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A B S T R A C T

In 2024, Germany became the most populous European country to legalize home cannabis cultivation. This study 
provides the first empirical evidence on both public support for and engagement in home cultivation in this new 
regulatory context. Using survey data from a representative online-panel (n = 1500), we conducted hierarchical 
regression analyses to examine the factors associated with attitudinal outcomes (support for legalization) and 
behavioral outcomes (self-reported cultivation in the past or present). Results show that sociodemographic as
sociations with support and cultivation are largely explained by cannabis experience. Among these factors, age 
and consumption emerged as the most consistent correlates across models. Expectations regarding the conse
quences of legalization were strongly associated with support but showed little relation to actual cultivation 
behavior. People who have cultivated expressed substantially higher support and more favorable expectations 
than those who have not, although participants overall tended to evaluate legalization positively. The only 
consistently negative expectation shared across groups was that legalization may increase cannabis use in so
ciety. Overall, support for legalization appears to be influenced by a broad set of expectations about societal 
consequences, whereas cultivation behavior is more closely tied to individual experience and personal motiva
tions. While the study is situated in the German context, its insights are relevant beyond national borders: as the 
largest EU member state to legalize home cultivation, Germany’s experience may provide valuable lessons for 
other jurisdictions considering similar reforms.

Introduction

Cannabis regulations are undergoing significant change worldwide, 
with scholars even speculating that the 21st century may become “the 
era of cannabis legalization” (Kilmer & Pérez-Dávila, 2023). In the Eu
ropean Union, Malta became the first country to legalize home culti
vation in 2021 (Authority on the Responsible Use of Cannabis Act, 2021 
(Malta), 2021), followed by Luxembourg in 2023 (Police Grand-Ducale, 
2023), while the Czech Republic has also announced plans to allow for 
home cultivation (EUDA, 2025). In Germany, the Cannabis Act (Canna
bisgesetz; Bundesregierung, 2024) has allowed adults to cultivate up to 
three cannabis plants privately at home since April 2024. Thus, while 
Germany is not the first country to introduce such a policy, it is by far the 
largest EU member state by population to do so. Scholars therefore argue 
that Germany’s reform may act as a catalyst for further policy change 
across Europe (Manthey et al., 2023a), making it particularly relevant to 
study its early impacts. Besides regulating home cultivation, the legali
zation of cannabis (Cannabisgesetz; Bundesregierung, 2024) permits 

adults to possess up to 25 g of dried cannabis for personal use, as well as 
collective cultivation through cannabis social clubs —non-profit asso
ciations that produce and distribute cannabis among registered mem
bers, a model that first emerged in Spain in the 1990s (Pardal et al., 
2020). The sale of non-medical cannabis nevertheless remains pro
hibited. A central policy rationale for legalization in Germany was the 
reduction of the illegal market (Federal Ministry of Health, 2025). 
Empirical modelling shows that while legalization can diminish the 
profitability of illicit suppliers, it may simultaneously contribute to 
increased cannabis consumption (Auriol et al., 2023).

Scientific evidence on the drivers of public support or opposition to 
the legalization of home cultivation is overall sparse. While some evi
dence exists from outside Germany, most studies do not distinguish 
home cultivation from the broader issue of cannabis legalization (e.g., 
Palali & Van Ours, 2016; Wilkins et al., 2021). A key common finding is 
that people who use cannabis are more likely to support legalization 
than those who do not (Chiu et al., 2021; Cruz et al., 2016; Palali & Van 
Ours, 2016; Wilkins et al., 2021). Other correlates of support focus on 
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assumed consequences of legalization such as health effects (Cohn et al., 
2016; Wilkins et al., 2021) or economic benefits (McGinty et al., 2017), 
others focus on political ideology (Cruz et al., 2016; Ellis et al., 2019). 
However, consistent findings across studies are difficult to identify. For 
instance, some report significant associations with socio-demographic 
factors such as age (Ellis et al., 2019; Chiu et al., 2021), while others 
do not (Wilkins et al., 2021). Moreover, it is unclear to what extent the 
correlates – most of which are beliefs about the consequences of legal
izing consumption - in general apply to the more specific issue of 
legalizing home cultivation.

