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ABSTRACT

Aims This study tested whether adolescents who used cannabis or met criteria for cannabis dependence showed neuro-
psychological impairment prior to cannabis initiation and neuropsychological decline from before to after cannabis initia-
tion. Design A longitudinal co-twin control study. Setting and Participants Participants were 1989 twins from the
Environmental Risk (E-Risk) Longitudinal Twin Study, a nationally representative birth cohort of twins born in England
and Wales from 1994 to 1995. Measurements Frequency of cannabis use and cannabis dependence were assessed at
age 18. Intelligence quotient (IQ) was obtained at ages 5, 12 and 18. Executive functions were assessed at age 18.

Findings Comparedwithadolescentswhodidnot use cannabis, adolescentswhoused cannabishad lower IQ in childhood
prior to cannabis initiation and lower IQ at age 18, but there was little evidence that cannabis use was associated with IQ
decline from ages 12–18. For example, adolescents with cannabis dependence had age 12 and age 18 IQ scores that were
5.61 (t =�3.11, P = 0.002) and 7.34 IQ points (t =�5.27, P< 0.001) lower than adolescents without cannabis depen-
dence, but adolescents with cannabis dependence did not show greater IQ decline from age 12–18 (t =�1.27, P = 0.20).
Moreover, adolescents who used cannabis had poorer executive functions at age 18 than adolescents who did not use can-
nabis, but these associations were generally not apparent within twin pairs. For example, twins who used cannabis more
frequently than their co-twin performed similarly to their co-twin on five of six executive function tests (Ps > 0.10). The
one exception was that twins who used cannabis more frequently than their co-twin performed worse on one working
memory test (Spatial Span reversed; β =�0.07, P = 0.036). Conclusions Short-term cannabis use in adolescence does
not appear to cause IQ decline or impair executive functions, evenwhen cannabis use reaches the level of dependence. Fam-
ily background factors explain why adolescent cannabis users perform worse on IQ and executive function tests.
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INTRODUCTION

Debate concerning cannabis legalization has led to
increased urgency to understand the effects of cannabis
use on health and behavior [1]. The effect of cannabis use
on neuropsychological functions has received considerable
research attention, and the general consensus is that heavy
cannabis use is associated with neuropsychological impair-
ment [2–7]. However, there is uncertainty regarding the

extent to which neuropsychological impairment is
apparent prior to cannabis use initiation, the age at which
cannabis-related neuropsychological impairment first
emerges and the level and duration of cannabis exposure
that is sufficient to produce impairment. One hypothesis is
that neuropsychological impairment is apparent in child-
hood, prior to cannabis use initiation. A second hypothesis
is that cannabis-induced neuropsychological impairment
first emerges in adolescence shortly after cannabis use
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initiation. Yet a third hypothesis is that cannabis-induced
neuropsychological impairment emerges only after years
of heavy use. Determining which hypothesis has more
support will have critical implications for prevention and
remediation.

To address these questions, prospective longitudinal stu-
dies are needed. There are only nine cohort studies of the
association between cannabis use and neuropsychological
impairment that could inform these questions [8–17]. These
studies included adolescents or young adults in the sample
and administered neuropsychological tests at two or more
time-points (Supporting information, Table S1 [8–18]). Six
of these studies assessed neuropsychological functions in
childhood, prior to cannabis use initiation, and therefore
had ‘before and after’ assessments of neuropsychological
functions [8,11,12,14–17]. These six studies found inconsis-
tent evidence for the hypothesis that neuropsychological
impairment predates cannabis initiation [8,11,12,14–17].

Across all nine studies, there was mixed evidence that
cannabis use was associated with neuropsychological
decline (or neuropsychological impairment after accoun-
ting for baseline neuropsychological functioning). How-
ever, studies varied in terms of length of follow-up and the
cohorts’ level of cannabis exposure. In general, studies with
the longest follow-up [8,9] and greatest cannabis exposure
[8,9,11] tended to show the strongest evidence of cannabis-
related neuropsychological decline, and studies with the
shortest follow-up period and least cannabis exposure
[14–17] (i.e. studies of adolescent cannabis use) tended to
show the weakest evidence. This pattern is consistent with
the hypothesis that cannabis-induced neuropsychological
impairment emerges only after years of heavy cannabis
use. Nonetheless, firm conclusions cannot be drawn for
several reasons. First, there are relatively few cohort
studies, particularly studies that assessed neuropsycholo-
gical functions prior to cannabis initiation. Second, existing
cohort studies of adolescents examined low-level cannabis
use [14–17], leavingopen the possibility that neuropsycho-
logical impairment might emerge only for adolescents with
more problematic use. Third, there are many potential
confounders of cannabis–neuropsychological impairment
associations, limiting causal inference.

