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BACKGROUND AND AIMS REINFORCING VALUE OF COCAINE AND SOCIAL CONTACT ECONOMIC DEMAND AND CROSS-PRICE ELASTICITY FOR COCAINE AND
(AREA UNDER THE CURVE ANALYSIS) SOCIAL CONTACT UNDER CONCURRENT ACCESS CONDITIONS
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¢ The primary aim of this study was to examine demand and cross-price elasticity of with either a cocaine-free or
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¢ Data were collected under conditions in which only a single reinforcer was . 120 markedly decreased the Figure 7. Left. Demand curves for a cocaine-free partner in the absence or presence of cocaine. Concurrent access
: : : : 1 2 4 710 15 inf : | f . to cocaine reduced the intensity of demand and increased the elasticity of demand for a cocaine-free partner.
available (l.e., cocaine, cocaine-treated partner, cocaine-free partner) and under 100 reinforcing value of cocaine Right: Demand curves for a cocaine-treated partner in the absence of presence of cocaine. Concurrent access to

conditions in which both cocaine and social contact were available 1 cocaine reduced the intensity of demand but NOT the elasticity of demand for a cocaine-treated partner.

¢ Concurrent access sessions were conducted by varying the unit price for one
reinforcer while holding the unit price for the other reinforcer constant at FR1

¢ Reinforcing value for each stimulus alone and under concurrent access conditions
was initially defined by an Area Under the Curve (AUC) analysis

¢ Behavioral economic demand measures of intensity and elasticity were ,
determined using the group data

¢ Concurrent access to a

cocaine-treated partner did CONCLUSIONS

NOT decrease the reinforcing
value of cocaine
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Figure 5. Left: Number of reinforcers obtained during 30-min test sessions in which

responding was maintained by cocaine in the absence or presence of a cocaine- A social partner decreases demand for cocaine, but this effect

treated partner or cocaine-treated partner as a function of unit price (ratio value).

BT Right: AUC values for each reinforcer. Asterisk indicates significant differences. diminishes if the partner IS intoxicated with cocaine
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