While the studies above provide insights into general attitudes to
ward legalization, they offer little evidence on how such attitudes 
translate into actual cultivation behavior. In particular, the factors 
associated with the decision to grow cannabis at home remain under
explored. Most empirical work on cannabis growing has focused on 
commercially oriented and/or large-scale production (Decorte, 2010). 
Yet, social supply originating from small-scale domestic 
grower-suppliers rather than criminal organizations is a common phe
nomenon (Søgaard et al., 2024). Decorte (2010) was among the first to 
study small-scale growers, finding that most cultivators in Belgium were 
young, male, unmarried, and relatively well educated. Motivations for 
growing included financial benefits, curiosity, and the pleasure of 
cultivation. Similarly, Potter et al. (2015), using data from 11 countries, 
reported that small-scale growers were typically not socially or crimi
nally deviant. They too found a strong male predominance and youth
fulness among growers. In regions where cannabis cultivation was 
legalized some changes in the demographics of cultivators were some
times observed. For instance, in Uruguay an increase of women growers 
was detected (Aguiar & Musto, 2022), and in Australia legal growers 
were typically older than in contexts where cannabis cultivation was 
illegal (Zhou et al., 2025). However, this contrasts with Canada, where 
the demographics of home cultivators remained largely unchanged after 
legalization in 2018 (Cristiano, 2022). In Germany, evidence presented 
by Werse (2015) suggests that cultivators were predominantly male (90 
%) and have a median age of 26 years. Regarding the motivations for 
home growing, Werse (2015) found that the top three ones were 
avoidance of adulteration, the pleasure of cultivation, and the provision 
of cannabis for private use, similar to cross-national evidence provided 
by Potter et al. (2015). Selling or providing cannabis to others played 
only a minor role in Germany (Werse, 2015). Taken together, the 
cultivation literature highlights a parallel set of considerations, 
including cost savings, product quality, and independence from illegal 
sources. These may likewise be interpreted as perceived consequences of 
home cultivation, echoing the kinds of beliefs that have been shown to 
shape support for legalization.

Objective of the study

Existing research on cannabis cultivation has mainly examined those 
people who cultivate cannabis at home – and not those who do not – 
making it difficult to understand which socio-demographic or other 
factors distinguish cultivators from non-cultivators. Also, public support 
for home cultivation remains underexplored. Since the long-term suc
cess and stability of cannabis policy reforms depend not only on culti
vation practices but also on broader societal acceptance, understanding 
the drivers of support and opposition is crucial. In the present study, we 
focus on a set of belief items that capture respondents’ perceived con
sequences of home cultivation. This study therefore examines (1) which 
socio-demographic factors and perceived consequences of home culti
vation are associated with support for its legalization, and (2) whether 
these same factors are also associated with the decision to cultivate 
cannabis at home.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first empirical study to 
examine both public support for home cultivation and lifetime cultiva
tion (i.e. past or current cultivation) behavior in Germany following the 
2024 legalization. Given that little is yet known about how this new 

policy will affect both attitudes and behaviors, it is particularly impor
tant for policymakers and other stakeholders to monitor these de
velopments closely in order to understand the broader implications of 
legalization. Our data collection took place in December 2024, 
approximately eight months after the new policy was introduced. In 
addition, our study contributes to the field by addressing a notable gap: 
regression-based analyses in this area remain rare, particularly those 
that simultaneously investigate attitudinal outcomes (support for 
legalization) and behavioral outcomes (having ever engaged in culti
vation). By applying the same set of independent variables across both 
outcomes, we are able to systematically compare the factors associated 
with expressed support versus those associated with lifetime cultivation 
behavior.

Methods

Data collection

Data were collected online in Germany in December 2024 via the 
external panel provider moweb research GmbH. The panel provider 
incentivized participation through a points system that could be 
redeemed for instance via monetary compensation, gift vouchers, or 
charitable donations. The panel provider used a non-probability sam
pling approach but applied quotas for age, gender, and household in
come to approximate the demographic distribution of the German 
population (see Table 1). As a result, the sample is broadly comparable 
to the population on these characteristics, but the findings cannot be 
assumed to be fully generalizable to the German population. Participa
tion was fully informed, anonymous, and in accordance with the World 
Medical Association’s Code of Ethics (Declaration of Helsinki). Non- 
participation or discontinuation of the survey had no consequences 
other than not receiving the points for redemption. This study was part 
of a larger survey primarily focused on behavior related to horticultural 
products. Participants were not informed in advance that the question
naire also included items on cannabis. This minimizes the likelihood of 
self-selection based on interest in, or attitudes toward, cannabis.

Statistical analyses approach

As an initial step of our analyses, we systematically compared people 
who have ever cultivated and those who have not using inferential 
statistics, drawing on chi-square tests, U-Whitney Mann Test and 
independent-samples t-tests where appropriate (see Tables 1 and 2).

To address our first research question on which socio-demographic 
factors and perceived consequences of home cultivation are associated 
with support for its legalization, we ran hierarchical linear regressions 
with the dependent variable “support for the legalization of home 
cultivation of cannabis”. Independent variables were entered stepwise in 
three blocks: 

• Block I: Sociodemographic variables (model 1)
• Block II: Cannabis experience (model 2)
• Block III: Consequences of home cannabis cultivation (model 3)

We used SPSS version 29 software. The variance inflation factors 
were < 3 in all regression models, indicating that multicollinearity 
should not be an issue (O’Brien, 2007; Hair et al., 2019). The 
Breusch-Pagan Test indicated that we may assume heteroscedasticity in 
model 1 and 2. Here, robust standard errors were estimated. We set the 
alpha value at p < 0.05.

