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ABSTRACT

Although family and homeadeficiencies are often proposed as

risk factors in the non-medical use of drugs by youngipeople

(Le Dain,'1§73), these factors hate been-difficult to integrete
with. psycholog1ca1 models of the family environment. Models.which
have been largely 1gnored in research on family environments are

those whlch involve formal plannlng;and management systems. However,

a formal analysis’of a major family'eounselling model, Dreikurs'“

Femily Council TechniQue (Dreikurs, 1974),‘demonstrates'that this

:model is largely cOnsonant with the managenent planning~concepts

_of mutual affection wasnseen;tejbeﬂebnsonant withfpreikursﬂ'technigpe

for strengthening mutual respect and liking.

The ability of children and parents_tp,develop,accurgte5pencept10ps

proposed by Stelner (1974) and Cleland (1974) The presentwéhtdy

was an attempt to determlne the relatlonshlp between fam11y dec151ons .

i

and.non—medrcal drug use. The operatlonal deflnit1ons of the hlgh

risk family envirenment broposed by the COmmlssion of Inqu1ry into

the Non Meaicél Use of Drugs wére evaluated gSing~é'gne0p‘of_$3S .

_ matched parents and;students drawn ‘from grades 7, 8, and 9 of .the

public and Roman Catholic school systems. Perceptions of .students and

panents on the questions’relatiné tp threenmejor_afeas of the-h&he';

environment: (1) the affective étrnctqre of . their homes, (2) “the™

- ‘decisional structure of their homes and (8) the communié&tions-

\

structure of their homes.. The results revealed little supporf‘for

the contention that lack of percelved affection between qarents and L

"
S

child was a salient variable’in determlning high risk home envzronments. : 'ﬁ
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jsulted fhr less. often than any other group.

(.

.In terms of-the decisional framework of the home, little support

was found for»the~contention that mother dominant homes %onstitute

\

a\hihh risk enuironment instead a significant number of drug users

' came from homes in which\traditional male parent dominant

\ . .
patterns of family,decision making exist. ‘.
{No-clear‘pattern'of influence.emerged_regarding the'relatiue

" roles of parents anfl best friends on students' behavior.. In’ terms:

[N

- of actualvbehavior control the experimental results. of this study

indicate that parents held uniformly h1gh perceptions of the control

'they exerted over their children and that whild the findings‘were
o not statistically significant, the results for the user group were

‘1n the dlrectlon of a reduction 1n the amount of perceived parental

control by the student. _/Fdrther, in the user groups themactual

amount of parental control was judged by the parents/to be less &han™~

¢ ca ¢ . . ' . -
the amount for the other ‘groups. : _ L \ -
‘ \

N

ﬁerceived opportunity for 1nput and participattTn in dec151on

,’making’was a variable of major slgnlficanoe. There were clear §

B . . RN ‘e R . . . c o/

-~

differences;between categories of drug use. Parents of;the user

( \

;;group more frequently sought the opinion of their children than any

other group, however, a sizeable number of 1nd1viduals in this group
felt that they were never consulted on decisions On the other'hand

parents of the potential user group 1nd1cated that this group was
%
the most frequently consulted group, but,potential users held

perceptions 1n the opposite direction and felt that they were con-



)

]

- No strong relationship between fhe status. of communlcatlons
in the home and non—medlcal drug use was found.v Parents wére willlng

:to talk out problems w1th their chlldren. and the chlldren Surveyed

'-1nd1cated that- they felt that the1r parents were wxlllng to talk to’

them about‘their'problems.- Yet over a third of all parents and

. children indicated that they found it difficult to talk over problems
. ;

~‘with ehch'other. Fortunately, the d1rect1on of results indicates //
\ - H - ~
that d1ff1cult1es in communlcatlon are generally one-51ded and “there

Y
\
wene very few homes whére both parent and child felt‘%hat they could

v -

not gommunicate with each other. ‘

e general conclusions support the contentions of Cleland (1974)
. . ' l '

N +

and oth‘r management»sc1ence authors: ifadecisions in accord with

organiza ional goals are to be made, then the persons affected by
/.

. the de01 1ons must be allowed to make tlmély 1nput to the dec131onal

Lnd thelr input must carry welght.. If these condltions

/ process

.out,,and perspnal decisions, such as one to use non-medical drugs

1"
&
b
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Introduction

Begihning in the 1960's statistical estimates of the non-medical
use of drugs rose'alarmingly. This statistical inébeaae was paralleled
by a grcying social concern about-thelproblems of drug abuse. - fo
combat the rising use of drugs by young people two principal elements
of social policy were utilized: ‘legislation, and. the fobmal education
aystem.f

An immediate resbonse to increased non-medical drug USe_was
for legisiative bodies to bass very restrictive legislation pro-
'scribing drug use and providing heavy penalties for transgressore.
Simuitaneously, enforcement was increased and.subatantial numbers‘of-
young people found their iifestyles which’inciuded illic;t drug’
use at variance with the law enforcement bodles. As a cesult'of

legislative;enforcemeht activity substantial numbers,of persons were

-

fined or imprisoned for partaking of this social phenomenon.‘
The formal education syatem infresponse-to;g;owing social concern

i.over drug dsevbegan to revise-ekisting cdrriculum orlto'inveatigate

new study bfograhsAthatrinclbded drugbabuseuinfobﬁation; In a'short time

drug abuse educatlon had become a recognized educatlon specxallty and

in February 1969 Research in Education (ERIC) added a drug abuse

’category. : S - _ o -
Thus legltlmized drug educatlon became an area of empha51s for
work by educatlon profe851onals and those in related dlsc1pllnes

The value attached to the educational component of efforts to counter

drug abuse is reflected in the F1na1 Report of the Commission of

Inquiry into the Non Medical Use-of'Dfugs where'nearly all of the_.'

~ N e



~deal with it in the caTtext of 'drug education'.

twenty-odd pages devoted to the role of the formal education system

\ As our understandlng of the drug abuse phenomenon grew it became

AN

\ . v .
apperent that it had no 51mp1e underlylng cause. - Soc1al conditions -

such\as poverty, ghetto or slum re51dence, unemployment mlnorlty
status \were found to be among the 1mport;ht fattors in the non-med1c31
use of certain drugs. Yet illicit drug use had become a universal
occurrence\spanning:both geography and‘social class.-

. Many e)E‘Rl'ana' f the probiem emeréed;- Keniston (1965, 1968)
viewed drug pge as a reSponse to the alienation experienced‘by univeréity
students.‘ Like\Rosiek (féég), Kénistdn hypothesized that drugyuse
was an rnstrument of the: evolv1ng counter-culture that rEJected the
technocratlc, overly . boreaucratlzed contemporary social envxronment
For Roszak -~ the quallty of contemporary life lacks subJectlve sabas-
faction.’ Thls def1c1ency can not be overcome by economlc galns,.'
equallty. soc1al accompllshments, or any other soc1ally acceptablel-

re1nforcement. Roszak feels that the. outcome of. thls dlssatlsfactlon

will be the formlng of a counter—culture that stresses satlsfact1on

or rewards that are focused at the subJective level, not" at the

corporate level of socxety. Social conditions at the end of the

A

nineteenth century caused Marx to generate a new social order'b ed

Lon a’ confllct between social classes- present soc1al condltlons n

o

the view of Kenlston and Roszak have caused a new socxal order based

“on a conflict between generations.'

Considerable credence has been attached to'Keﬁistoh andeoszak's

position, especially since evidence of disturbed parent-child relations

. L

(v



has been found among many drug users:. much of this evidence is
typified by Ehe evidence of Chein, Gefard; Lee and Roseﬁf¢ld (1965)
Qho conclude: A .

' "The one facth which we have féund.to be diétinétly related

.tovdfug'uée and apparently unrelated to,del;nqﬁency per %e

. isvthe experience‘of living with a_relatively qoheéive faﬁily:"

‘The hsers‘haQe, on the average, been more deprived in this
i respgct,‘than thé non usérs." |
There‘are §6me contradi;tory perspecpivesz
i “On the other hand some authors dovnotJthink that counter culture
affiliation indi?aﬁes a high degree of alienation or a radical
departure(from a convéntional normative systemf Rather, tgié
style of life and the drug use thét is concomitant with'it is
. a , .
. Qiewed as anféxtension of, but concomitant Qithi such middle
class Qaiueslas self—explorétion and self—imbroveﬁent.ﬁ
(Le Dain, 1973, p. 807) |
ihe‘;iteéatu?e refers to the feiections'of conteﬁporary values,
and thelformatioh of a counter'culture. However, this can be viewed
in réverse, hOW'did the famiiy and our échools fail ;5 tranémiticoﬁ-
temporary'values‘ﬁo the next generation? 'Consideratiép of the famffi-'

éétions of "this question'will.be the_subject of this study.

»
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STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM - FRAME OF REFERENCE
. . . RN

Purgose k o . S B

The general purpose of this study is to examihe the decisional”

stiructure of the home as it"relates to significant iifesfyle decisions.
The decisione thaéﬂwill be rewlewed w111 relate not only to behav1or
that is counted as part., of the average adolescent‘s repert01re

(e.g. dating, style of dress, approprlate entertalnment) but also to
behav1or that is mucb less sanctioned by the larger adult society

(e.g. drinking, use of hard and soft drués) -,

Because there is no p051t1ve eviderice suggest1ve of a common °
. ) _
mecﬁanlsm underlying drug use, thls study will focus on the ‘decisional

process of the home, from an organlzational v1ewp01nt. Thet is, the .
home'w1ll‘be treated as an organlzatlon accompllshlng ’housekeeplng
operations, but with the primary purpose of’dlssemenatlng 1tsvvalues
_and ebjectives to its greup members. In our review ef the litetatrre
'we shall discuss evidence that suggests that when primary goaﬂS»aee'

'percelved as too difficult, vau1SIt10n effort w1ll often be ‘trans-

»

ferred to second :jy goals.' Parallellrg thlS, we shall study homes in

'whlch organlzatl nal (famlly) goals and values are not adequately

established with/a view to ascertalnlng if $bJects will substltue

‘the goals-and V. lues of peers ard teachers for those not avallable in

‘the home settin&. S S o

Traditiondlly;'wnen-faﬁlt lHas been found bith the home setting,

explanatlons have been SOught in the psychelogical and/or sociologié&i

F
. frame of reference. A fundamental postulatlon of th1s study will be



ot

PN

o

that failure of the home to meet its objectiVes in situations uncom-
plicated by severe social or economic stress, primarily results from -
two causes: failure of the 'management system' in»the'home to induce

goai related performance in its members, and/or‘inadequate planning

pracesses in the home resulting in an inability of the 'managers'

at the home leyel to cope.with future events or to provide a guiding

conceptual framework for developing problem solvipg strategies.