The purpose of the present study was to test associa-
tions between adolescent cannabis use and neuropsycho-
logical decline in a cohort of British children followed
prospectively from ages 5 to 18. Like the few existing
cohort studies of adolescent cannabis use [11,14–17], we
assessed intelligence (IQ) in childhood, prior to cannabis
use initiation. We also assessed IQ and executive functions
at age 18, after some cohort members had begun using
cannabis. Unlike other cohort studies of adolescent canna-
bis use [11,14–17], we examined cannabis dependence as
our cannabis exposure, in addition to frequency of canna-
bis use, as cannabis dependence is an indicator of more

problematic use. Further, because the cohort comprises
twin pairs, it enabled a comparison of neuropsychological
decline for twins in the same family who differed in their
cannabis use. This within-pair comparison is important
because it controls for family background factors that
might lead to a spurious association between cannabis
use and neuropsychological decline.

METHODS

Participants

Participants were members of the Environmental Risk
(E-Risk) Longitudinal Twin Study, which tracks the
development of a birth cohort of 2232 British children.
The sample was drawn from a larger birth register of twins
born in England and Wales in 1994–95 [19]. Full details
about the sample are reported elsewhere [20]. Briefly, the
E-Risk sample was constructed in 1999–2000, when
1116 families (93% of those eligible) with same-sex
5-year-old twins participated in home-visit assessments.
This sample comprised 56% monozygotic (MZ) and 44%
dizygotic (DZ) twin pairs; sex was distributed evenly within
zygosity (49% male). Families were recruited to represent
the UK population of families with newborns in the
1990s, on the basis of residential location throughout
England and Wales and mother’s age. Teenaged women
with twins were overselected to replace high-risk families
lost to the register through non-response. Older women
having twins via assisted reproduction were underselected
to avoid an excess of well-educated older women. These
strategies ensured that the study sample represents the full
range of socio-economic conditions in Great Britain, as
reflected in the families’ distribution on a neighborhood-
level socio-economic index [ACORN (A Classification of
Residential Neighborhoods), developed by CACI Inc. for
commercial use] [21,22]: 25.6% of E-Risk families live in
‘wealthy achiever’ neighborhoods compared with 25.3%
nation-wide; 5.3% versus 11.6% live in ‘urban prosperity’
neighborhoods; 29.6% versus 26.9% live in ‘comfortably
off ’ neighborhoods; 13.4% versus 13.9% live in ‘moderate
means’ neighborhoods; and 26.1% versus 20.7% live in
‘hard-pressed’ neighborhoods. E-Risk under-represents
‘urban prosperity’ because such households are signifi-
cantly more likely to be childless.

Follow-up home visits were conducted when the
children were aged 7 (98% participation), 10 (96%
participation), 12 (96% participation) and 18 years
(93% participation). Home visits at ages 5, 7, 10 and 12
included assessments with participants and their mothers;
we conducted interviews only with participants at age 18
(n = 2066). There were no differences between those who
did and did not take part in the study at age 18 in terms
of key measures when the cohort was initially defined at
age 5: socio-economic status (SES) (χ2 = 0.86, P = 0.65),
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IQ (t = 0.98, P = 0.33) or internalizing or externalizing
problems (t=0.40, P=0.69 and t=0.41, P=0.68, respec-
tively). Here we report on 1989 individuals with IQ data at
ages 5, 12 and 18, which comprised 96% of all participants
seen at age 18. Sample characteristics are shown in
Table 1.

The Joint South London andMaudsley and the Institute
of Psychiatry Research Ethics Committee approved each
phase of the study. Parents gave written informed consent
and twins gave assent between ages 5 and 12 and written
informed consent at age 18.

MEASURES

Cannabis use

Participants were evaluated for past-year cannabis depen-
dence at age 18 according to Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-IV) criteria [23]. Four
per cent (n = 84) of participants were diagnosed with
cannabis dependence. Of the 977 complete twin pairs,
most were concordant for not having cannabis dependence
(n = 908 pairs). Twelve pairs were concordant for
dependence and 57 pairs were discordant for cannabis
dependence.

Participants reported on how often they used cannabis
in the past year at age 18. Responses were: 0 = never
(63%), 1 = less than monthly (28%), 2 = monthly (3%),
3 = weekly (3%), 4 = daily (2%) and 5 = many times a
day (1%). The correlation between twins within a pair on
frequency of use was r = 0.55 (P < 0.001).

Intelligence quotient (IQ)

Intelligence was assessed at ages 5 and 12, before cannabis
initiation, and again at age 18. (Only 19 participants had
tried cannabis at age 12). At age 5, we used a short form

of the Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of
Intelligence-Revised (WPPSI-R) [24]. Using two subtests
(vocabulary and block design), we pro-rated children’s
age-5 IQ following procedures described by Sattler [25].
At age 12, we used the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for
Children–Revised (WISC-R) [26]. At age 18, we used the
Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale–IV (WAIS-IV) [27]. At
ages 12 and 18, two of the same subtests were adminis-
tered—information and matrix reasoning. These two sub-
tests were used to obtain pro-rated full-scale IQ at ages
12 and 18. Pro-rated full-scale IQ scores were standardized
on the full sample at each age tomean = 100, standard de-
viation (SD) = 15, and subtest scores were standardized to
mean = 10, SD = 3.

