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Introduction

Literature Search

- Research into illicit drug use has primarily

-

Results

PUBMed, EMBase, and Medline were searched using a

-

Random-effects modelling found that when cocaine was

focused on self-report questionnaires, with

combination of terms such as “reliability”, “validity”, “self

compared to a biological sample, it had a sensitivity of

inconsistent findings when comparisons

report”, “party drugs”, methamphetamine”, ”cocaine”, and

0.63 [0.52 – 0.73], and a specificity of 0.98[0.96 – 0.99].

are made between these self-reports and

“biological sample”.

biological samples collected.

-

- Past reviews assessing the validity of self-

Grey Literature was searched using recommendations from
the National Drug and Alcohol research Centre (NDARC).

report measures when compared to a
biological sample do not incorporate recent
literature.
- Accurate measurement of illicit drug use is
essential to both practice and policy.

Aim

Sensitivity and Specificity for self-reports of cocaine use.

-

- This meta-analysis aims to provide an up-

Random-effects modelling found that when

to-date review of the validity of self-report

methamphetamines were compared to a biological

measures when compared to biological

sample, it had a sensitivity of 0.55[0.39 – 0.70], and a

samples for the use of methamphetamine

specificity of 0.97[0.91 – 0.99].

and cocaine.

Literature Search Flow.

Results
Overall, random-effects modelling found that when cocaine and methamphetamines were compared to a biological
sample, they had a combined sensitivity of 0.60 [0.51 - 0.69], and a specificity of 0.98 [0.96 - 0.99].

Sensitivity and Specificity for self-reports of methamphetamine use.

Conclusion
- When compared to a biological sample, self-reports of
cocaine and methamphetamine have moderate validity.
- There is substantial inter-study heterogeneity
highlighting the impact of context of self report and of
the biological medium. For example, the sensitivity of
self reports relating to urine appears slightly better than
hair, likely relating to the longer time window captured by
hair analysis.
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- There are surprisingly few studies available in the

Methamphetamine only
Cocaine only
Urine only
Hair only
OVERALL

Sensitivity
[95% CI]
0.55 [0.39 - 0.70]
0.63 [0.52 - 0.73]
0.65 [0.53 - 0.75]
0.59 [0.42 - 0.75]
0.60 [0.51 - 0.99]

Specificity
[95% CI]
0.97 [0.91 - 0.99]
0.98 [0.96 - 0.99]
0.98 [0.95 - 0.99]
0.92 [0.88 - 0.94]
0.98 [0.96 - 0.99]

literature, and as such specific sensitivity / sensitivity
values for blood and saliva could not be calculated
- Please contact the authors if you have unreported
data relevant for this analysis
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