In 'short the fundamental question to be dealt with is: ‘'"What

-~

is-the relationship between the ménagement/planning complex of the

N
A

home and non—sanotioned adolescent behavidr?"

Importance of the Study

The author adheres to the phllosophy advbcated by Larson (1969)

who advocates E . " \

"Manuscripts of this type. should not be written for the
éake of exercise nor experience alone Somewhere beyond or

behlnd the subtletles of verblage there must be a ‘pragmatic,

‘

heu*lstlc purpose that whlle theoretlcal and empirlcal is also

i

appllcable to the solution of problems." (p 6) . : : v L

It ;s felt tpat from each of these threeiviewpoints.'the present
study has some velue and UtiliF&-"», ’ ’ o o |
) Theoretioelly,'theme does not epbeem to be amy satisfactory wéy

to resol#e'the oontradictory'fin&?ﬂgs—related‘to,drug use from
traditional frames ofmreferenee;‘ Accordlngly, a dlfferent v1ewp01nt‘

=

was adopted - the fam11y must be v1ewed as an organizatlon complete

Aw1th a manqgement/plannlng system, organ1zat10nal goals and obJectlyes,

and the personel goals and objectiyes of&the organizatiomfévmembers;

o j



the individuals of the family. The theoreticél contribution of this
study will be to see if'such a perspeqtiye'appearsvto be of use in

understanding family decisions.

-,

oo ! . )
' ‘Empirically, this study will attempt to use very simple state-
ments. to describe thé'decisional'Structure of the home.  The empirical
success of this study will bé:measured in terms of how adequately a

‘conceptualization of the decisional structure of the home cahlbe

developed from tﬁe data.

Should the theoretical viewpoint of the study be confirmed, then

it would enable behavioral scientists to confidently apply simple,.
pragmatic, empirically oriented management develophent techniques

to the home setting. while”some cdhnselling techniques presently

have a management science base, the family is often‘considered to .

. be an organization apart from all other human organizations. Dissipation

of the "family.myétique" might lead to a more rational, objective,

empirical approach-to family problems.

'Limitatidns of* the Study-

Six areas of limitation have been considered in examining the

results of this study-. -
" First, there was a population limitationAasvthe‘Sixvschools o

selected were middle class, urban communities within a growing city

of over 400,000 population. Three SCEOOIS»were from the separate

{Roman Catholic) school system and three wére,from the publ

system. Further, within eéchxschool system a representative
e : ; ' ) , , R

neighborhood, "well established" ngféﬁbobhood,~and Pdlderhfneié borhood

- o



school was identified -to participate in the survey. It should be

noted that the experimenter had little choice in the selection of

“the representative schools; however, aS»the,selection list was ’

established by the research professionals of each of the two boards.

it is reasonable to accept thELP ch01ces as belng a valld sample.

.

The internal strata of the sample, being basedvon neighborhood age

was analyzed and neighborhOod age was not found‘to.be'a'significant

-sample characteristic. .

The second limitation was age. The participants were seventh,
eighth and 1inth gradé 'students. There was no sampling within
B . ‘ ' . . . - o ’ .
individual schools as the entire grade .7-9 population participated

in the survey.

Athird limitation was the linking of.parents' data with their

childrens'. Approximately 1,OOO4students partiéipated in the survey.
- Of this number 525 matched’ parent-chlld palrs resulted. Losses were due'

' to the fallure ‘of chlldren to raturn the sealec parents' questlonnaire

. ’ ; t
and to the procedure adopted to process parents who haﬁ more than one

: ch11d in the sample group. In thls case one child at random was chosen

‘to be linked with the parent data. This selectlon was double bllnd

'in/nature as the actual linking.waSvcarrled\out by computer techniques

based on: a random selection program.
The fourth limitation was'the:instrument itself. .Whiie’a~test-

retest rellablllty procedure carrled out on a control group ylelded

’

'satlsfactory rellablllty coeff1c1ents, (see Method and Append1x C. for

detalls) the unknownzlnteractlons that m1ght occur between_different

T

3 Lo .
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ﬁge groups, and/or socio-economic groups and,thL\sg¥vey'ihstrument
) : . -t ~ / v

‘limit the generélization of'the‘stUdy‘resﬁits to parallel te fingv

situations.

ing of ‘the data by mutiiating the IBM optical scoring sheets Approxi-

‘mately seyenty pépers were rejectedlf om the student group fok these

r3asons.
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

A principal difficulty in'the way ih Which the Commissibn ofA

- Inquiry into the Non Medical Use of Drugs (Le Dain, 1973),and-others

have handled the erug decis{on question is that while the authors of,

the repore were aEle te move.beyend the level of considering the

deéisien making process at gpe individual level, by,cohsidering group

processes, its‘deliberations ektended ohly.to COnsidefing group deci-

sion making as an unstructured conCept: In doing so it considered

only a portion of the psychology of decision making.' Le Dainvand’his

associates'rec nized that maeyhof the decisions relating to drug égg_\\s

tooK place within 5 groupqcontext; they reeoggiéed that they were

qeelghg with a chenge'in lifestyle fhaf'was more thah a.passing episode;

of Canadian social life, and finally fhe CoﬁmiSsidn of Iﬁquiry into the

ﬁpn'Mediéal-Uee of Druge :ecegniZed that sohehow in some'subtle,ﬁalthough'
: profoend'way, thelformei sociel institutiens, including, the faqi;y hadnn

failed to‘checg,the growth“ef drug use. . )

Oﬁ reaéieg tﬁe eommiétee?e feﬁort; it'is aepafentltg;t e'fho?dugh
',attempt to felaﬁe the drug bhenomenon to the formal Bqdy'of'iiteratﬁfe
which makes Jp'the behaviorel ;ciences wae‘carried.out;"In summafy;'
. heweVer, the‘Commiffée could‘ﬁoteexhausfiveiy define whafvhad‘héﬁbened,
it could only descrlbe famlly 1nfleences contr1but1ng to the adoptlon :
of a drug 1nclusive llfestyle in vague and general terms. | |
"It is sa1d of whlte middle-class famllles that the hlgh rlsk
_family (i:e., a family in which the'ehildren,heve higher chances
ef beeoming drgg usefs}7is Qne ih Which>fhe berentsaare gheerfain
of their reles,°both as parents aﬁd‘heeband:end wife; in Qh}ch

R



A}

-the mother tends to be dominant and the father lacking in
: -

leadership in the family, in which the parents are perm1551ve,
he51tant to convey_their values,;and indeed unsure of their ‘
values, except the belief that children should be given freedom

to develop their personalities. in which there is not a proper

o
balance of affection ard discipline, in which emotions are not

expressed with freedam and confidence bgt problens tend rather
’ : » . '. . ‘7 : : . .
to be intellectualized; in which the - relations between husband *

. 3

and wife do not inspire a sense of security in the children in
, which there is a lack of religious beli&f; a hostility towards *
authority; and a'progre551ve leanlng on political and social
. 1ssues. The low-risk families by contrast, exhibit a.very
:stroné,-warm, well;inteérated-pattern of-familyllife,‘with<
N ,
a gooducombination.of affection and discipline; there are *
warm and happy relations between the parents who accept their
role as parents and as husband and w1fe, with leadership
from the father that is authoritative but not autocractic -
gentle but’ firm and tempered with ‘humour; the parents are con-
vfident that they know how to bring up’theirrchildren and are
clear as to the Yalues which they want to transmit, with emphasis
on faith in‘God, respect for parents, self-control tolerance (
and respect for ene ancther. Within this’framework &f standards

and disc1pline children are in fact given considerable sc0pe for

'freedom and personal respon51bility. ‘Because they know whatvtheir

- -
U
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-
parenhs‘expect they appear to be much more confident irt
.their judgements.: The children of the }ow—risk family are
found to be resistant to peer group pﬁesSure. Because of the
directioh and'sppport they receive in the families they do not
\ séem tbhhé as depehdént on the'épproval or'guidance‘of others.
It is'notewofthy that the pabentg and~§hildren of lowfhisk
families arermﬁéh morerfqrg}ving oflgbémselves and each othér.‘
They like themselveg ahd each other. They do not expect too
much'ofvéaqh,other. Bluh's conélﬁsion that a certain quality-
_of family relationshipg pvaide the necessary conditiéhs for
self-restraint and the capability to ngéist group pressure anﬁi
_resolve‘personal conflihtg withhut resorting t; drug usé isfj

certainly‘an-interesting hypothesdis which warrants further

attempts at empirical verification.", (Le Dain, 1973, pp. 26-27)

Of'whaf value‘are these conclusions? What use can the educator,

" the parent, the pollceman, and even«the youth of today make of thls

\‘

}statement?‘ Further we have heard this descrlption of -parental and

family style before. "In'a review of .the 11terature'of,school phobla
Frick (1965) says: ST ' ) A

"The fathers are seen by.all observers$ to be passive and sub-

1 T :
o

jected to the dominance &f ﬁheir wives . . . along with‘his wife °

o

the father has. failed tohemanéipate from his family . . . the
fathgr's'inability té}define»clearly his'parental position,"f

(p, 365)
Referencesvto the "degenerating" family structure are rife in

the literature. Time and time again one meets Mr. & Mrs. X who as

O
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parents are-failing to keep up with their neighbors the Jones in con-
veying social values to.thnir children: Nor is'there nUCh comfort
tojbe gained from studying=the tbﬁgretical unde;pinnings of the
decision process, for here. one cenfronts a‘very large, very contradictory

N , .
" body of literature, empirical and otherwise, that'deals with the
'oecision process. ‘

Susman: (1972) in his antholoéy on social policy development has
snggested a possible re’son for the contradictory. materials offered
in evidence by workers in the field?

"Much'of‘today's controversy ovef»drugs involves a conflict of

+ values. Values, articulated,in‘conduct normS'and through them
'into social policies and in some cases into’laws, may change; .
but it is a dialectical process rather.than an ebolutionary‘one.