Executive functions

At age 18, executive functions tapping attention/vigilance
and working memory were assessed with tests from the
Cambridge Neuropsychological Test Automated Battery
(CANTAB) [28]. The CANTAB is a computerized test bat-
tery of neuropsychological functioning that uses touch-
screen technology. Tests are described in Supporting infor-
mation, Table S2. Scores on each executive function test
were standardized to mean = 0, SD = 1.

Statistical analyses

We used linear regression to test whether age-18 cannabis
use was associated with (a) lower IQ at ages 5, 12 and 18,
(b) IQ decline from ages 12 to 18 (with IQ decline repre-
sented as a change score: age-18 IQ minus age-12 IQ)
and (c) poorer executive functioning at age 18. We focused
on IQ decline from ages 12 to 18 (and not ages 5 to 18) be-
cause the age-12 and age-18 IQ scores were based on the
same two subtests (information and matrix reasoning),

Table 1 Sample characteristics.

Full sample (n = 1989) Girls (n = 1049) Boys (n = 940)
Test of sex difference

Characteristic Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) β/OR P

Sex (% male) 47.26 – – – –

Zygosity (% dizygotic) 43.99 42.70 45.42 OR = 1.12a 0.39
SES 2.00 (0.82) 2.01 (0.82) 1.99 (0.81) �0.01 0.79
Age 5 IQ 100.19 (15.00) 100.21 (14.37) 100.17 (15.69) 0.00 0.97
Age 12 IQ 100.33 (14.75) 99.31 (13.64) 101.47 (15.83) 0.07 0.012
Age 18 IQ 100.17 (14.88) 98.27 (13.95) 102.30 (15.59) 0.14 < 0.001
Cannabis use (% used in past year) 37.56 30.03 45.96 OR = 1.98a < 0.001
Cannabis dependence (%) 4.22 2.57 6.06 OR = 2.44a < 0.001

SES = socio-economic status. SES was assessed on a three-point scale with 1 = low SES and 3 = high SES; SD = standard deviation; OR = odds ratio. aThese
analyses used logistic regression to test whether boys had greater odds of being a dizygotic (versus monozygotic) twin than girls; greater odds of past-year can-
nabis use; and greater odds of cannabis dependence than girls. All other analyses used linear regression (i.e. to test whether boys had higher SES and higher IQ
than girls), and standardized beta coefficients are reported.
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whereas the age-5 IQ scores were based on different
subtests. However, age-5 IQ was included as a covariate
in analyses of IQ decline. For tests of associations
between cannabis use and executive functioning at
age 18, we included age-12 IQ as a covariate. Sex was
included as a covariate in all analyses as, relative to girls,
boys had higher rates of cannabis use and dependence,
had slightly higher IQ at ages 12 and 18 and showed a
greater increase in IQ from ages 12 to 18 (Table 1).
However, there was little evidence that associations
between cannabis use and neuropsychological functioning
differed for boys and girls.

We conducted analyses in the full sample of twins,
which approximates the general population, and adjusted
for the non-independence of observations (twins nested
within twin pairs) by using the SURVEYREG procedure in
SAS. The SURVEYREG procedure uses Taylor linearization
to estimate sampling errors of estimators. We also con-
ducted co-twin control analyses comparing twins within
the same family who differed in their level of cannabis
use. Co-twin control analyses allow us to come closer to
causal inference because they inherently control for a vari-
ety of unmeasured family background factors. The logic is
as follows. In the full sample of twins, differences between
cannabis-dependent and non-dependent adolescents, for
example in terms of SES, neighborhood or educational op-
portunities, could lead to a spurious association between
cannabis dependence and lower IQ. In contrast, twins from
the same family share family backgrounds, and therefore
these family factors cannot explain IQ differences between
twins discordant for dependence.

Co-twin control analyses differed slightly depending on
the cannabis exposure. For cannabis dependence, analyses
were conducted as described above for the full sample, but
the sample was limited to the 57 twin pairs discordant for
dependence. For frequency of cannabis use, we used all
complete twin pairs (n = 977) and computed twin differ-
ence scores for frequency of use (e.g. twin-1 frequency mi-
nus twin-2 frequency) and outcomes (IQ at ages 5, 12 and
18; IQ decline from 12 to 18; and age-18 executive func-
tions). Then, we regressed twin differences in outcomes
on twin differences in frequency of use. Findings from co-
twin control analyses are reported for the combined sam-
ple of DZ andMZ twins to avoid loss of power resulting from
reportingon them separately. Therewas little evidence that
associations differed by zygosity.