To address our second research question whether the same factors 
are also associated with the decision to cultivate cannabis at home we 
again employed a stepwise regression approach. Two adjustments were 
made compared to the analyses on support for legalization. First, since 
the dependent variable (home cultivation) is binary, we estimated bi
nary logistic regressions. Second, for cannabis experience, only the 
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consumption dummy (see below) was included. The assumption of 
linearity of the logit was tested using the Box–Tidwell procedure (Box & 
Tidwell, 1962), with Bonferroni correction applied to all terms 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2018). All predictors met the assumption of 
linearity. Correlations between independent variables were below r =
0.70, indicating that multicollinearity was not a concern in the analyses.

Measurements of dependent variables

Support for Home Cultivation: we measured this variable via the 
question “I support the private cultivation of cannabis (i.e., growing it at 
home)”, where participants had to answer on a 5 point Likert-typed scale 
ranging from “1 = disagree to 5 = agree”. Beforehand we added an 
explanatory sentence regarding the recent legalization in order for our 
participants to be informed on the status quo for the legalization of home 
cultivation. See Appendix I for details.

Lifetime Home Cultivation: we measured this by asking “have you ever 
grown cannabis at home yourself?”, where participants could answer 
with either “yes” or “no”. Accordingly, we distinguish between those 
who have never cultivated and those who have cultivated in the past or 
are currently doing so.

Measurements of independent variables

Socio-economic variables: We included a set of socio-demographic 
variables in our models. Gender was coded with male as the reference 
category. Age was included as a continuous variable measured in years. 
Household income was assessed in four categories: less than €1500 
(reference), €1500–<€2999, €3000–<€5000, and €5000 or more per 
month. Region of residence distinguished between larger cities 
(>100,000 inhabitants; reference), smaller cities (10,000–100,000 in
habitants), and rural areas (≤10,000 inhabitants). Education was coded 
as a binary indicator, contrasting respondents without a university de
gree (reference) and those with a university degree.

Cannabis experience: a binary dummy variable distinguished those 
who have never consumed cannabis (base) from those who have. In the 
regressions explaining support for legal home cultivation (Table 2), we 
additionally included the dummy variable of lifetime home cultivation 
(see above) as an independent variable.

Consequences of home cannabis cultivation: Building on the literature 
that has examined factors associated with support for legalization, we 
adapted these insights to the context of cultivation. For example, rather 
than asking about direct health consequences which relate to 

Table 1 
Summary statistics of the sample (n = 1500).

Characteristic Specification Whole Sample (n =
1500, in %)

Comparative statistics for 
Germany ( %)

People who have 
cultivated (n = 159; in %)

Non-Cultivators (n =
1341, in %)

Comparison p-value2; 
Size effect

Age1 Mean (SD) 50.21 (18.84) ​ 40.61 (16.88) 51.35 (18.75) p < 0.001; − 0.58 *
​ 18–29 years 16.8 13.2 29.6 15.3 ​
​ 30–44 years 25.2 22.7 40.3 23.4 ​
​ 45–59 years 20.8 25.3 11.9 21.8 ​
​ ≥ 60 years 37.2 38.4 18.2 39.4 ​
Gender1 Female 48.9 50.9 41.5 49.9 p = 0.047; ** 0.051
​ Male 51.0 48.6 58.1 50.1 ​
Net household 

income1
€0–€1499 18.1 12.1 17.6 18.2 p = 0.278; − 0.050***

​ €1500 - <€3000 38.7 31.1 37.1 38.9 ​
​ €3000 - <€5000 31.7 34.3 27.7 32.1 ​
​ >€5000 11.5 22.6 17.6 10.7 ​
Education1 University degree 28.5 23.1 30.2 28.3 p = 0.061; 0.013**
​ No university degree 71.5 76.9 69.8 71.7 ​
Region City (>100,000 

inhabitants)
40.5 ​ 47.2 39.7 ß = 0.171; 0.049**

​ Town (10,000 – 
100,000 inhabitants

36.1 ​ 33.3 36.4 ​

​ Rural area (≤ 10,000 
inhabitants)

23.5 ​ 19.5 23.9 ​

1 compared to people ≥ 18 years living in Germany in 2023 (GESIS Leibniz-Institut, 2025).
2 *two-tailed t-test; ** Chi-Square Test with contingency coefficient; *** U-Whitney Mann Test with rank-biserial correlation.

Table 2 
Mean comparison of people who have cultivated and non-cultivators.