At the centernof the social state we can see two well developed

" value systemsrstruggling over the issues raised by drugs and

their use, while a third system is beginning to be perceived

These ideological positicn- draw their sustenance from different 5

institutions and are -upportec by distinctive.organizational

structures. Only by examiring tneir assumptions and implications,
as‘well as their institutional and organizational background,
vill‘their'impact on .drug norms be clear and the nature of the

value conflict stand revealed.. o,

Social policy draws its meaning from the baSic norms of SOCiety ]

6 \ td
dominant institution. And as one institution declines in prominence,

-
another takes its place. The dominant institution in pre—-

industrial society was religion, which gave way to capitalism

13
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in'industrial societyf This'institutién, which borrowed‘f}om 3
religion but became eventually autonomous, is itself giving'
way to another. Post—indusﬁrial sccietyWill bé_doﬁinaﬁedvby
science, yhich~alth§ﬁgh bbrrowing heévil& from the ﬁ&lture

of busine;s, will éventually take another -form wifbvits own
distincﬁive values. &owhere'is the impact of these institutions
aﬂd their resultant assumptioné and ﬁolicies. more obviouéithan

J

in drug norms.  The policy‘concirning drugs as it may develop

ih'post—industrial society is already'evident'inng rgdimentary

form.v On' the one hand, there isa reIigious éonceptidn yhich
'evokes the imagery 6f unsahctioned'dfug use as a sin; on the

other, a work ethic which eVokes‘the image of unsanctiohéd drug

use as.hedbnism." (Shsmén, 1972, p; ii)

Unfo;tuhétely, there ha% beep Liﬁfle a;tintion paid to this

collision of‘ideolbgiés where it relates to the shifting orientgtidn

of social forces that influence today‘s'studénts? If we accept Susman's-

’notion as being validz then it.is-quité posritle that our somewhat
¢0nfpé§d iaeas (such as.the geﬁe:ation‘éap, Youth Su?écdlture.may
éétually be artifacts érising from the decline of one sdcio—égltura1~
'yglue system andiité-replacement by a differeht syStém; -#nsteéd_of

a true cause-and-effect relationship.. This problem is also compounded

)

by‘pressure,ariéiné from the media which has forced the development‘
S , e . :
of public policy withgﬁt a full understanding of the~socialAdynamiés
involved. ..~ = . e

We‘now"have both sides of the eqqatibn. ~0n¥Qpe hand Le Dain

ascribes the decline of 'social values and iﬁétitupions'td_the failure

* ’ i e ' o o



of the family to carry forward the appropriate institutions and related

jvalues to the next generation. On the other hand, if we find truth in
.Susman's statement then the soeial order reppesenfs, like the trees
of a forest, a‘succession state yhere one institgtion flourishes and
then is replaced by'another. Howeven: tnere is a common thread that
Vy_runs through viewpoinfs. It can be stated Ve}y simply: -at the preSEnt
tlme both public an& prlvate organlzatlons are not coplng wlth the
basic issues that cgnfront them. Consequently, these organlzatlons
be they the family, the schoel, the‘church, the p;ovincial.or federal
-govefnmenfs. etc. are‘nore or. less continueusly ekperiencing'break-
downs in the.decision making process which prevent the partienlar
organization from optimizing the atéainﬁent of 'its goals. . Both
Le . Dain and Susman arevconcefned with the inability of‘sbelety and
‘its conCOmitant_SOeial institutions to adapt'to tne dynaﬁic changes
'pakang place. Tnelfailune.of the indlvidual to make the socially
deslrable cnoice is only a symptom of thevmuch larger failure of our
everall 500131 processes to hold the 1ndlv1dual to a behav1oral paftern
:'lthat leads tg the attainment of flrst famlly, and then SOClal goals.
This challenge to maxntaln a dynamic stance is paralleled by the
ad?ice given industry by Edward Cole, the_reflrlng'pre51dent of. |
General Motors, who offered the follow1ng observatlon on the real
.management challenge of the 1970's: ... v o |
"The b1g challenge to Amerlcan bus1ness, as I see 1t is to
carefully evaluate the constantly changlng expressxons of nubllc
.and natlonal goals. Then we must delfy our ewn obJectlves and

. L. <9
. programs to meet the new demards of the society'we serve." (1970,

p. 1)
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Does the family (and social organizations in general) really
undertake the development of a plan or even make use of formal plan-
ning processes“ To answer this gquestion we must turn to that .portion
of‘the behavioral Sciences that deals with the management of organiza-
tions. Cleland (1974) in a review of management science,related to
;rganization‘has identified four main characteristics that define
a plannlng system

l; Concerned with the outcome of present decisions.

2. Identificatjpn and dissemination of strateglc values ‘and -
obJectives (/ i A,
3. evelopment of a guiding conceptual framework to prov1de
a mechanism‘forsdeveloping strategy. |
a, 'bevelopment of a complex of plans'tO'establish-the overall
future direction of the organiztion. |
There is little doubt.that these activities are undertaken at
the family .level in at least an informal way. - The informality need
not'be a bar to the acceptance of the notion that planning ‘at the family

level is a veny real thlng Stéiner’ (1974) speaking of corporate

plannlng states, “although the process can be done 1nf0rmally. more’
and more companies o . . find that it is best conducted 1n a more

';formal fashion" (p. 325) This suggestion of the v1rtues of a

/

more formal plannlng process ‘in the world of bu51ness is paralleled

1n the &chool and home sphere by the work of a number of authors headed

i

by Rudolph Dreikurs (1897—1972) who 1nvest1gated and'developed the

4
technique that bears hls name. In a summary of the Dreikurs' technique

completed after his death by a number of close associates in 1974,

16



some strlklng parallels between the "Famlly Counc1l" and Cleland'

four characteristic planning activities emerge. The basis of the .
Femily Council is found in a number of propositions and de51rable .
states (Drelkurs et al, 1974) whlch are llsted in flgure I-1.

Thus it can be concluded that the famlly counc1l technlque

7
possesses in every maJor way the trapplngs of formal plann1ng

techniques. Further it accommodates some very 1mportant prov1s1ons

- which a planning system must possess to be effective. 1t accepts

Organizational concepts planning as a basic‘philosophy and provides
the proper climate in the home to encourage further planning. As ‘

Steiner (1974) indicates, hThis climate is a gunction‘of many forces,
among which is en attitude_of wanting to do effective planning."
Ai(p 327) Further for familyvplanning to.be effeotive it must recognize
.the values end expectatlons of the people 1nvolved in. the process. |
"Planning is a new and-51gn1flcant communlcatlons s&stem. It permlts
people to part1c1pate in the decxslon maklng process ._l . i; is a
learnlng and mind-stretching exercise."” (Stelner, 1974, p. 346)

"In the famlly counc1l,‘anyth1ng that affects famlly '1ife can be
discussed. When there is' an open atmosphere, problems can be

.Qeéit with before they:neach imp0551ble propoftlons. (Dreikurs

‘et _al, 1974, p. a) “

The foregoing discussion'leads to a necessamy oonc;usion} aﬁ_’f
effective home environmentvis‘one that fdrmulates-the-interpersonel
decisions-ofjits memhers,'and of the famlly as a whole, on the bas1s
iof an orderly plannlng model. Whether formal or informal tecHh1ques

are used 1s of llttle 1mportance - for effectxve decision making to

i
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Figure I-1

; Drelkurs Model
Prop051t10ns and Desirable Operatlonal States

PROPOSITION . ' DESIRABLE STATES
1. The family is an . 1. Minimup conflict
organization. 2. Orderly operation
o o ' 3. Participants share goals and
'). objectives

4. Resources (human and material)
’ _rationally allocated to tasks
5. Open communication

oo

2. Emotions follow intellect 1. Harmonious setting -
and behavior. L 2.  An operational strategy that
Lo h ‘ ) ©  relates feelings and actions
‘ ..3. value of positive exper;ences
’ stressed
3.~ Human beingsAcan function 1. Mutual respect of all team
as equals. : —~ ' members

2.  Power is based not ‘on posi-

‘ tional or authority factors
_but on .experience and expert -
knowledge. '« : o

4. }Loglc works better than 1. Discussion of objectives,, ‘plans

force. . ' ané strategies should lead to
consensus regardlng mutual
- actlon
5. Human relationships are. Y1l. Understanding of values, and.
. _logical. RN : . expectancies of others
- " 2. <Understanding consequences of
. personal actions on others '

3. Developing framework to serve as
-a-guide for specific strategies
to cope w1th world beyond famlly'

-~

6. Parents and children are ‘ 1. Recognition that the success of

engaged. in- a cooperatlve ' the whole requlres evef& element
venture. A . : ' to enJoy success.

7. Well being aepends on - 1. ,Social'conscience7is én'underlying
_cooperation.j - o iy maxim of family operations;

- This~ overV1ew of the basic prop051t10ns of the Famlly Counc1l
- can readily be cross indexed with Cleland's planning attrlbutes to
‘yield the follow1ng structure. (Flgure I—2) :

18
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FigurefIfZ

The Concern ¢f Planning Related to
the Concern of the Family Counc11

- A Comparlson of Cleland's Planning Model and »
. Drelkurs' ‘Technique :

1

Present Decisions and

Identlflcatlon/Dlssemlnatlon of Values and ObJectlves

A

' CLELAND ' . >
"Concern of Planning"

1. Futurity of Present Decisions

2. Identlflcatlon/Dlssemlnatlon of Values and
"~ Objectives .

3. Development of a Guiding Conceptual Framework
to Provide Mechanism for Developlng Strategy )

4. Development of ar Complex of Pldns to Establlsh
Future Direction of Organlzatlon .

-19
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Figure I-2

Part II

\

Planning Aspects -

(continued) ' L

'-A' Conceptual Framework -and Concept of Plans

DREIKURS -
"Concern of Family Council"’

Proposition
1. ‘Famiiy Organization

2. Emotions follow
intellect & behavicr.

6." Family as cooperative
venture '

7. Wellbeiﬁg depends on -
cooperation, .

1. Family Ofganization;f

4. Logic-s. Force | -

4

'.5. FRelationships are logical

‘!

(ALL)t

.. Relationships are logical

Related States and Actions

1)

4) Allocation of Resources
(ALL)
(ALL)
Deyelopment of future social order
'3) Shared goals and ofjeqtives ; 1%
5) Open communication
. Obtaining mutual consensus
" . from shared expectanc1es and -
goals ’ :
f) 'Uncerstandlng of values and
expectanc1es_ )
. Id
3) Development of framework to serve
" ‘as a guide for specific coplng '
strategles .
(ALL)

* Thls is the summary obgectlve of Famlly Counc1l prop051t10n
one "The Family is an Organization” is axlomatlc in Dreikurs'
System. All other propositions serve to mold and gulde organlza-

t10nal processes across tlme.

Adapted frcm-Cleland (1974) and Dreikurs et al (1974)
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take place, the method used must parallel in some way the four

characteristics described by Cleland.

At the individual famiiy/family member‘leQel, the success or

'.failure of the decisional process in the home will depEnd on how

well Cleland's prescriptive planning characteristics, or Dreikurs'

technique can ac¢commodate these psychological attitudesAprevalent

in the hone which have an impact on the planning process. While .

terms such'as communication, resistance to‘change, and cognitive—

. complexity have come to form. part of the planner §Db351c vocabulary,

.

if we accept Taylor's (1976) view that }6 reality "psychblogical
varlables feflect behav1oral predlspos tions of the various partles

to the plannlng process" (Taylor, 196&/ P- 66), there have been .