RESULTS

Associations between cannabis dependence and IQ

Table 2 shows mean pro-rated IQ scores for cannabis-
dependent and non-dependent adolescents in the full sam-
ple and in the subsample of discordant twin pairs. First, we
review findings for the full sample. Adolescents with

cannabis dependence at age 18 had lower IQ at ages 5,
12 and 18 (95.18, 94.95 and 93.14, respectively) com-
pared with non-dependent adolescents (100.48, 100.56
and 100.48, respectively), but there was only weak evi-
dence that adolescents with cannabis dependence showed
greater IQ decline from ages 12 to 18 (�1.81 IQ points)
than non-dependent adolescents (�0.08 IQ points)
(t =�1.27, P = 0.20) (Table 2). Findings were similar after
controlling for age-5 IQ.

Results for discordant twin pairs differed from results for
the full sample, in that twins with cannabis dependence
performed similarly to their co-twins without cannabis de-
pendence on the IQ tests at each age (Table 2). For exam-
ple, cannabis-dependent twins had an age-5 IQ of 94.26,
and their non-dependent co-twins had an age-5 IQ of
93.50 (Table 2). Thus, the average age-5 IQ difference be-
tween discordant twins was only 0.76 IQ points. (This
same result is obtained by subtracting twin-1 IQ from
twin-2 IQ within a discordant pair and averaging that dif-
ference across twins.) Therefore, unlike in the full sample,
there was no evidence from discordant pairs that
cannabis-dependent adolescents had lower IQ at any age,
suggesting that family background factors explain why, in
the full sample, cannabis-dependent adolescents had lower
IQ. That family factors confounded the cannabis–IQ associ-
ation is also apparent in the means for discordant twin
pairs, which show that both the cannabis-dependent and
non-dependent twins from discordant pairs had lower IQ
relative to the full sample. That is, non-dependent adoles-
cents from families in which a sibling had dependence
had lower IQ relative to norms (mean IQ = 100).

Findings for the full sample and the subsample of discor-
dant twins were similar after excluding 19 participants
who had used cannabis at age 12 (Supporting information,
Table S3). Results for the information and matrix reason-
ing subtests were similar to results for full-scale IQ
(Supporting information, Tables S4 and S5).

Associations between frequency of cannabis use and IQ

Because only 4% of twins were cannabis-dependent but
37% of them had used cannabis, we repeated all analyses
based on frequency of cannabis use. This allowed for
greater variation and power to detect differences. In the full
sample, more frequent cannabis use at age 18 was
associated with lower IQ at ages 12 and 18 (but not age
5) and greater IQ decline from ages 12 to 18, but the effect
was small (Table 3). For every standard deviation increase
in frequency of cannabis use, IQ declined by an additional
0.05 standard deviations. Associations were similar after
controlling for age-5 IQ. Among twin pairs, we found that
the more frequently cannabis-using twin did not show
lower IQ at any age or greater IQ decline than their co-twin
(Table 3).
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We conducted sensitivity analyses comparing IQ for
adolescents who did not use cannabis at age 18 with
adolescents who used cannabis at least weekly, under the

hypothesis that relatively trivial differences between
adolescents in frequency of use obscure effects at the
extremes of use. However, there was little evidence that

Table 3 Associations between frequency of cannabis use at age 18 and (a) pro-rated IQ at ages 5, 12 and 18 and (b) IQ decline from ages
12 to 18.

Full sample (n = 1989)

Before controlling for age 5 IQ After controlling for age 5 IQ

βa P βa P

Age 5 IQ �0.05 0.07 – –

Age 12 IQ �0.11 < 0.001 �0.08 < 0.001
Age 18 IQ �0.15 < 0.001 �0.12 < 0.001
IQ change from ages 12 to 18c �0.05 0.035 �0.05 0.023

Twin pairs (n = 977 twin pairs) βb P βb P

Age 5 IQ 0.02 0.56 – –

Age 12 IQ 0.03 0.32 0.03 0.37
Age 18 IQ 0.00 0.94 0.00 0.97
IQ change from age 12 to 18c �0.02 0.46 �0.02 0.47

Estimates are standardized regression coefficients. All associations are adjusted for sex. aNegative estimates indicate thatmore frequent cannabis use at age 18
was associated lower IQ/greater IQ decline from ages 12 to 18. bPositive estimates indicate that the twinwho used cannabis more frequently at age 18 showed
higher IQ/less IQ decline than their co-twin. cIQ change was represented as a change score (age-18 IQ–age-12 IQ). We focused on IQ decline from ages 12 to
18 because the age-12 and age-18 pro-rated IQ scores were based on the same two subtests (information andmatrix reasoning), whereas the age-5 pro-rated
IQ scores were based on different subtests (vocabulary and block design). Results are shownwith and without adjustment for age-5 IQ. Statistically significant
differences are shown in bold type.