Characteristic Speci- 
fication

Whole Sample (n =
1500)

People who have cultivated 
(n = 159)

Non-Cultivators (n =
1341)

Comparison p-value; Size effect 
(95 % CI)*

Support of home cultivation Mean (SD) 4.05 (2.01) 5.90 (1.18) 3.83 (1.97) <0.001; − 1.09 (− 1.26/− 0.92)
Expectations: Legalization of home 

cultivations…
​ ​ ​ ​ ​

reduces illegal activities in Germany. Mean (SD) 3.24 (1.28) 3.78 (1.11) 3.18 (1.28) <0.001 − 0.47 (− 0.64/− 0.31)
​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​
reduces illegal activities outside Germany. Mean (SD) 3.15 (1.29) 3.65(1.18) 3.09 (1.29) <0.001 − 0.44 (− 0.60/− 0.27)
leads to cost savings for people who use 

cannabis.
Mean (SD) 3.37 (1.15) 3.78 (1.05) 3.32 (1.15) <0.001 − 0.41 (− 0.57/− 0.24)

leads to increased consumption in society as 
a whole.

Mean (SD) 3.44 (1.17 3.10 (1.15) 3.48 (1.16) <0.001 0.33 (0.16/0.49)

leads to better control over the quality of the 
product.

Mean (SD) 3.21 (1.27) 3.89 (1.06) 3.13 (1.27) <0.001 − 0.61 (− 0.77/− 0.44)

leads to greater independence from other 
sources of supply.

Mean (SD) 3.47 (1.16) 3.94 (1.06) 3.41 (1.16) <0.001 − 0.46 (− 0.62/− 0.29)

makes cultivation more sustainable. Mean (SD) 3.16 (1.20) 3.74 (1.06) 3.10 (1.20) <0.001 − 0.54 (− 0.71/− 0.37)
is an interesting hobby. Mean (SD) 2.69 (1.35) 3.84 (1.06) 2.55 (1.31) <0.001 − 0.99 (− 1.16/− 0.83)

* Cohen’s d.
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consumption we asked about the potential increase in overall con
sumption, which can be understood as a precursor to such health effects. 
Consequently, we asked participants to indicate their agreement with 
seven statements on the potential consequences of home cannabis 
cultivation. Responses were recorded on a five-point Likert-type scale (1 
= disagree to 5 = agree). The items were randomized in their order and 
addressed both societal- and individual-level outcomes: reducing illegal 
activities in Germany; reducing illegal activities outside Germany (e.g., 
cross-border trafficking); lowering costs for people who use cannabis; 
increasing cannabis consumption in society as a whole; improving 
control over product quality; increasing independence from other 
sources of supply; and making cultivation more sustainable. All items 
were phrased neutrally i.e., and in a way that could be answered by both 
people who have cultivated and those who have not, allowing their in
clusion in both regression models. One additional item assessed whether 
respondents considered home cultivation to be an interesting hobby. 
While this item differs slightly in focus from the other perceived con
sequences, it was captured, as the pleasure of cultivation often names as 
a central motivator for cultivation in studies (e.g., Decoret, 2010; Potter 
et al., 2015; Werse, 2015). The verbatim translation of the questions can 
be seen in Appendix I.

Regarding the handling of missing data, our survey required re
sponses to all items, except for the cannabis consumption questions, 
which included a “prefer not to answer” option. Participants selecting 
this option (n = 11) were excluded from analyses in which consumption 
served as an independent variable (Tables 3 and 4, Model 2 and 3). 
Gender was coded as a binary variable, resulting in the exclusion of one 
participant in the regressions presented in Tables 3 and 4. No additional 
missing data were present in the dataset.

Results and discussion

Socio demographic overview

Table 1 presents the socio-demographic characteristics of our par
ticipants and compares people who have ever cultivated with those who 
have never cultivated. The composition of our overall sample aligns 
rather well with national statistics for Germany. Approximately 10 % of 
our sample has experience with cultivation of cannabis at home. This is 
similar to numbers from the US, where a survey suggests that around 7 
% to legality cultivated cannabis in 2020 (Wadsworth et al., 2022). 
When comparing both groups, only few statistically significant differ
ences emerge. Our results indicate that people who have ever cultivated 
in Germany are significantly younger than those who have not, with 
almost 70 % under the age of 45. This age pattern is consistent with 
earlier national and international studies that likewise identified 
younger cohorts as more likely to engage in cultivation (Decorte, 2010; 
Potter et al., 2015; Werse, 2015). The finding that individuals around 40 
years of age show the highest rates of home cultivation aligns with re
sults reported by Athey and Newhart (2024). A significant gender dif
ference also emerges in our data, although it is far less pronounced than 
in previous studies, all from a decade ago, which reported ratios of 
approximately 9:1 in favor of men (Lenton et al., 2015; Potter et al., 
2015; Werse, 2015). In our sample, 41.5 % of people who have culti
vated where indeed women. One possible explanation for this finding 
could be a relative increase in women cultivators following legal
ization—a trend also observed in Uruguay (Aguiar & Musto, 2022). 
However, this question was not included in our survey.