“very few published studles which have dr y attempted to/investi—

gate the 1mpact of psychologlcal varlables on.planning. Taylor further
sugpests that these basic predispositions or attitudes towards'planning - i
are most cleérly seen when theyvhave a negative effect on the plan-

ning process. For Taylor,pthe failure of people involved in an

organizational enterprise to carry-out effective planning is generally

caused: by problems which fall into three major areas:
) . - . L . ) i .

c . .

1. 'Resistance to planning‘eCtiyities

TS e caa 4 it SO i

2., Léck of:motévation'to improve per;ormance o o
3. Cognitive limitations,pfipianners o

>0f these areas,-the flrst two pose meJor, fundamental stumbl;ng
blocks to the use of plannlng technlques be they those af the 1ndustr1al
planner or a typlcal famlly group attemptlng to lnstltute a famlly v

4

counc11 Wlthln "the home.




- The third area will be covered in our rev1ew of Llnstone s .

P

(1973 1974) work, and as w1ll/ge~ehown later,. cognltlve llmltatlons

l K

to plannlng 1s a cause of many diffuse plannlng dlfflcultles

9

Re51étance to Plannlng Activities

Numerous studies have documented'the’presence of’a'very real

registance on the pant of involved parties'not only to plans but to
: K . "‘ ‘, ‘o B .

planning activity as a whole. Ewing (1969) in discussing. the human

‘chmponent of the planning process aptly describes this,problem,.'

'People resist change - or, more aoeurately,lthey-resist being changed

/based onbmany valued social and individualldynamics ranging from an

‘,individual'S'fear of change or the'unknown‘to the Qastjmomentum

that social institutions acquire overptime‘and the concerted effort.’

‘réquired /to modify the direction and goals of an organization once
they havye been in existence and‘havefbecome deeply entrenchedfin tne
3 ohtloo/ of the organization being”pursued over a period'of time.

’ o

fohnston (1970) offers another 1n51ght into otth factors that

’1nhy61t change: ' o

! ./ "The other’factor 1nh1b1t1ng change has~to do w1th the myrlad

13’ ;f of 1nterlock1ng practlces that have been .built up over the

S centur;es'for'an earllen.and very,dif;erent,SOCIety?' The
permanenoe'of our‘organizationai-Hierarchiea aseumes that those
at the top are not- only competent to hold the top'Job at present

but w1lL_always be competent to hold it." . B

' R651stance of this sort 1s generally dealt w1th by adoptlng

operatlonal mechanlsms that encourage part1c1patlon in the plannlng

process by those who w111 be most. affected by the plans, or by 'educatlng

v other people." (1969, p. 44) The reasons for thia‘resistance are
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attrlbutes ‘and- employee performance, Steers and Porter (1974)

¢

-

those involved in planning activities to the basic#benefits of any
suggested changes.

Lack of Motivation.to Improve Performance

In a detalled examlnatlon of the ‘relationship ‘between task-goal

vsuccessfully combined the Operatlon/Organlzatlon Research—Management

-
Sc1ence field with the far larger bedy of psychologlcal llterature

deallng w1th human performance These authors concluded that the

relevant literature grouped itself into 51x relatively autonomous

areas:

a) Goal‘specificity“

.b) ‘Participation_in goal settlng

¢) Feedback on goal progress _ 'h. L

d)‘;Peer competltlon for goal attalnment o : ’

e) ~Goal difficulty R | o | ,

L f) :Goal acceptance

- v

The'flrst flve .groupings were. derlved from the factor analytlc
study of task—goal attrlbutes and the 51xth grouplng, "goal acceptance"
has'oeen 1dent1f1ed as a key psychologlcal varlable yn many recent | )
studies. (French Kay, and Meyer, '1966; Locke, Bry n, and Kendall
1969) Even a brlef study of these grouplngs sugg'sts that they would'

be of conslderable relevance and’ 1mportance to e modern educator/

manager.‘ Accordlngly we shall rev1ew each groﬁplng in some detall.

Goal Speciflcltx .' .'.' = f*'. A .

The pr1nc1pal questlon regardlng goal spe01f101ty is. 51mply

Whether'there is any advantage, 1n;terms_of performance, to be gained~

®
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from setting forth clear explicit goals toward which the.individual

.is to work. In a wide range of}laboratory studies beginning wlth the
pioneer work of:Mace.(l9éS)1and carried‘out by later researchers sucn
as'Eagle-and Lelter {1964) and Bryan and Locke (1967), the general
conclusion of the studles was that hlghly spec1f1c goals serve. to focus
attention andfeffort which can lead to imprOVed‘performance. Whether
this enhanced performance is a transient.phenomenon or'uhethe; improye—A
ment can be sustalned over a con51derable perlod of ‘time was a question
notvattacked in these earlyustudies.' Whlle the majority of studles
'that do focus on perfornance over time are drawn from an-industrial
settlng Campbell, Dunette, Lawler, and Weick (1970) Raia (1965)

and Stedry and Kay (1964) and therefore deal w1th performance only

- as it relates to the-formal employment s1tuat10n; there have been‘
several.general‘field studies'employing several different populations '
.carried.out'by researcners such as‘Likerti(léol)},and Steers (1973); |
The general conclu51on reached in coth- 1ndustr1al and non-industrial a .
51tuat10ns, was that prov1d1ng subJects w1th clear and spe01f1c goals

. produces better results than not prov1d1ng such’ goals.

'Part1c1pat;on in Goal Settlng

Vroom (1964) has’ argued that the act of partlclpatlng 1n the goal

&
‘settlng process can be seen as a process wh1ch enhances the 11ke11hood

of task,success, In hlS general review. of empirical studles of the

part1c1pat1ve dec151on maklng process Vroom found that task performance

dld increase as the persons 1nvolved in the task were glven greater

opportunlty to make 1nput on “the condltlons that affected the task.

Whlle Vroom attrlbutes thls ‘efféct to 1ncreased ego 1nvolvement in

. G :
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o ‘Feedbackvon Progress"Towards Goal

9

a:

the task, other authors have related it to Jjob satisfaction (Likert;
1961, 1967; Myers 1966, 1970), However. these findings may not be

‘
clear 1nd1catlons of a basic relationship between part1c1patlon and
performance as there have been a number of studles which have found

-either a weak relatlonshlp (French et al, 1966 Meyer, Kay and French

1965); or no evidence of a relatlon§g1p at all (Carroll and TOSl,-

.1970);

\.. French and hlS colleagues (1966) felt that the act of settlng
the goal 1tself had far more 1nf1uence on task performance than
part1c1pat10n in the goal settlng process. This supp031tlon was

supported by’ the flndlngs of a recent experlment by Lawler and Hackman

(1969) which evaluated the“effects ‘'of incentive attendance plans on

employee.absentism andufound that at endanc oved only in those

groups that had dlrectly part1c1pated in the des)\gn of the plan

Feedback on goal attainmenteor.4as'it‘is‘gen rglly Jalled know-
ledge of results has long been”thought to have motlvatlonal value

The experlmental paradigms used to study this topic stem from- the.
cla551c work of Johanson (1922) and Hurlock (1924, 1925). “Johanson
studled the effect of knowledge of results in a reactlon time measurlng
51tuat10n where one group was provlded wlth no “knowledge of the speed .

nf thelr reactlons whlle another groub was told the Speed -of thelr

reactlon after each trlal. The group that was 1nformed ‘of - thelr

reactlon t1me performed more qu1ck1y than the non-lnformed group

Hurlock's experlments (1924) were carrzed out within an educatlonal

3

framework u51ng three levels of knowledge of resultS°' praise;

reproof-“and a non 1nformatlon"'control group. Both the praise

25



ffrdm'mqtiyational-effects.
o) ‘

and reproof groups achieved higher retest scores compared to the
control group. Murlock (1925) carried out a subsequent and more

detailed experiment using a control group which was segregated ﬂeom

_the experimental groups and three experimental groups housed in the

same room. The experimental groups’were.divided into two parts.‘ One
group was ignored, that is'they receivedbneither praise nor reproof,
but heard ofhers being~preised'dr‘reproved; anotder group received
praise; edddthe final experimental gfopp received reproof. The
results showed that performance improved on a shdrt term basis for
both the pralsed and ehe reproved groups. Howeeer, in repeated trials

’ oy

the rate of performance 1mprovement of the reproved groups fell -of £

o

while the preised groups gontlnueﬁ to show gains. Finally, both
the fepfoved'andvthe~"igdored" groups had greater performance gains
than the.contrdl groups, 'The‘enduring'aepeet of.tﬁese experiments
on-eduCationai.pHileséphy'has been eointed out by Coffer and Appley

(1966) who state " . . . These experiments have been in@trpreted
On

-as show1ng that pralse is better than reproof in 1nc1t1ng performance,

because it. is more endurlngly effectlve than reproof." (p. 771)
v . /_/-

The "flnal p091t10n" of these early experlments is best. summed

up in a rev1ew by Ammons (1956) who concludes that as a general effect

‘

knowledge of results causes an increase in task performance. Some

[

'df this effect-is moéivational and'ie,due t6 increeseS'in attehtion,'

i

1nterest and reductlon of boredom (as p01nted out 1n the classlc
"Hauthorne" iﬁdustrial studies). However, feedback ‘on progress prov1des

informatlon as well as direct motlvaton, and!performance changes due

" to 1n£brmation can not ea51ly be separated’?rbm those resultlng only

B

s

-
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researchers.
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Practically, Mosel (1958)‘advances_tWO'reasons for providing a per—

. ' . o ) . N
son with knowledge of results: First it provides information on what

4

activities are required, thus‘keeping task.activities confined to

productive directions. Secondly, it affects-motivation by allowing

o

: . - )
the person to experience a sense of progress towards goal attainment.