Table 2 Mean pro-rated IQ scores at ages 5, 12 and 18 and average within-person IQ change from ages 12 to 18 as a function of cannabis
dependence at age 18.

Full sample

Non-dependent
adolescents
(n = 1905)

Cannabis
dependent
adolescents
(n = 84)

Difference between
non-dependent and
cannabis-dependent
adolescentsa t P

Difference between
non-dependent and
cannabis-dependent
adolescents after
controlling for
age 5 IQa t P

Age 5 IQ 100.41 95.18 �5.23 �2.94 0.003 – – –

Age 12 IQ 100.56 94.95 �5.61 �3.11 0.002 �2.80 �1.78 0.08
Age 18 IQ 100.48 93.14 �7.34 �5.27 < 0.001 �4.82 �3.88 < 0.001
IQ change from age
12 to 18b

�0.08 �1.81 �1.73 �1.27 .20 �2.02 �1.49 0.14

Discordant twins
Non-dependent
twins (n = 57)

Cannabis-
dependent co-
twin (n = 57)

Difference between
discordant twin
pairsa t P

Difference between
discordant twin
pairs after
controlling for
age 5 IQa t P

Age 5 IQ 93.50 94.26 0.76 0.39 0.70 – – –

Age 12 IQ 95.47 93.97 �1.50 �0.80 0.43 �1.81 �0.94 0.35
Age 18 IQ 94.31 92.86 �1.45 �0.81 0.42 �1.77 �0.97 0.33
IQ Change from age
12 to 18b

�1.16 �1.11 0.05 0.02 0.98 0.04 0.02 0.99

Means and statistical tests are adjusted for sex. aNegative scores indicate that adolescents with cannabis dependence showed lower IQ/greater IQ decline than
non-dependent adolescents. For example, results for the full sample show that IQ decline for adolescents with cannabis dependence was 1.73 points greater
than IQ decline for adolescents without cannabis dependence. bIQ change was represented as a change score (age-18 IQ–age-12 IQ).We focused on IQ decline
from ages 12 to 18 because the age-12 and age-18 pro-rated IQ scores were based on the same two subtests (information andmatrix reasoning), whereas the
age-5 pro-rated IQ scores were based on different subtests (vocabulary and block design). Results are shown with and without adjustment for age-5 IQ.
Statistically significant differences are shown in bold type.
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weekly cannabis users showed greater IQ decline than
non-users (Supporting information, Table S6).

Associations between cannabis dependence and executive
functions

Table 4 showsmean executive function scores at age 18 for
cannabis-dependent and non-dependent adolescents in the
full sample and in the subsample of discordant twins. In
the full sample, cannabis-dependent adolescents performed
worse on four of six tests (RVP A Prime, SWM strategy,
Spatial Span forward and Spatial Span reversed). After con-
trolling for age-12 IQ, cannabis-dependent adolescents per-
formed worse on only two of six tests (Spatial Span forward
and reversed). However, no differences were apparent
among discordant twins.

Associations between frequency of cannabis use and
executive functions

In the full sample, more frequent cannabis use at age 18
was associated with worse performance on all executive
function tests except one, even after controlling for
age-12 IQ (Table 5). However, most of these associations
were not apparent within twin pairs—i.e. when we
compared each twin to their co-twin (Table 5). Twins used
who cannabis more frequently than their co-twin per-
formed similarly to their co-twin on 5 of 6 executive func-
tion tests. The only exception was that twins who used
cannabis more frequently than their co-twin performed
worse on the Spatial Span reversed task, but the effect
was small (β = �0.07, P = 0.022).

We conducted sensitivity analyses comparing adoles-
cents who had not used cannabis in the past year with
adolescents who had used cannabis at least weekly in the
past year (Supporting information, Table S7). Findings
were similar.

DISCUSSION

In a cohort of British youth followed from ages 5 to 18, we
found that youth who used cannabis at age 18 had lower
IQ in childhood, prior to cannabis initiation, and had lower
IQ at age 18, but there was little evidence that cannabis
use was associated with IQ decline from ages 12 to 18.
Moreover, although cannabis use was associated with
lower IQ and poorer executive functions at age 18, these
associations were generally not apparent within pairs of
twins from the same family, suggesting that family back-
ground factors explain why adolescents who use cannabis
perform worse on IQ and executive function tests. Results
were similar regardless of how we defined cannabis expo-
sure—i.e. in terms of frequency of use or the more prob-
lematic outcome of dependence. Findings suggest that
cannabis use does not cause IQ decline or impair executive Ta
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functions in adolescence after relatively short-term use,
even when use reaches the level of dependence.