Table 2 presents descriptive statistics and inferential mean compar
isons (t-tests) between people who have ever cultivated and those who 
have not. Consistent with expectations, individuals who have cultivated 
are much more supportive of the legalization of home cultivation. They 
also report more favorable evaluations regarding nearly all expected 
consequences of legalization compared to non-cultivators. Effect sizes 
indicate that differences are not only statistically significant but also 
substantive: the largest differences are observed for support of 

legalization (d = –1.09) and for perceiving cultivation as an interesting 
hobby (d = –0.99), both of which represent large effects. Moderate ef
fects are evident for expectations related to quality control, sustain
ability, and independence, while smaller but still meaningful effects are 
found for cost savings and reductions in illegal activity. At the same 
time, it is noteworthy that, with the exception of the “hobby” item, mean 
scores for both groups were above the neutral midpoint of 3. This in
dicates a general tendency among participants to view the consequences 
of legalization positively, regardless of their cultivation status. The only 
negative exception is the expectation that legalization will lead to 
increased consumption in society as a whole, which was also rated above 
3. This reflects that, on average, participants tend to share this more 
negative anticipation as well. This concern may not be unfounded, as 
recent systematic reviews by Belackova et al. (2025) and Manthey et al. 
(2023b) found that greater legal availability of cannabis was indeed 
associated with higher levels of use.

Regression results and discussion

Table 3 presents the hierarchical linear regression analysis of asso
ciations with support for the legalization of home cultivation of 
cannabis. In Model 1, gender and age were significantly associated with 
support: younger, male, and urban participants showed higher levels of 
support, while women and older respondents reported lower values. 
Indeed Felson et al. (2019) noted that men have been more supportive of 
legalization than women for decades. This first model, however, 
accounted for only a small proportion of variance (Adj. R² = 0.054). 
When cannabis experience was included in Model 2, the associations of 
gender and region were no longer significant, while age remained 
negatively associated. Cannabis consumption and home cultivation 
showed strong positive associations with support, and the overall 
explanatory power increased notably (ΔR² = 0.192; Adj. R² = 0.246). 
This finding is consistent with earlier studies showing that people who 
consume cannabis are more supportive of legalization than 
non-consumers (Chiu et al., 2021; Cruz et al., 2016; Palali & Van Ours, 
2016; Wilkins et al., 2021). In Model 3, expectations regarding the 
consequences of legalization were added, further improving model fit 
(ΔR² = 0.391; Adj. R² = 0.638). Several expectations were positively 
associated with support, including the views that legalization reduces 
illegal activities in Germany, ensures better quality control, promotes 
sustainability, and constitutes an interesting hobby. Regarding the 
reduction of illegal activities, recent statistics from Germany indicate 
that cannabis-related crime rates have already declined substantially in 
2024 (Bundesministerium des Innern und Heimat, 2024). This, howev
er, may reflect a shift in police priorities, with fewer resources devoted 
to detecting or reporting cannabis-related offences following the policy 
change. However, a review examining the effects of legalization on 
organized crime in Canada, where similar reforms were implemented in 
2018, concludes that evidence on this issue remains limited and 
inconclusive (Bouchard et al., 2024). The expectation that legalization 
would increase overall consumption in society was negatively associated 
with support. Considering cultivation as an interesting hobby showed 
the strongest positive association. At this stage, age, cannabis con
sumption, and home cultivation remained associated with support, 
though with reduced effect sizes.

Table 4 presents the hierarchical logistic regression analysis of fac
tors associated with home cultivation. In Model 1, women had lower 
odds of having cultivated compared to men, and higher age was also 
associated with lower odds. However, this model explained only a small 
share of variance (Nagelkerke R² = 0.077). When cannabis experience 
was added in Model 2, the explanatory power increased substantially 
(ΔNagelkerke R² ≈ 0.292; Nagelkerke R² = 0.369). Cannabis con
sumption showed a very strong positive association with cultivation, 
while age remained negatively associated. This finding aligns with prior 
evidence indicating that younger individuals are more likely to engage 
in cultivation (Decorte, 2010; Potter et al., 2015; Werse, 2015). In 
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contrast, the gender association was no longer significant once cannabis 
experience was accounted for. When expectations about the conse
quences of legalization were added in Model 3, the model fit improved 
only slightly (ΔNagelkerke R² ≈ 0.024; Nagelkerke R² = 0.393). Among 
these expectations, only the belief that cultivation is an interesting 
hobby was positively associated with having cultivated at home. This 
finding supports earlier qualitative and survey evidence that enjoyment 
and curiosity are central motivations for growing cannabis (Decorte, 
2010; Potter et al., 2015; Werse, 2015). Other expectations, such as 
reducing illegal activity, lowering costs, improving quality, sustain
ability, or independence, were not significantly associated with home 
cultivation. At this stage, cannabis consumption continued to show a 
strong positive association, while age remained negatively associated.1