. , S .
This view,of-knowledge of results is essentially a motivational one -

in fact, it parallels the '"two factor theory of motlvatlon", advanced
. r

in the early fifties by Duffy, (1949) and incorporated in many of ‘the
early-studles of the feedback - performanCe'relationship. A detailed,,
'examlnatlon of this contention has been carried out by Locke,

.Cartledge and Koeppel (1968) Ba51cally Locke -and his associates

found that rone of the studies reviewed contained results which were

contrary to the hypothesis that the notiVational effetts of knowledge

of results depends upon the re&ettlng of goals by the subgect;

-Where knowledge of results effects were clearly separated from those

'aé?rlbuted to level of asplratlon, it was found that there was no

effect of knowledge of resufgs that could not be™. attr1buted to goal
% ¥CR .

settlng 1tself. Thus the authors concluded that performance 1ncreases

only when the subJect sets'hlgher personal perfgrmance standards 1n ot

response ta. the 1nformat10n provided. - While this rev1ew,yas ‘carried = - }*

. ‘i
out within the context of Locke's theory of goal setting (Locke, 1967)
its general conclusions have gained wide acceptance by contemporary 1 ;)B

. L . C . : T - ‘

. . . . . o

- - L . N i P - , ~ . . B \J
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When all of the above research is considered, it‘is.apparentb
N " R

v‘that knowledge of results effects performance 1n complex and subtle .

ways.& However, 1f the task/perfbrmance measurlng cr1ter1a are agreed

.
. -



| upon by the persons engaged in the task, if the knowledge of rP”ults
contalns clear and precise 1nformatfon related to the task at ‘hand,
and if this informatioh results 1n‘the settang or resetting of per- .
formancevgoals;fthen‘task performance will be enhanced. ‘Thefrange

of conditions for producing the knowledge oflresults - performance
enhancement effectfis very limited and the role of individual dif-
ferences is very great;sconsequently, theﬁfonmal conditions for
fosterlng thlS process must be built into the system (1n’the same—
way that urelkurs dellberately g%ilt this process into hlS famlly

counc1l technlque) if the de51red performance enhancement is to’occur;

Feer Competition andfGoal Attainment

Early studies of peer competltlon and its effect on task per—

formance centered on the questlon of ‘whether or not the group does

‘not possess'a fTactor or process that transcendsnthe ;ndlvidUals in-

-

volved. This search for evidence of the "group mind" permeates the.
early llterature axmerned with group processes; nevertheless, somev

v1nterest1ng and relatlve flndlngs were obtalned. The best known, and

certainly the most 1nf1uent1al of these researchers were Allport

(1920 1924) and Dashlell (1930 1935) Allport s studles conéerned
g . v
comparison of the behav1or of the:uﬂ1v1dual when worklng alone against’

Aperfbrmance ‘obtained in the group sithatidn._ In a varlety of tasks _"
Allport found that where soc1al fac111tation occurred task performance

increased. . However, dlstractxxuland ex01tement caused some performance

f_decreases and 1n addltlon, the reasonlng products' Irom the social

)

>contexts were often not as good as those obtalned from the 1nd1v1dual

28

51tuatlons.A Further, extremityof Judgement, and in some_cases creativity, -

.



situations into - a general analysisfof the_group process and as

'probably‘closely related to the ego”involuement of the indivdual

~

was reduted in the social situations. Dashiell's work centered on
N : ' ' -
the effect of soeial .incentives on performance exploringvrivalry

and competition as’'social incentives. Again mlxed results were

‘obtained. Quantatatlve performénce (speed) 1ncrea§Ed in many cases,

but the quality of,performance suffered. There were large individual

differences, some individuals'doihg‘far more poorly in the group

‘situation. These early studies tended to merge specific group

Vroom (1964) suggests, task performance under group situations is .

4
’

with the aims of the group.

'Both Likert (1967).and --I:ock'e (1968) have demonstrated that per-

il

4 formance .increases quite dramatlcally in the group- 51tuat10n where a

norm of hlgh achlevement is establlshed w1th1n the group. Neverthe-

less, Steers and Porter'(1974) c1te six studles where a positiue‘,

- relationship was found between peer competitioh'and performance and
nine studies.supportlng a negative'relationShip. Mlller and Hambl1n

(1963) attempted to reconcile these contradlctory andlngs by studylng /

»

the role of task-person 1nterdependence on the compet1tion-performance

relatlonshlp. Their results showed that anegative relationshlp between'

competltlon and performance/effort occurs only where the task required

a hlgh.degree of cooperatlon among group members. Competitlon'had-no‘

vgreat effect on performance .under any exper1mentalcpnd1t1on. even where

3
the task at hand requlred a low degree of COOperation only a weak posi—

't1ve relatlonshlp between competitloa and performance emerged. The

authors conclude that the nature of the 51tuat10n, in tenms of whether

the fask requ1res\coord1nateduand interrelated effort oh the partnof_k

e
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- the group members; is the onlyvsalient factor in determining the
performance consequences of a-ccmpetitive situation.
| The findings of tng releyant research in tnis.area make it quite
clear that there is no simple relationship between peer competition
.~ ‘and performance. Steers and borter (1974) aptly summarize this con-
traédctory area by 'saying: o ‘ -‘, |

" . . . We would expect peer compé)ition_tO'be‘a more effective

i
i

vehicle for\inbreased performance'only where product qua;ity
_ was not a consideration or was controlled)externally.}va~
craftsmanshlp was a central concern in output such competltlon
g might- have a determined effect SR Serlous con51derat10n‘must
. be given to the reuard-system beingAempio&ed'in tne work environ;
‘ ment. It‘wou d appear that peer competltlon for goal attaln—d .
. ment might be more strongly related to performance where a zero-'
sum gain situation exlsts vis a !ls_rewards or payoffs.:_There
can oe only one winner‘infavrace, for éxample. - Vhere this‘is_
not the,case,iaslit probably would not be in‘the majority of“
':;actuai fieldfsituations,:wefwould expect the effects -of peer o
}chompetition on performance to befgreatly diminished;":.(1974,

p. 441)

Goal leflculty

As was mentloned earlier, many of the studies of the effects of

_knowledge of results on performance were unlntentlonally*confﬁminated

by performance effects related to goal dlfficulty _ Once-the presence-

of the con51derable effect that perceived goal dlfficulty has on per-,.

2

formance was realxzed, this topic became fhe area of concern for a

30
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very large number of studles. Predictably; most or the results produce

T an 1nverted 'U'vshaped functlon typical of motlvatlonal effects and
well known to all beginning psychology‘students. 8331ca11y. up to

some optimum'point 1ncreasing goal d1ff1culty 1ncreases the amount,

" of effort that is expended for goal attalnment however, if goal

o

difficulty rise beyond the optlmum point and the goal is perceived

' to be 1mp0551ole to obtaln, then effort will be reduced. This

. 4 : .
curvilinear‘function relatlng effort'and achlevement has come to form

the'foundations of many systemsrof motivation (Atkinson. 1964; Hebb, .
1955; March & Slmon, 1958); nevertheless, little attempt waslmade

in these early formulatlons to explaln why goal dlfflcult plays such -

a’crucial'role in performance. For a rev1ew of early work in this area

, L4

»'the reader is referred to one of the standard texts on motlvatlon-
(e g..Cofer and Apply, 1966 Harber, 1966) The. 11terature from the‘
early 1950's onwards was also rev1ewed by Steers and Porter (1974),
' who conclude:> o L | 7 '
| "In all studles, a strong and con51stent relatlonship was
found between the d1fficu1ty of the goal and- performance,
assumlng ‘the goal was accepted.. Uhere goal acceptance was
not present, no such relatlon appeared>._ '. The greater the
' dlfflculty the greater the performance (1974, p. 442)
It must be acknowledged that there are some severe 11m1tat10ns
attached to thls statement. A number of studles, Uhllnger and N
Stephens (1960) and Zander and Newcomb (1967) have demonstrated that

/ , .
‘ performance w111 show a much greater 1ncrease whéen performance goals

¥
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.are continually reviewed and re-established. However, Zander and

‘Newcomb (1967) point out that this effect does not.occur when sub~.

. @
jects have oonsistently failed to attaln past goals. Their findingS'

underllne the lnherent proolems caused by repeatedly establlshlng

goals that the subject can never attain: Not onl;bbill'performance
‘not be sustained;'even,more seriously, the,entirelgoalmsettinglprocess‘

~may suffer a severe loss of credibility which will‘cause'the subjecti

togdismiss'all future goals;that are established by-that mechanism
Sy : - ' : : . . o .
as being impossible to attain. In addition, a group.experiment by

-

32

.Stedry (1960) measuring the relative value ofvsetting personal per-

formance goals either pre or post to- the setting of group goals
ylelded results that support the contentlon that hlgher group

performance results when the group 1eader takes the 1n1t1ative

- and sets forth his performance targets’ for dlscu5510n prior to

' the settlng of the performance levels by the 1nd1v1dual group
members. o
%ﬁi‘_ The majority of researchlon goal difficultyvhas_involved work'f

w1th a. s1mple, 51ngle goal paradlgm, whereas. most situations involve

task operatlons based on a number of concurrent goals. Where a subJect

::ls engaged 1n a task or a serles of tasks that have a number of target

7#

'goals, the goal—task performance 51tuat10n becomes complex. A number

of authors. Stedry and Kay (1964 196o) and Charnes and Stedry (1964),

have developed theoretlcal frameworks whlch in essence are a psychologi- ,"

'cal counterpart of the’ well known, "Indlfference Theory" used 1n o

"economics. (Briefly stated economic 1ndifference models postulate

that 1f ‘a person uses’ two commodltles A’and.B that can be substltuted -

for one another, such !s snoes and boots, then the. 1ndividual will be :

/

oo N -
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'1nsen51t1ve to supply and: demand changes in A or B. over a w1de range
of values, however, 'if these supply or demand changes become too severe’

in one of these joint commodities then,the person.will"substltute'

7 one for the other and thus”'average' his‘marketlcircumstances over.
all the’ obgects in’ the group ) These authors,suggest tﬁat a'person

' w111‘;lace primary effort on those goals that have a reasonablel .
probability of success, and that performance will. 1ncrease in an
'orderlyfashion as task dlfficulty 1ncreases up to some p01nt (the.

_ outer boundary of the 1nd1fference areal. At this point the subject
‘will no 1onger be 1nd1fferent to the goal difficult and w111 transfer‘
_hls performance to another goal .of his multigoal framework. For example
a student might transfer effort on an Engllshessag to his mathematics
.homeworklf‘ he perce1ves that the effort required to obtain a top. -
mark 1n‘fnglish is disproportlonately higher than the- effort requ1red :
ffor a top mathematics mark. Steiner (1974) concludes that, "Goals

that are Iar too high or far too low do not lnspire actlon. ObJectives

' ﬁshould be a 1itt1eaggre531ve (1 e., foreceful and challenging) and ’

ShOuld requ1re 1maglpatlon and hard work to achleve. ' (p. 336)

‘ Goal Acceptance '_ : o B . "-Ev . ;.