Our finding that lower IQ predates cannabis use
contributes to already mixed findings in this area. Of the
six cohort studies that obtained neuropsychological data
prior to cannabis use initiation, four found no evidence
that lower IQ predated cannabis use [8,12,15,17], and
two found at least some evidence that lower IQ or poorer
executive functions predated cannabis use [14,16]
(Supporting information, Table S1). The reasons for this
discrepancy are unclear. One potential explanation is that
birth-cohort differences in structural factors (e.g. cannabis
price, ease of access to cannabis) explain between-study dif-
ferences in adolescent characteristics (e.g. SES, IQ) associ-
ated with cannabis use.

We found that adolescents with cannabis dependence
showed similar changes in IQ from age 12 to 18 to adoles-
cents without cannabis dependence. This lack of an
association between cannabis dependence and IQ decline
was apparent in the full sample of twins, a sample that
approximates the general population, and in the subsample
of twins discordant for cannabis dependence. Results were
generally similar when we considered frequency of canna-
bis use as our exposure, with one exception. There was
some evidence that more frequent cannabis use
(considered on a continuum from no use to many uses
per day) was associated with IQ decline in the full sample,
but the effect size was small. Further, this association was
not apparent within twin pairs in an analysis that inher-
ently controlled for family background factors. Overall,
there was limited evidence that cannabis use was associ-
ated with IQ decline during adolescence.

Our finding that adolescent cannabis use was not asso-
ciated with IQ decline is broadly consistent with findings
from several recent cohort studies [14–17], one of which

used a co-twin control design [14], similar to the current
study. Our study builds upon these previous studies by
showing no effect of a more problematic level of cannabis
use—cannabis dependence. Notably, accumulating find-
ings of no association between cannabis use and IQ decline
in adolescence do not conflict with our previous report
from the Dunedin Study that persistent cannabis use is
associated with IQ decline. In that study, adolescents who
met criteria for cannabis dependence persistently through
adulthood showed an eight-point IQ decline from ages
18–38, whereas adolescents who met criteria for cannabis
dependence only at age 18 (and not thereafter) did not
show IQ decline [8], similar to what we report here.

In the current study, adolescent cannabis use was
associated with impaired executive functions, including
impaired attention/vigilance and spatial working memory,
in the full sample but not in the subsample of twin pairs.
For example, twins with cannabis dependence performed
no worse on executive function tests than their co-twins
without cannabis dependence, suggesting that family back-
ground factors contribute to a spurious association
between cannabis dependence and impaired executive
functions in the general population. However, when we
used frequency of cannabis use as our exposure, we found
that more frequently cannabis using twins performed
slightly worse on the Spatial Span Reversed test than their
co-twins who used cannabis less frequently, suggesting a
possible causal association between cannabis use and im-
pairment on this one test. However, this findingmight have
been a false positive, particularly given previous
inconsistent findings of an association between cannabis
use and working memory [5].

This study has limitations. First, cannabis use was
based on self-reports. Although this is typical for cohort
studies, biological tests could have helped to detect under-

Table 5 Associations between frequency of cannabis use at age 18 and performance on executive function tests at age 18.

Full sample (n = 1985) Twin pairs (n = 974 pairs)

Before controlling for
age 12 IQ

After controlling for
age 12 IQ

Before controlling for
age 12 IQ

After controlling for
age 12 IQ

Executive function test β P β P β P β P

RVPA prime �0.10 < 0.001 �0.05 0.020 0.00 0.96 �0.01 0.76
RVP total false alarmsa 0.04 0.08 0.01 0.56 �0.01 0.77 �0.01 0.84
SWM total errorsa 0.10 < 0.001 0.06 0.005 0.03 0.40 0.03 0.29
SWM strategya 0.10 < 0.001 0.06 < 0.001 0.01 0.87 0.01 0.75
Spatial Span forward �0.13 < 0.001 �0.09 < 0.001 �0.04 0.22 �0.05 0.14
Spatial Span reversed �0.13 < 0.001 �0.09 < 0.001 �0.07 0.036 �0.07 0.022

Ns for the full sample ranged from 1978–1985; ns for twin pairs ranged from 967–974 twin pairs.; ns varied slightly, as not all adolescents completed each
executive function test. Estimates are standardized beta coefficients, adjusted for sex. RVP = rapid visual processing; SWM = spatial workingmemory. aHigher
scores are worse, so on these tests positive coefficients for the full sample indicate that more frequent cannabis use was associated with worse performance on
executive functions tests, and positive coefficients for twin pairs indicate that the twin who used cannabis more frequently performed worse on the executive
function test than their co-twin. For all other tests, lower scores are worse, so negative coefficients indicate that more frequent cannabis use was associated
with worse test performance. Statistically significant associations are shown in bold type.
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reporting. Second, although we tested associations
between cannabis use and multiple executive function
tests, we lacked tests of other neuropsychological
functions, such as memory, which has been shown to be
impaired in adolescent cannabis users [7,29]. Third, due
to small sample sizes, discordant twin analyses may have
been underpowered to detect effects. We note, however,
that effect sizes were close to zero in many analyses.
Fourth, although we were able to examine cannabis
dependence, a level of problem use that has not been
studied in previous cohorts of adolescents, it is possible that
cannabis-related neuropsychological impairment becomes
apparent only after more intense cannabis use (e.g. multi-
ple uses per day), which was rare in our cohort at 1% prev-
alence. Very large cohort studies, such as the Adolescent
Brain Cognitive Development study of 10000 9–10 years
followed for 10 years [30], are needed to obtain a sufficient
number of adolescents from the general population who
use cannabis intensely.