When comparing the results from Tables 3 and 4 we see that both 
similarities and differences in the factors associated with support for 
legalization versus having cultivated cannabis at home emerge. In both 
models, age was consistently negatively associated, and cannabis con
sumption showed the strongest positive association. However, 

expectations played a different role in the regressions: while several 
beliefs (e.g., reducing illegal activities, improving quality control, sus
tainability) were linked to support for legalization (Table 2), only the 
perception of cultivation as an interesting hobby was associated with 
having cultivated at home (Table 3). Sociodemographic factors such as 
gender and region initially showed associations in both models but lost 
significance once cannabis experience was considered. This suggests 
that the link between sociodemographic factors and support/cultivation 
may be partly mediated by cannabis consumption.

Limitations

There are several limitations to our study approach that should be 
acknowledged. First, our analyses are based on cross-sectional data, 
which precludes us from drawing conclusions about causal relation
ships; consequently, we can only speak of associations. Second, although 
our data collection was anonymous, both support for legalization and 
cultivation behavior were assessed through self-report, which may be 
subject to recall bias or social desirability, particularly given the sensi
tive nature of the topic. Third, home cultivation remains a relatively rare 
behavior, which limits statistical power and effect of this model’s ability 
to correctly classify people who have cultivated, as indicated by the low 
specificity. Fourth, to ensure comparability, several variables were 
included in both the support and cultivation models, which may blur 
some conceptual boundaries. However, it also strengthens the robust
ness of our findings by allowing direct contrasts between attitudinal and 
behavioral outcomes. Fifth, this study relies on a non-probability online 
panel that employed demographic quotas to approximate the German 

Table 3 
Hierarchical regression with the dependent variable "support for home cultivation" (n = 1499).

Model 1* Model 2* Model 3

Dependent variable: Support for home 
cultivation

Beta p-value 95 % CI Beta p-value 95 % CI Beta p-value 95 % CI

Independent variables: ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​
Block I: Sociodemographic controls ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​
Gender (base = male) − 0.273 0.007 − 0.472 − 0.075 − 0.056 0.544 − 0.235 0.124 − 0.056 0.377 − 0.181 0.069
Age − 0.023 <0.001 − 0.028 − 0.017 − 0.012 <0.001 − 0.017 − 0.007 − 0.004 0.015 − 0.008 − 0.001
Household income (base = <€1500) ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​

€1500 - <€3000 0.030 0.841 − 0.263 0.323 0.108 0.413 − 0.151 0.366 0.153 0.090 − 0.024 0.331
€3000 - <€5000 − 0.117 0.451 − 0.422 0.188 − 0.020 0.886 − 0.295 0.255 0.149 0.119 − 0.038 0.335
>€5000 − 0.411 0.056 − 0.833 0.011 − 0.414 0.026 − 0.780 − 0.049 0.005 0.970 − 0.245 0.255

Region (base = City >100,000 
inhabitants)

​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​

Town (10,000 – 100,000 inhabitants) − 0.275 0.017 − 0.501 − 0.049 − 0.129 0.219 − 0.334 0.077 − 0.044 0.549 − 0.186 0.099
Rural area (≤ 10,000 inhabitants) − 0.389 0.004 − 0.653 − 0.124 − 0.181 0.135 − 0.418 0.056 − 0.110 0.187 − 0.274 0.053

Education (base = no university degree) − 0.063 0.610 − 0.303 0.178 0.032 0.775 − 0.185 0.248 0.017 0.819 − 0.130 0.164
Block II: Cannabis experience ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​
Consumption (base = no) ​ ​ ​ ​ 1.844 <0.001 1.619 2.069 0.564 <0.001 0.384 0.745
Home cultivation (base = no) ​ ​ ​ ​ 0.739 <0.001 0.466 1.013 0.437 <0.001 0.207 0.666
Block III: Expectations: Legalization of 

home cultivations…
​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​

reduces illegal activities in Germany. ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ 0.228 <0.001 0.148 0.308
reduces illegal activities outside Germany. ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ 0.057 0.144 − 0.020 0.134
leads to cost savings for people who use 

cannabis.
​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ 0.045 0.230 − 0.028 0.117

leads to increased consumption in society 
as a whole.

​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ − 0.305 <0.001 − 0.361 − 0.250

leads to better control over the quality of 
the product.

​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ 0.234 <0.001 0.159 0.309

leads to greater independence from other 
sources of supply.