’

. "Goal acceptance represents the. degree to which a subaect

T BN .
SO N

' agrees with and aocepts his task goals in preference to other

potential goals. Such a definition goes beyond mere- compliance . "_b
fdbehav1or by a subJect who may disagree with such goals.‘ Instead
. it concludes a strong positive attitude towards such goals that
:may-belikened.to goal‘ownership.~ In'this sense, goal acceptanceh

"~ 'is viewed itherms‘qf'a,congruenoe between assigned task goals.

A v,
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and individual aspiratiOH'level withvrespect to these.goals."
(éteers'and Porter}"1973,-p; 444) . X
with this definition inimind,vit becomes apparent'that a major
‘weakness in many of the studies of task-goal relationships is the /
bassumption that the a551gning of goals automatically results 1n their
'acceptance by perSons involved in the task. In the previously'dis—

‘cussed experiment carried out by Stedry (1960), 1t was found that

suhgects were very re51st1ve to and, in fact, regecting of task goals
- m' .

o -

" that were externally a551gned after the 1nd1vidual had established
his personal‘goals relative to the_tasx at hand.' Ryan (1970) and

Locke (1968) both’ caution that the researcher must make a clear dis— o

. . . -

.tinction between external task/group goals and internallpersonal goals.

Steers and Porter go even one step further and state " ;.'Q it is
pOSSlble that many of the conflicting results in the goal setting

'literature can be’ explained, in part by the inappropriate equating .

-of these two variables. (1974 P 444) From our review of partic1pa—

"tion in the goal setting process, it is. apparent that a maJor con-

’

;tributing factor%fo the overall success of participation schemes is

.that the very act ‘of participation tends to increase personal accept-

"ance of group tasks. Participation will often ensure that the goals
conform to the ethical and social codes accepted bywnociety and by '

the group. This 'ethical con51deration' is advanced by Steiner (1974)

I

as a maJor conSideration in the setting of goals and objoctives.

‘Again Steers and Porter prov1de a succinct overview of this question,

S~ .-
.

' '"If the oontention is correct that motivation to perform may be a nuch

K

'more effective predictor of performance than goal setting alone.""

(1974, p, 445). Lo



35
. : | ‘ ~ . : 4 .‘ .
A summaﬁy of the review of the six‘task goal attributes and.‘r

theirirelative effect on task performance based'on‘the‘Steers and
Porter (1974)>review;is‘given in figure I-3. ‘Qn!rewiewing eighty
exberiments;'Steers and éorter (1974) reach the oonclusion that
| these somewhat,contradictory,findings‘can‘be understoodlif viewed frcm
!a’theoreticai persbective based on eabectancy/valence theory;

e

Expectancy/Valence Theory'd

'Exbectancy/valence theory is;a éeneral,model derivedvfrom.the
learning theory developed by'Tolman'(1932)_which stressed the functions'}‘
of goals and rewards. Tolman's model postulates a number of‘conceptS»

'at least two of, which the 'beiief—value matrix' and 'behavibr space';'- FW,

have survived the passaée.o} tiqg_-nd subsequent research efforts

'ito become embedded in modern theories of motivation and learning
Tolman's concept»of the belieffvalue matrix is‘that there,exists,'_
at the-individual or cultural level a structure of beliefs which predi—

' cates that carrying out actions, acquiring obJects, mastering situations
attaining goals, etc; w111 have the ultimate capac1ty to satisfy needs

or to provide'a-satiSfaction having-reinforc1ng characteristips,» For,

o

'the individuai these‘actions, objects;vsituations,'or goals are clus;
tered into groups which the individual believes have the capacity to
satlsfy a need. Forsexam le, the category reataurants might be 'be—

_ ot aw .

,lieved' to have: the capa y to satisfy a hunger need. Tolman felt

EEY .1. B L
that various obj&its Wi%hin each category could have varying values '
as to the expectation or belief that an. 1ndividual might have regarding

fjthe actual capacity of the obJect to . satisfy his need. These belief— :
value or- expectancy—value matricies are acquired by the individual

Ithrough experience and are instrumental in the process through whxch

o - -
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TASK GOAL ATTRIBUTES AND PERFORMANCE EFFECTS/RELATIONSHIP

ATTR 1BUTE
Goal Specificity

Acceptance of Task
’Goals

Goal Difficulty:

Participation in
Geal Setting

Bl

Knowledge of Results/ o

.Feedback on Goal
Progress v

Peer Competition f
‘,for Goal Achievement

* Based on Steers and Porter?s'lé?dﬁaeviewf

B S o P
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Flgure I- 3

RELATIONSHIP TO OR EFFECT ON PERFORMANCE

' Consistent and p051t1ve (1ncreased performance)
effect found in both laboratory and fleld
experiments.

Consistent, strorgly positive effect found”
in field studies. Little relevant labora-
tory work available.

Less consistent findings - some indications
of a positive relationship; however, some

: opp051ng results. leficulties in com-
paring unitary ‘goal experiménts with
'multigoal' .situations. Laboratory situ-
ations generally find a simple positive
relationship; whereéas, field studies find

~either no- effect or a very complex,. inter- '
action—type-effect. : . .

K

’. lncons1stent findings - situation/environ-

mental factors have congiderable impact.

Goal acceptance plays 1mportant role;

however, was not evaluated in many studies.

A very complex relationship modified by

level of aspiratlon and other indlvidual

- ‘sdifferences.~ Some evidence of a positive . -

’ relationship espec1ally for 1nd1viduals' »
with h;gh need for achievements and affili- E
ation.. . co

'No con81stent relationship with performance.

1. Evidence of a positive relationship with a

Jjob. involvement ‘has- been noted. An
interaction effect with réeward system may’
exist - a positive relationship for zero-—
. sum game situations and much weaker rela-
: tionship for multiple—winner Situations. .

o

..,?

s



© v AR g g 5

an-individual satisfies his various needs.
Tolman's. other major concept is-behavior'sbace. ,This consists
of the individual's environment and the elements'contained Within it.
' These elements have positive‘and negative vaiences derived from the
individual{s.beliefevalue,natri* and includes on a mcmentfto—moment
':basis activating'and_directing influences such as need.statesf and

satiation conditions. This concept stresses that.the;individualireacts

\

to his envirenment‘not.as it_objectiveiy.eXists,_but in terms of th
‘he perceives'it.tc ekist. Thus percebtion is shaped by thevmahner in
" ‘which the indiVidual's belief-value matrix translates fac¢tual realit&
‘ ﬁihto'a subjective.expectancv that a'certain object)situaticn/action
wilifsatisfy a prevailing heed, This perception will be fartherimodi— a
fied by valence that the 1nd1V1dual attaches to the need and to that

which w111 satisfy it. Thus, ""the need system and the.belief matrix

seem in their interactibn,'to produce the behavicr space and essentiaily'
, to constitute what Tolman would mean by personality." '(Cofer and

o

Appley, 1966‘,' p‘. ‘5._097.)_'
.The impact cf Iolman's concests on the behavioral‘sciences.should
Vnot be hnderestimated.' The field of Psychology has been productive of
‘a large number of leerning theorists and Tolman is, counted as a maJor
theorist in a sizeable universe of other major theorists."Because of

the very limited number of learning theorists 1n the field of Soc1ology,

-

Tolman s ideas were to have akprofoundand fundamental effect on Soc1o- e

~logical theory.‘ How did Tolman come to be accepted as a social theorist°‘v

In the early fifties the. staff of the Department of Social Relations,

Harvard University. then the hub of tne Sociological Universe carried out

‘. B .
. -

a review of the theoretical basis of the field of social relations.

Y



The principal -authors of this work ‘were Talcott Parsons, Edward Shils,
Richard Sheldon and Edward Tolman from the University of California.

" The final document produced by this group and published in 1951

’

by the Harvard University Press marks the emergence of - Sociology as a

-

social science; it is Towards.a General Theory of Action produced under

‘the joint editorship of.Parsons and Shils, with Tolman, Allport,
Kluckhorn, Murray{?Sears,'éheldon and Stouffer as authors. The regapd
which.Talcott Parsons held for Tolman is best summed_up in Parson's.'
concludlng chapter: | |

"Logically this‘schemeA(the‘general theoryrof Action) s founded

on certain categorles ‘of behav1or psychology ‘These contain by

1
1mpllcat10ns the main categorles of the~ frame of reference of

the theory of action. The- 1mp11catlons, nowever, have not hereto-

. e

fore been drawn 1nto a manner -which would be adequate tO‘the study
of human‘personality, cultural and~soc1al systems, although the
categories developed preV1ously by’ Tolman in his. study of anlmal
behaV1or have brought these 1mp11cat10ns within, reachlng dlS—?
tance.f (1962 Edition, p. 235) ‘

The orlglns of expectanoy/valence theory have been. dlscussed not

o,

merely as a hlstorlcal cur1031ty rather,'it provides‘consxderable .
1n51ght as to how present day extensions and adaptatlons of Tolman s

' 1deas have come to form an imnortant b351s of modern management science .

‘jwhere echoes of” Tolman S 1deas contlnue to be pronounced in the lltera-'-
ture of- modern management 501ence as the factual ba31s for organizar .
‘tlonal structure., Steiner (1974) w1thout qualificatiOu states, "value

“systems not only influence obJectives but also all sorts ot decisions"-5

b . \

2(p;~331)- G01ng further he" cautlons, "expectatlons of other managers,

4 . -
1
1}
v

) -
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“rich." (p. 338y - - I . o

‘through the 1nfluence that this Department had on the Harvard Gradu—," L .

39

hourly workers and staff are also important in what a company plans

to doi"(p} 331) "A large company that can forecast changes in so-

: c1ety s values that will affects its fortunes w1ll obvidusly have an

advantage." (p 334) Flnally Stelner advises the corporate lion that"'
”flndlgg“a partlcular spot, a propltlous nlche, where a company can
g1ve a customer an 1rre51st1ble value that is not belng satlsfled and

at a relatlvely low: cost is a strategy that has made many companles

B
‘-

The roude through ‘which Tolman s theorles made thelr way 1nto .' ,; o

E t
1

management science was only partlally through Psychology and Educa-

§

tlon, where Tolman is regarded as a hlstor;cal f1gure but one whose

theorles have been superceeded by far more sophlstlcated and elegant )

th

formulatlons._ Rather, Tolman s 1deas largely penetrated the f1eld of .