This study has a number of implications. First, to accu-
rately interpret associations between cannabis use and
neuropsychological impairment, it is important to test neu-
ropsychological functions before cannabis initiation.
Second, relatively short-term cannabis use in adolescence
does not appear to cause IQ decline or impair executive
functions, even when cannabis use reaches the level of
dependence. Third, more research is needed to test the pos-
sibility that cannabis-related neuropsychological
impairment develops gradually over time, such that
obvious impairment is apparent only in older, longer-term
persistent users.

Declaration of interests

None.

Acknowledgements

The E-Risk Study is funded by the Medical Research
Council (UKMRC grant G1002190). Additional support
was provided by NICHD grant HD077482 and by the
Jacobs Foundation. H.L.F. is supported by the MQ:
Transforming Mental Health Fellowship MQ14F40. We
are grateful to the study mothers and fathers, the twins
and the twins’ teachers for their participation. Our thanks
to members of the E-Risk team for their dedication, hard
work and insights.

References

1. Cressey D. The cannabis experiment. Nature 2015; 524:
280–283.

2. Solowij N., Pesa N. Cannabis and cognition: short and long-
term effects. In: Castle D., Murray R.M., D’Souza D. C., editors.
Marijuana and Madness, 2nd edn. New York: Cambridge
University Press; 2012, pp. 91–102.

3. Hall W.What has research over the past two decades revealed
about the adverse health effects of recreational cannabis use?
Addiction 2015; 110: 19–35.

4. Volkow N. D., Swanson J. M., Evins A. E., DeLisi L. E., Meier M.
H., Gonzalez R. et al. Effects of cannabis use on human behav-
ior, including cognition, motivation, and psychosis: a review.
JAMA Psychiatry 2016; 73: 292–7.

5. Broyd S. J., vanHell H. H., Beale C., Yücel M., Solowij N. Acute
and chronic effects of cannabinoids on human cognition—a
systematic review. Biol Psychiatry 2016; 79: 557–67.

6. Curran H. V., Freeman T. P., Mokrysz C., Lewis D. A., Morgan
C. J., Parsons L. H. Keep off the grass? Cannabis, cognition and
addiction. Nat Rev Neurosci 2016; 17: 293–306.

7. Schweinsburg A. D., Brown S. A., Tapert S. F. The influence of
marijuana use on neurocognitive functioning in adolescents.
Curr Drug Abuse Rev 2008; 1: 99.

8. Meier M. H., Caspi A., Ambler A., Harrington H., Houts R.,
Keefe R. S. et al. Persistent cannabis users show neuropsycho-
logical decline from childhood to midlife. Proc Natl Acad Sci
USA 2012; 109: E2657–64.

9. Auer R., Vittinghoff E., Yaffe K., Künzi A., Kertesz S. G., Levine
D. A. et al. Association between lifetime marijuana use and
cognitive function in middle age: the coronary artery risk
development in young adults (CARDIA) study. JAMA Intern
Med 2016; 176: 352–61.

10. Lyketsos C. G., Garrett E., Liang K.-Y., Anthony J. C. Cannabis
use and cognitive decline in persons under 65 years of age.
Am J Epidemiol 1999; 149: 794–800.

11. Fried P. A., Watkinson B., Gray R. Neurocognitive conse-
quences of marihuana—a comparison with pre-drug
performance. Neurotoxicol Teratol 2005; 27: 231–9.

12. Fried P., Watkinson B., James D., Gray R. Current and former
marijuana use: preliminary findings of a longitudinal study of
effects on IQ in young adults. Can Med Assoc J 2002; 166:
887–91.

13. Tait R. J., Mackinnon A., Christensen H. Cannabis use and
cognitive function: 8-year trajectory in a young adult cohort.
Addiction 2011; 106: 2195–203.

14. Jackson N. J., Isen J. D., Khoddam R., Irons D., Tuvblad C.,
Iacono W. G. et al. Impact of adolescent marijuana use on
intelligence: results from two longitudinal twin studies. Proc
Natl Acad Sci USA 2016; 113: E500–E508.

