status. These tables highlight how regions with drug
policies have variability in perceived availability of cannabis
and levels of peer drug use. These findings from the tables are
exemplified by a study by Bogt et al. (2006) that found that
increased perceived availability of cannabis is a better predic-
tor of frequent and lifetime use than the level of cannabis use
in older individuals in the community, p = 0.007 and p = 0.040
respectively. In contrast to the variability observed in per-
ceived availability of cannabis, psychosis symptoms are asso-
ciated with cannabis use across the board [56, 57]. In terms of
substance use factors, the association between early initiation
of cannabis use, other substance use, and CUD development
is consistent worldwide, regardless of legal status (Table 1). A
similar study by Degenhardt et al (2008) in 17 countries found
that New Zealand, the USA, France, Germany, and the
Netherlands had the highest percent of users initiating use
before the age 21 despite the fact that at the time of the study,
the USA and the Netherlands were the only regions with le-
galization or structured decriminalization, suggesting a null
effect of permissiveness on early-onset use (i.e., < 21 years
old) [4]. This result is discordant with other studies demon-
strating that the primary difference between cannabis legal and
illegal climates was the onset of use, with decriminalized re-
gions having an earlier age of initiation [1, 4–8]. For the ma-
jority of countries with legalized cannabis use, the average age
of onset is in adolescent-to-early adulthood. Specifically, in a
study, in a sample of over 80,000 individuals worldwide, the
median age of onset of cannabis use was found to be between
18 and 22 years of age [4]. Given that studies have found that
early initiation is a risk factor for CUD-related problems later
on [13, 45, 58], this difference should be acknowledged.
Additionally, studies have suggested an upward trend of can-
nabis abuse and dependence in regions where cannabis is legal
or decriminalized compared with those in which it is illegal.
However, these results were either only trending towards sig-
nificance or influenced by confounding factors [59, 60].
Furthermore, legality appears to influence the quantity of
use, as well as methods of use. For example, in the USA,
increased odds of vaping and edible methods of cannabis
use are predicted by medical legalization status and concen-
tration of dispensaries [61••]. Additionally, THC and CBD
levels may be dependent upon the region and legal climate,
although this needs to be confirmed through further empirical
research. Initial studies have shown a relative increase in THC

potency in areas with partial legalization, such as the USA, but
this is neither consistent across studies nor all countries with
cannabis legalization [62, 63, 64••, 65].

Another empirical approach to the determination of the
impacts of cannabis policies on CUD would be a prospective
design. However, there have only been few such studies that
directly compare CUD risk pre- versus post-policy change
thus far. In two of the studies, prevalence rates of cannabis
use and cannabis dependence were higher in states with legal-
ization compared with those in which cannabis is not legalized
(Table 2). Additionally, one study in Colorado found that the
perception of risk of use declined following policy change [1].
These studies also examined crime statistics pre/post-policy
change, but results were mixed as to whether any significant
changes did occur [1, 66]. Ongoing studies investigating pre-
to post-legal changes in Canada will hopefully shedmore light
on these issues [67•, 68, 69].

A Bioecological Framework for CUD Towards
Understanding Cannabis Policy Impacts

The literature highlights large individual variabilities in the
development of CUD, which suggests that specific interac-
tions between the factor levels are essential to determine the
potential effects of cannabis policy changes. As depicted in
Fig. 1, we propose a model where all of the factor levels that
contribute towards CUD are considered in a bioecological
framework. In this model, individual/biological, micro- and
macro-level factors converge towards a combined CUD
vulnerability.

There is sufficient evidence in the current literature dem-
onstrating some of these bioecological interactions. For in-
stance, genetic and micro-environmental factors have been
reported to increase one’s vulnerability to CUD. Dopamine
availability mediated by genes for dopamine receptors
(DRD4, DRD2, CNR1) has been shown to affect an individ-
ual’s susceptibility to environmental influences. For example,
carriers of the DRD4 7-repeat allele are more/less likely to use
cannabis during adolescence when levels of parental monitor-
ing are low and high, respectively [70]. Additionally, exposure
to early-life stress or a stressful home environment has been
shown to interact with endocannabinoid genetics to influence
levels of susceptibility to CUD. Specifically, endocannabinoid
genes mediate the predictive effect of early-life stress and
stress response (i.e., HPA axis activity or cortisol levels) on
early-initiation of cannabis use [71]. Due to this evidence and
many similar findings, it is evident that variations in the
endocannabinoid system (measured via genetics or biological
markers) can have a cumulative effect on risk factors identi-
fied in all ecological levels [72–79]. Other factor level inter-
actions have shown that individual and macro-environmental
factors can increase one’s vulnerability to CUD. Studies on