" management science through the restatement of the fleld of Sociology: '

by the Harvard Unlver51ty Department of Soc1a1 Relatlons and also . »i Coe

& . .
N hl

ate School of Bus1ness. Tolman s model was a tlmely one = 1t rece1ved

support in Sociology just at the t1me Psychology and 1ts 1earn1ng

'theorlsts were 1nvolved 1n the collapse of the Hull/Spence learning

)

‘ ;models and when the new groups of learning theorles based on proba—v'

/ :

;bllstlc concepts were still 1n thelr 1nfancy. Tolman s model also

stressed concepts Iamlllar to the manager in that they have economlc e

counterparts, for example, valences have the economlc counterpart of

a

. marg1na1 propensitles - a concept well known to the manager. The

~

concept of behavioral space stresses ‘the individual's perceptlons"“3“5 o ;.:i?}T

and beliefs, not the reallty of the sltuatlon, and. 1n the bu51ness



.

w

corporate 'images', this was an easily accepted concept. Finally,
valtie/expectancy theory is anladequate theoretical formulation to .

deal with individual behavior in the limited environment organiza-

tional setting and to provide a theoretigal formulation to deal with

- o ' R A ' . o
individual behavior in the limited environment organizational setting -

and"to%provide a theoretical fOrmulation'which encompassed a range,

of detail and variables su1ted to the organizational researcher

-
- )

“(Mlschel 1973).

As a consequence, while;expectancy/valence models have received

limited attention and use in present‘day psychological and educatiocnal

circles, these'godels still possess considerable utility in organiza-

tional/operations research. ‘As a useful modei, it has been developed

-

" and refined by several modern organization psycholpgists and manage—

...t

ment 501entists among . them Campbell Dunnette, Lowler, and Weick

(1970) Heneman and Schwab (1972), and Graen (1969)

The modern ver51on of expectancy/valence theory in 1ts most

'31mp11f1eﬁ form states that,

3]

"The motivational forces of ‘an indiv1dual to perform 65 a multi-
plicative function of his subjective probability that his effort .

will lead to the receipt of certain rewards and the valence he
."'g"r .

‘places on these rewards!'(Steers and Porter, 1974, P. 446)

. ' , .
While more bomplex .and elaborate statements of the theory exist xhis o
81mple statement is sufficient to gain an overview yf the theory s -
utxlity in® the orgenizational setting | n
The’ utilitarlan nature of expectancy/valence theory can be appre-

ciated when one casts the findings of our review of the task-goal/

‘perfonnance rerationships against this theoretical background.v It

s

» ‘o ‘ - .
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one views the research findings from this theoretical perspectiVe;

it becomes apparent that the various task-geal attributes_that affect

individual nerformance'do s0 because,theyraffect either the expectancy
..'comR:nent, the valenceqcomponent,'or bcth-cbmponents comprising thevi

motiVational force equation. As the model is in esSehce a drive reduc—
: ¥ o
tlon one, any changes in motlvatlonal force (or drlve) will be ac-

T — ‘..
companied by a correlatlve change in performance level/effort. T— -

Steers and Porter (1974) provide ‘some 1nterest1ng examples of
how expecthnby/valence.theqry can apparently reconc1le theAcontra-v
N _ S
dlctory empxp&cal flndlngs dlscussed earller in thls paper.‘,~'

-

I;‘ Goal spec1f1city - By prov1d1ng hlghly speC1f1c goals, the '.

\
+ \ -

ind1v1dua1.w1ll know more preclsely_what 1s_de51red of him. .

This reduction in search behavior should-clarify for the indi— .
< J . . . » . A N . .
. T

v1dua1 the relatlonehlp between effort, perfonnance, and the-,

o
. ) .

- resul@lng rewards. Thevstrengtheni:g of thls relatlonshlp

_5:shou1d elevate the 1ﬁUSV1dual's 1eve1 of expectatlons related to ff
hQche Job nesultlng 1n more cons1stent performance. (Klthough ktx

o

‘total‘pertormance will still be related to the valence attached V”'

l\ - »

S to the need—reward compaﬂent )

e. Employee partlcipatlon in goal settmg - Par‘ticipation may
- .‘,‘ ¥ .
S - e
L ,increase the valence the individual places on goal attainment - ‘

,"ff_due to increased ego involvemenx \ Increasxng the valence f't3f .
‘ N ‘ Lo ;;
~pla£ed on poteqtial goaf attainment\should increase performance.- o

L3 '~ <

.rdfﬁy_.fFurther-it may well be that.perfprman B differences cbserved

R - v RO T ¥
. i <._ ' P o R N

LR
.




‘tendancy of the high need achieve individual to become ego
'in_vollved in task ou_tcomes and inc't;é—;m’%his.va‘lences regarding
task outcomes accordingly. ' \ | ‘
- ( \ : ‘
Steers and Porter's final example deals‘with the-very complex
peer'competition-performanCe reiationship - a_relationship which has

cohsiderable implicatidns for North’American educational'systems.where

- a. quasl-competltlve performance eva{uat;on system exlsts

‘*3“"fk¥ &.zero sum game 51tuatlon, one where there can

.be'only one w1nner, expectancy/valence theory would,predlct'an

1ncrease ‘in valences concernlng outcomes due to the added value

/

attached by the 1nd1v1dual to attalnlng a goal belng av1dly sought

by his peers. However) as.- there can be only one w1nner, it is

probable that outcoﬁe expectanc1es would be lowered because the—

individual, suspecting that his peerS’also hold,lncreased’valences“

~

for- the flnal reward would reallze that 1ncreased effort mlght‘
'not necessarlly lead tc a-reward slate. T‘brefore, thre prOJected
p031t1ve motlvatlonal 1ncreases due-to larger reward valences.",j
would be 1argely negated due to lowered outcome enpectanczes and

predicted performance level changes would be marglnal. ThlS

..‘,

pred1ct1on of . llttle petfdrmance changes in a compet1t1ve, sxngle

‘- — .
2

w1nner, 51¥u§t10n 1s in accord'wlth the majorlty of emplrlcal

) . . ) . —
KEU . S

ev1dence.' i
‘(B) However, in a hon-zero st game sltuat10n, one “in whigh =

a. -~

the p0551bxllty of mult:ple wxnners exists, there is igttle reason

to believe that competitlon would have a lprge effect ou reward

9
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valences; yet, outoome eXpectancies should be higher because
there,tsAthe possibility of multiple—%inners; 'The final outcome

predicted from the theory would -again be marglnal performance

gains because the somewhat higher outcome expectancies would be
\negated by the‘lessening-of goalvvalences.;_Again, this'prediction
is,in,accord with study findings. |
_A point wh1ch seems to have eluded Steers and Porter ls that

: valence/expectancy theory would predlct that in the zero sum game ‘

51tuat10n, valences would ‘increase sharplz for those goal components
/ =
wthh in accomd with the 1nd1vidual's bellef-value matr1x, are percelved

(based on past'experlence) to be most closely,related tolneed satls-

faction " On the other hand in: the non-zero sum game 51tuatlon thls

o

sharpenlng of valency 'focus' would not take place. Thus the” predlcted
outcome for. the zero sum game 51tuat10n would be that key performance

goals would be stressed and others would be sacrlflced. ,FOr'example;

~

"quallty or:craftsmanshlp mlght be 'sacrlticed' to quahtit?fof pro-’

duction. The predlctlon in the non—zero sum game situation would be

) -

that no. partlcular task goal would be preemlnent over others and that

'the_task goals would be dealt'w1th as'a unlfied'group.
‘These predictions are' in general agreement uith‘the’empiriCal }/ .

flndlngs of" peer competltlon-performance studles. Further;’eveq

casual reflectlon upon them w1ll prov1de ‘an operatlonal descriptlon
hof how fhe perfonmance—fac111tat1ve aspects of competztlve sltuatlons

can suddenly go—saur and result-zn determental outcomes tor'the group.

I

‘ ‘not only in terms of 1ndiv1dual performance but also in terms of

43
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individual performance, but also in terms of the attainment of the =~
Co . : K - :

'wrong obJectlves. vThe understanding of the role ofkexpectations
,andvalencles is very necessary in our modern social env1ronment'where
we often de51re to emphagize obJectlves such -as "sportsmanshlp" and
yet unknow1ngly establlsh a competltive paradlgm whereln the largest
1ncrease 1nvalenc1es is focused on’the sole goal of 'w1nn1ng . Even

more corr051ve in the modern soc1al situatlon is where 1nd1v1dual

t

performance is actually suppressed in the competltlve 51tuat10n
because the 1nd1v1dua1 acquires an expectancy set that he w1ll fa11.
Under thls sort of negatlve expectatlon, 1ncrea81ng goal valencies

-well eventually cause gross dlstortlons‘of the 1nd1v1dual s.bellef—

K

o value matrlx, since over a perlod ‘ time hls negat:.ve experlences

1

,'w1ll beccme 1rcorponated 1nto hlS iormal bellef—value system. If

the emplrlcal ev1dence on goal dlfflculty is credlble, then not_ ) s

R . r

. only would 0vera11 effort decrease, but the values placed on. central

-

b‘goals would be shlfted to m1nor, perlpheral goals. The ultlmate o
i SR S
conseirence could.well be that the very goals the competit1ve 51tu— ' ‘
: <
atlon was ‘de51gned' to foster and protect would come to’ be dlscarded

from thé indiv1dual 8 bellef—value matrlx. The 1ndividual s behavior

space would become domlﬁated by other goals, »ome of whlch could easlly

a . . h .
. : hid . . i‘>

be socaally orApsychologlcally maladaptlve.

The powerfua ffects of- goal acceptance are easily understood

in terms of expectancy/valence theory." If a goal is truly accepted

_at the 1ndlv1dua1 level 1t|nust be inferred that in terms oi’the

1nd1v1dual's bellef-value matrlx, the 3551gnedgoal has a hlgh valence, ';;”'

w1th a resultlng 1ncrease 1n motivat101al force.: Ifa task goal ' ;;-

< ~ [
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'is not accepted at the 1nd1v1dual level, then it is very unlikely

that it would be a551gned a high valence, consequently performance/

effort wlll be small. In fact if the ass1gned task goal was - not

-accepted while the reward-expectation of the. 81tuation was verJ large,

1t could well happen that the 1nd1vidual's bellef-value system would
throw forth a purely personal goal, unrelated to the group. task.
Under this condition, performance might not only be at a. lower than'
desared'level, 1t might contaln counter-productive elements tending
to destroy the entire 1nd1v1dual or group effort. '

In thls present ‘study of family dec151on maklng we' shall_see

: how greater care and attention should be given to 1nd1v1dual expectanc1es

and valences especzally as they relate to task goals, 81tuat10nal—

' env1ronmental factors, and indiv1dual differences. Also of great con<

cern is the ba31c mechanism by which overall organizational goals are

translated 1nto task goals and the process by which task goals fltted‘

to the frameworkcf personal values and 'cpectations. N

1t 1s 1ntere5t1ng to note that these famlly problem solv1ng

&

,,.

g ‘techniques whiah have achieved empirical success contain mechanisms o

v» and procedures by which . the values of individual family members can .

i

”

be. determined their,expectations explored, and flnally procedures'

through which the development of_ the- individual's belief—value_

system can develop satisfying act1V1t1es w1th1n a framework stre551ng

'.growth and development. . o __-1‘: S ""x; B

-Dreikurs' Family Council technique discussed«arlier and the cross

v

For example, referring to the fundamental propositions Qf
. .