15. Mokrysz C., Landy R., Gage S., Munafò M., Roiser J., Curran
H. Are IQ and educational outcomes in teenagers related to
their cannabis use? A prospective cohort study. J
Psychopharmacol 2016; 30: 159–68.

16. Castellanos-Ryan N., Pingault J.-B., Parent S., Vitaro F.,
Tremblay R. E., Séguin J. R. Adolescent cannabis use, change
in neurocognitive function, and high-school graduation: a
longitudinal study from early adolescence to young adult-
hood. Dev Psychopathol 2016; https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0954579416001280.

17. Boccio C. M., Beaver K. M. Examining the influence of adoles-
cent marijuana use on adult intelligence: further evidence in
the causation versus spuriousness debate.Drug Alcohol Depend
2017; 177: 199–206.

18. Tapert S. F., Granholm E., Leedy N. G., Brown S. A. Sub-
stance use and withdrawal: neuropsychological functioning
over 8 years in youth. J Int Neuropsychol Soc 2002; 8:
873–83.

19. TroutonA., Spinath F. M., PlominR. Twins early development
study (TEDS): a multivariate, longitudinal genetic investiga-
tion of language, cognition and behavior problems in
childhood. Twin Res 2002; 5: 444–8.

264 Madeline H. Meier et al.

© 2017 Society for the Study of Addiction Addiction, 113, 257–265

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579416001280
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579416001280


20. Moffitt T. E., Study E.-R. Team. Teen-aged mothers in contem-
porary Britain. J Child Psychol Psychiatry 2002; 43: 727–42.

21. Odgers C. L., Caspi A., Russell M. A., SampsonR. J., Arseneault
L., Moffitt T. E. Supportive parenting mediates neighborhood
socioeconomic disparities in children’s antisocial behavior
from ages 5 to 12. Dev Psychopathol 2012; 24: 705–21.

22. Odgers C. L., Caspi A., Bates C. J., Sampson R. J., Moffitt T. E.
Systematic social observation of children’s neighborhoods
using Google street view: a reliable and cost-effective method.
J Child Psychol Psychiatry 2012; 53: 1009–17.

23. American Psychiatric Association. Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual of Mental Disorders, 4th edn. Washington, DC: Amer-
ican Psychiatric Association; 1994.

24. Wechsler D.Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence
—revised. London: Psychological Corporation; 1990.

25. Sattler J.Assessment of Children:WISC-III andWPPSI-R Supple-
ment. San Diego, CA: Jerome M. Sattler; 1992.

26. Wechsler D. Manual for the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Chil-
dren—revised. New York: Psychological Corporation; 1974.

27. Wechsler D. Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale, 4th edn. San
Antonio, TX: Pearson Assessment; 2008.

28. Sahakian B., Owen A. Computerized assessment in neuropsy-
chiatry using CANTAB: Discussion paper. J R Soc Med 1992;
85: 399.

29. Lisdahl K. M., Wright N. E., Medina-Kirchner C., Maple K. E.,
Shollenbarger S. Considering cannabis: the effects of regular
cannabis use on neurocognition in adolescents and young
adults. Curr Addict Rep 2014; 1: 144–56.

30. Adolescent Brain Cognitive Development Study. Available at:
www.abcdstudy.org (accessed 2 April 2017) (Archived at
http://www.webcitation.org/6sXpMrYrw).

Supporting Information

Additional Supporting Information may be found online in
the supporting information tab for this article.

Table S1 Cohort studies of associations between cannabis
use and neuropsychological functioning. Studies are orga-
nized by length of follow-up and date.
Table S2 Description of executive function measures from
the Cambridge Neuropsychological Test Automated Bat-
tery (CANTAB).
Table S3 Mean pro-rated intelligence quotient (IQ) scores
at ages 5, 12 and 18 and average within-person IQ change
from ages 12 to 18 as a function of cannabis dependence at
age 18. These analyses exclude the 19 participants who
had used cannabis at age 12.
Table S4 Mean information subtest scores at ages 12 and
18 and average within-person subtest score change from
ages 12 to 18 as a function of cannabis dependence at
age 18.
Table S5Mean matrix reasoning subtest scores at ages 12
and 18 and average within-person subtest score change
from ages 12 to 18 as a function of cannabis dependence
at age 18.
Table S6 Mean pro-rated intelligence quotient (IQ) scores
at ages 5, 12 and 18 and IQ subtest scores at ages 12
and 18. Means are shown for adolescents who did not
use cannabis in the past year at age 18 and adolescents
who used cannabis on a weekly or greater basis at age
18. Means for IQ change represent average within-individ-
ual IQ change.
Table S7 Mean executive function scores for adolescents
who did not use cannabis in the past year at age 18 and ad-
olescents who used cannabis weekly or more in the past
year at age 18.
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