​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ 0.063 0.084 − 0.008 0.134

makes cultivation more sustainable. ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ 0.176 <0.001 0.097 0.254
is an interesting hobby. ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ 0.456 <0.001 0.395 0.516
Constant 5.876 <0.001 5.379 6.374 3.547 <0.001 2.977 4.117 0.896 <0.001 0.384 1.409
F Statistic F(8; 1490) = 11.742 F(10; 1477) = 49.587 F(18; 1469) = 146.639
Prob > F <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Adjusted R2 0.054 0.246 0.638
R2 0.059 0.251 0.642
Delta R2 0.192 0.391

*Robust standard errors were estimated.

1 The classification accuracy of the final model was 89.7%. However, this 
high percentage was largely driven by the model’s strong sensitivity (98.2%), 
reflecting its accuracy in classifying non-cultivators. Specificity was low 
(18.4%), indicating limited accuracy in correctly identifying individuals who 
had cultivated cannabis. This imbalance reflects the low prevalence of home 
cultivation in the sample, meaning that while the model distinguishes well 
between those who do and do not cultivate overall, it has limited predictive 
value for the small group of people who have cultivated.
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population; while this improves comparability on key characteristics, 
the findings should not be assumed to be fully generalizable to the 
overall German population. Finally, given that the survey took place 
roughly eight months after implementation, early behavioral uptake and 
increased familiarity with home cultivation may already have shaped 
both attitudes and self-reported cultivation.

Implications

Our results have several implications for different stakeholders. For 
policymakers, the findings suggest that expectations about the conse
quences of legalization are associated with support for legalization 
rather than having cultivate at home. This indicates that communication 
of the consequences of legalization is more likely to shape attitudes than 
behavior. Indeed, prior research shows that political communication can 
significantly shape public attitudes toward policy reforms, with studies 
demonstrating that partisan cues and message framing influence support 
for complex and politicized issues such as climate policy (Linde, 2017) 
or drug policy (McGinty et al., 2017). While our results indicate that 
cultivation behavior is closely linked to cannabis use, consistent with 
research showing that cultivators mostely begin as consumers, this does 
not preclude increases in home growing over time, particularly if 
legalization leads to broader uptake of cannabis use and expanded social 
supply networks. Policy monitoring should therefore pay particular 
attention to younger individuals, as our results align with prior evidence 
that this group represents the main demographic of people who have 
cultivated at home. For public health stakeholders, prevention and ed
ucation efforts should continue to focus on younger populations and on 
consumption patterns more broadly. The fact that some respondents 
perceive cultivation as a hobby highlights the need to provide infor
mation on safe practices, such as the appropriate handling of pesticides 
and cultivation equipment. For researchers, future studies should 

examine how cultivation behavior develops over time and whether 
consumption patterns change as legalization of cultivation becomes 
more established. Comparative studies in other national contexts would 
also help assess the generalizability of these findings.

Conclusion

This study provides the first empirical evidence on both public 
support for and engagement in home cannabis cultivation in Germany 
following the 2024 legalization. While research on cannabis legalization 
is relatively common, most studies focus on consumption or legalization 
in general; in contrast, our study specifically addresses home cultivation. 
As Germany is the most populated country in Europe to introduce home 
cultivation, it will be important to observe these developments closely, 
since the outcomes are also highly relevant for other jurisdictions that 
may consider similar legalization measures. By analyzing support and 
lifetime cultivation within the same framework, we find evidence that 
sociodemographic associations are largely explained by cannabis expe
rience, with age and consumption emerging as the most consistent fac
tors. Expectations regarding the consequences of legalization play an 
important role in shaping support, but are less relevant for having 
cultivated at home. Overall, participants tended to evaluate the conse
quences of legalization positively, with people who have cultivated 
often expressing more favorable views than those who have not. At the 
same time, the expectation that legalization may increase cannabis use 
in society highlights a concern that persists alongside these generally 
positive evaluations. Our findings underscore the importance of dis
tinguishing between attitudes and behaviors in cannabis policy 
research: support for legalization is influenced by a broad set of societal 
expectations, whereas cultivation behavior is more closely tied to per
sonal experience and motivations.

Table 4 
Hierarchical regression with the dependent variable "lifetime home cultivation" (n = 1499).