Curr Addict Rep (2019) 6:466–477 473



this interaction have found that sex differences (higher use
rates in males compared with females) are smaller in wealthier
countries [7]. Additionally, the relationship between cannabis
liberalization and increased cannabis use is lower in males
comparedwith females [80]. These studies suggest that factors
specific to the region can attenuate or amplify the effect of sex
on CUD risk.

Taken together, the endocannabinoid genetic contribution
to the influences of the stress response and home environment
especially in early life should contribute to a bioecological
model of CUD to thoroughly understand the impacts of poli-
cy. Additionally, the model should encompass the influence of
macro-environment factors (e.g., the economy of the region
and societal views of cannabis) on Biological Sex differences
in cannabis use risk. By accounting for these factors in the
bioecological model of CUD, we can better anticipate the
effects of policy change and develop novel prevention efforts
to address any cumulative impact it may have on vulnerability
for CUD.

Studying the influence of macrosystem level factors such as
legal climate poses substantial hurdles. For example, cannabis
legalization as a dichotomous variable may be too crude to
measure such a complex relationship. Further, a binary distinc-
tion between legalized vs. non-legalized climates does not cap-
ture the nuances of varied cannabis legal policies. If we only
examine policy across regions, full legalization is rare [81–83].
With few exceptions, even areas known for open cannabis

consumption have some degree of penal consequence (i.e.,
depenalization or decriminalization) [82]. These low levels of
legalization decrease the penalties associated with cannabis use
but do not mean that the government does not consider the
substance illicit. Furthermore, regardless of legal policy, a pop-
ulation’s level of acceptance of cannabis use in a particular
region can contribute to individual use patterns and attitudes,
which may contribute to increased CUD risk [84–86].
Addressing other macrosystem factors such as healthcare sys-
tem, support for addiction treatment and mental health, and
societal attitude towards substance use and other psychiatric
disorders could provide a better picture of this interaction.

What may be as important as the legal climate is a society’s
cultural view on cannabis use [84–86]. Culture, however,
must be operationalized. Cultural influences in CUD develop-
ment can be defined as the normative culture of the region that
is a collection of behaviors considered appropriate, but culture
can also be described as a dynamic interaction of environmen-
tal, biological, and psychological factors that contribute to
behavior [50, 51]. Cultural influences are an essential compo-
nent in the development of addiction and must be recognized
in research. In sum, multidisciplinary studies are warranted
that take into account social, anthropological, behavioral, clin-
ical, genetic, and neurobiological aspects of CUD. These
macro- and micro-system factors can exert influences on the
interaction of risk/protective factors contributing to CUD and
must be included as part of the conceptual framework.

Fig. 1 Bioecological systems
contributing to CUD
manifestation. Proposed
bioecological framework for
determining CUD development
where “I” refers to individual
factors such as personality, mood,
genetics, psychiatric disorders,
and use factors; “m” refers to
microsystem factors such as
family and peer relationships;
“M” refers to macrosystem
factors such as drug policy,
society, and culture. The shaded
area highlights the overlap
between I, m andM that is critical
in understanding development
and treatment of CUD
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Conclusions

Current research has provided extensive evidence for the
unique impacts of biological, environmental, and societal in-
fluences on the development of CUD. While still relatively
few, emergent studies such as those examining the effect of
genetic influence and societal characteristics on microsystem
risk factors demonstrate interactions between these different
factor levels that result in modulated effects [7, 71]. It is,
therefore, important to examine the interactions between bio-
logical, micro-, and macro-level factors within a bioecological
framework to better (1) determine whether effects of these
variables are in isolation or as a culmination of factor-level
effects and (2) define protective and/or risk factors for CUD
[87••] that could inform research approaches, clinical practice,
intervention development, and cannabis policies (see Fig. 1).
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