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Dependent variable: Lifetime home cultivation Beta p-value 95 % CI Beta p-value 95 % CI Beta p-value 95 % CI

Independent variables: ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​
Block I: Sociodemographic controls ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​
Gender (base = male) − 0.351 0.044 0.500 0.991 0.009 0.966 0.684 1.487 0.073 0.718 0.724 1.599
Age − 0.033 <0.001 0.958 0.977 − 0.018 0.002 0.970 0.993 − 0.017 0.007 0.972 0.995
Household income (base = <€1500) ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​
​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​

€1500 - <€3000 − 0.166 0.508 0.519 1.384 − 0.003 0.991 0.575 1.727 0.113 0.695 0.637 1.966
€3000 - <€5000 − 0.338 0.206 0.422 1.204 − 0.188 0.532 0.459 1.495 − 0.045 0.885 0.521 1.754
>€5000 0.185 0.562 0.645 2.244 0.293 0.422 0.656 2.736 0.492 0.190 0.784 3.412

Region (base = City >100,000 inhabitants) ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​
Town (10,000 – 100,000 inhabitants) − 0.169 0.387 0.576 1.239 0.072 0.747 0.696 1.658 0.103 0.648 0.712 1.726
Rural area (≤ 10,000 inhabitants) − 0.162 0.492 0.536 1.350 0.298 0.269 0.794 2.284 0.279 0.311 0.770 2.267
Education (base = no university degree) − 0.126 0.538 0.590 1.318 0.116 0.620 0.710 1.779 0.068 0.776 0.670 1.711
Block II: Cannabis experience ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​
Consumption (base = no) ​ ​ ​ ​ 3.062 <0.001 13.569 33.657 2.658 <0.001 8.690 23.442
Block III: Expectations: Legalization of home 

cultivations…
​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​

reduces illegal activities in Germany. ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ − 0.134 0.301 0.678 1.127
reduces illegal activities outside Germany. ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ − 0.027 0.822 0.773 1.227
leads to cost savings for people who use cannabis. ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ 0.007 0.951 0.795 1.276
leads to increased consumption in society as a 

whole.
​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ − 0.077 0.371 0.782 1.096

leads to better control over the quality of the 
product.

​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ 0.041 0.728 0.827 1.313

leads to greater independence from other sources 
of supply.

​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ 0.076 0.521 0.855 1.362

makes cultivation more sustainable. ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ − 0.063 0.622 0.732 1.205
is an interesting hobby. ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ 0.428 <0.001 1.241 1.897
Constant − 0.187 0.579 ​ ​ − 2.927 0.000 ​ ​ − 3.755 0.000 ​ ​
Omnibus Statistics x2(8) = 57.705 x2(9) = 297.953 x2(17) = 319.460
p-value <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Nagelkerkes R2 0.077 0.369 0.393
Delta Nagelkerkes R2 0.292 0.024
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Appendix I. Survey Introduction and Question Wording

Introductory text: Since this year, adults in Germany are permitted to grow and possess limited quantities of cannabis. With regard to cultivation, 
this means that individuals may legally grow up to three cannabis plants. Below, we ask a few questions about your attitudes and your behavior related 
to this topic. Please be assured that all responses are anonymous and that no conclusions can be drawn about your identity.

Type of variable (and use) Name in the Tables Questionnaire question and scale (translated from German)

Dependent variable (Table 3) Support for home cultivation I support the private cultivation of cannabis (i.e., cultivation at home). Scale: 1 = disagree to 5 =agree
Dependent variable (Table 4) 

Independent variable 
(Table 3, Model 2)

Lifetime home cultivation Have you ever grown cannabis at home yourself? Scale: no; yes

Independent variable 
(Model 2 and 3)

Consumption Do you consume cannabis? Scale: yes; I used to, but not anymore; no; I prefer not to answer (note: re-code 
for analyses as a dummy variable)

Independent variable (Model 
3)

Reduces illegal activities in Germany Private cannabis cultivation in Germany reduces illegal activities within Germany (e.g., domestic 
cannabis trafficking). Scale: 1 = disagree to 5 =agree

Independent variable (Model 
3)

Reduces illegal activities outside 
Germany.

Private cannabis cultivation in Germany reduces illegal activities outside Germany (e.g., in cannabis- 
producing countries). Scale: 1 = disagree to 5 =agree

Independent variable (Model 
3)

Leads to cost savings for people who 
use cannabis.

Private cannabis cultivation in Germany leads to cost savings for consumers. Scale: 1 = disagree to 5 
=agree

Independent variable (Model 
3)

Leads to increased consumption in 
society as a whole.

Private cannabis cultivation in Germany results in increased consumption at the societal level. Scale: 1 =
disagree to 5 =agree

Independent variable (Model 
3)

Leads to better control over the quality 
of the product.

Private cannabis cultivation in Germany leads to better control over product quality. Scale: 1 = disagree 
to 5 =agree

Independent variable (Model 
3)

Leads to greater independence from 
other sources of supply.

Private cannabis cultivation in Germany provides greater independence from other sources of supply. 
Scale: 1 = disagree to 5 =agree

Independent variable (Model 
3)

Makes cultivation more sustainable. Private cannabis cultivation in Germany allows cultivation to be carried out more sustainably, e.g., by 
avoiding unfair working conditions or environmental harm. Scale: 1 = disagree to 5 =agree

Independent variable(Model 
3)

Is an interesting hobby. Private cannabis cultivation in Germany is an interesting hobby. Scale: 1 = disagree to 5 =agree
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