',\,

: C e
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_ ; o o . . !
indexing of these propositions with Cleland's planning attributes

i . . -

| lfigure'If2),,it.ig_apparent that individual'values andiexpectancies ‘
vplay‘central rolesiin each ofvthese systems.
‘ In the Family Counc1l technique great empha31s is laid on under-

standing and respecting the values and expectancies of others; obtain-
‘ing family consensus, ‘goal acceptance, and agreement on the mutual
actlon to be undertaken by the family group. Further, procedural
»_empha51s is focused ‘on p051t1ve experiences whlch help 1nd1v1duals

‘develop an understanding-offthe consequences of personal actions.
'VThe effect of these growth—encouraging experiences over a period of
‘time should be to develop the belief—value matrix of the ind1v1dual

in a manner that provides a behav1oral space in which the 1nd1v1dual
- can attain his full- potential as a human being.'r
| Our discu531on of the Dreikurs technique has been an 1llustrat1ve
._ one to demonstrate ‘the way ‘a spec1fic motlvational model such as the ’
etpectancy/valence model can be used to further our understanding |
- of the dynamics and processes behind decisional techniques. "While'
thls dlscu551on has revealed the empirlcal procedures which con-
”’trlbute to the effectiveness of the Family Council technique, it
4also reveals’ several weaknesses in the program. First, ‘there exists

no - formal link between Family Council technlques and relevant |
;motlvatlonal theories of organizational/individual behav;or. ﬁhile_
;?f"theorv merely for theory s eake" should be sparingly advocated,_r'

there 1s considerable value 1n having a theoretical model 11nked

to empirical procedures.' This value is mainly realized when e

emplrlcal procadures fail to reach the desired level of effectiveness.i“”

PO
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: Where program effectivenéss has been limited, the availability of

a theoretical model will often help to pin-point the cause~and also

VServe to guide corrective efforts. At present the Ureikuns' technique

. has theoret1ca1 linkages wlth the psychic compensatlng mechanlsm
Qw(soc1al.1nterest dr1v1ng forces) postulated by Adler. Undoubtedly
the ba51c human/soc1al orientatlon of the Famlly Coun01l technique o
‘flows from this ideologlcal base. Unfortunately,/this empha51s

" leads’ to a neglect of other causal and . operat1o{%§;factors in the
technique 's overall de81gn. Thls deficiency could ea51ly be

remedled by the 1nformal use of multl—component motlvatlonal

models such as the expectancy/valence one to augment the pro— Lﬁ»
fe551onal tools avallqple to the practitloner for galnlng better )

. theoretical insights 1nto the operatlonal aSpects of the Famlly
.Counc1l, }Fxnally, one must be acutely aware of the negatlve con— -
sequences that can arlse»from group goal*setting Lack. of acceptance'
?of task goals, goals that are too easy or" too dlfflcult. goals that |

' are percelved ‘as belng tdo rlgld or not spec1f1c enough will all

.,cause undesirable changes ih the percelved credlbillty of the entlre

. group effort lead1ng to a general lack of ind1v1dual or group ach1eve- '

.ment. Great care must be taken by the persons leadlng the group,'--
"be they parents, educators. or managers, to ensure that che general
'»vparameters of the group effort are well Speleled. understood by the

:ind1v1dual members, and, most 1mportant. truly accepted as personal

"goals of the concerned 1ndividual.,

a7’



. Co gnltlve lextatlons to Planning

The cause. of this failure to attaln future goals may not re51de.
E in the individual, but rather lt may“be 1nd1cat1ve of soc1ety as.a |
whole. Linstone (1973 -1974).discusses a'major psychologlcal process
that affects virtually all plannlng whether 1t occurs at the social,
v‘fam111al, or 1ndustr1al 1eve1. This is the concept that wlthout
"conscious reallzatlon, people tend to discount the future. ~In the

'same manner that a banker "discounts" future dollars becausd he is’

uncertaln of thelr future value, a person dlscounts future facts of

uncertaln value and 1mpact 1n comparlson with - facts which relate to

the here’ and n0w.

Uy bitter lesson whlch every forecaster and planner learns 1s'

v

- . that the vast maJor1ty of his clientele has a- very short plan-'

7

'nlng horlzon as well as a short memory Most people are really

;only concerned with thelr 1mmed1ate neighborhood in space and

"timeu OccurrenCes whlch appear to be far removed. from the -

- -

present p051tlon are heav1ly dlscounted. Moreover, the degree' i

'of discounting may well vary w1th the 1nd1v1dual's cultural

" and social status. A person at the. bottom of Maslow s human

a.

t‘values pyramld w111 discount env1ronmental pollution much more ,y“

»c-heav1ly than someone ‘near the. top.< The poor, . for whom survival

K '"Z is a daily challenge, are hardly goirg to 105e much sleep over »i

a pollution or populatlon crisis twenty years 1n the future .,.ﬁ;ﬁ

Apparently dlscounting acts in both d1rections - future and past.,.:

, A crisis about to happen is,dlscounted little, while events a

E generation 1n the future ur in the past are discounted severely.

. (»1973. p. 335) e

_—
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Linstone feels that there are only tuo techniques’that'will

offset the discounting phenomenon. One is. to’ move the crisis or
opportunity close in terms of time and space until it is within the
average person's current field of perception—or planning horizon.
The other technique is to extend the person s planning horizon until
- he or she. can grasp the true’ dimensions ‘of a given problem. jThe
‘Jtechnique of contracting time and space is frequently used 1n
linvestigatiye journalisnx where a 'large crisis‘ ‘s discussed and
then related to happenlngs in a‘person s own 1mmed1ate sphere of

: act1V1t1es under the familiar "This could happen right here in-
Canada - even in’ your own home town.l The second technique, that '

s

of developing the perspective of the indiv1dual, is a fundamental

obJective of the education syétem although the capacity of the educa— :

. tion system to achieve this ob3ect1ve has not been, to a large degree,

demonstrated.

In a later paper Linstone (1974) states that there are;basicallp“f

four, forecasting"spec1es S ,
’ e T8

1i. Discounters - This most common type has an - interest‘only .

4v1n near term problems 1S‘disinterested in forecasts. and operates

on a day to day "1mprov1sation" basis. o

xf'2{ 'Extrapolators - This is the second most common type of

indiVidual. Here the future “is seen asa1 extension of the past.

;Persons in this group use trends, extrapolations - models based

on the past and similar tools to guide and plan their activ1ties.'

,The use of these tools results 1n a ch {;3 eristic emphasis on

data'and-empericismf.
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t.'of the outcomes of events may be discounted by 1ndividuals, cpmmunlties ~

3. Goal Setters - This small group of«lndividuals operates from

the basic premise that the future can,be created. ,This approaCh
is functionally idealistic. It places heavy empha51s on needs
-analyses. imaginatlon and vision. Values are stressed and new

‘models or solutlons. not based on past structures, are sought.

4. Cybeneticists - Here the'focus is'qp'the'combining o(ﬁpast
~ and future approaches, the use of feedback mechanlsms, multlple
methodologles and the 1nteraction of exploratory and normative -

forecasting The emphasis of this group 1n on adaptlve solutlons

.'and alternc&ave futures which can ‘be communlcated and used to

© structure future events. 0

hinstone'recognizes thatﬁthe "four planning s;ecies" are'ln-‘
| reality Oniy/E:;;;al grouplngs and that whlle the first two types - "Itm -
are relatively common, and the thlrd type present in some strength, :‘ _.t ’
‘ the fourth type of person ls relathely rare. In addltlon. Linstone

L does not present these four groups as absolute, rather, they are

1ntended to remlnd us that forecasting or even attempting to determine

/

'the future consequences “of present events may be rendered imposs1b1e ’

because of a lack of skllls and knowledges.‘ Even an accurate estimate

‘1or natlons,'not out of a perverse or stubborn refusal to accept the

_facts but 51mply out of an’ 1nab111ty to relate deﬁ;é'EGEHEs to the

’

' “here and now._ Since appreciation ot the futurity of present actlons

'greetly 1nfluence the nonmal operatlng range of the indiVidual, we j7ﬂfﬁ'1-

should focus our attention-on other aspects of planning_asvitmrelates fv_‘-fbﬁi

to the home, the school and other social instltutions.
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In Linétone'e'texonomy{ a family thet §ucceesfully'made uee‘of‘
the femily Council would‘represent.a mixture of “goal setters? and—
"cyoerneticiste"; Certainly‘breikurs' basic-propoeitions regarding
the development of socxal conscience (or if you will, a sense of’

‘humanity) and the understanding of natural and logical consequences

of personal actions are closely related to Linstone s view that;ﬁ

r""'

ramifications of social problems.are to be»grasped. 'fiﬁ

S0

- "A narratiye cannot communicate a paintlng by “Van G;

_
- <

can it communicate a future urban or busaness env1ronment-;
' picture cannot - communicate a ballet as performed by Nureyev

s v and it cannot depict a societal breakdown. It 1s‘s1gn1f1cant

that some artists have been able to communicate complex futures )

v

far more effectively than any other technological forecaster I

- know of. Just consxdermorwell s 1984 and-Burgess" Flockwork

Pl

* Oran ge. " ‘(Linstone, 1974, p. 45)
"Communication goes beyond words - we all know the 1mpact of

a look§§:\§ee!ure. and how these can gIadden or hurt. We are . -

'. becoming ‘aware of the meaning of other wordless communication

“as well." (Dreikurs et al, 1974, P 19) L

\-;4

”While Cleland (1974) has outlined the salient characteristics

of formal planning systems, in an organizational setting of any degree ‘

‘rf= of complexity, whet sort of planning system might be used if a com~" _

’.-prehensive one. is not present? Steiner (1969L 1974) argues that

Coer

4"there are just two besic planning mode13°? the 1ntu1tzve~anticipatory
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model and the formal comprehen51ve plannlng system

For Stelner the 1ntu1t1ve—ant1c1patory model has certain maJor

e{

characteristics: : ‘

1. Generally it is the work of one person
. 2. It seldom provxdes a formal, wrltten set of plans
3.7 lt_hés a‘comparatxvely short time horlzon and also a

"short reaction time

- S g ) '

& _ . ‘& . : ."’ . | : ,? éx“

4."It is based on past experience, the 'gut feel', the
Judgement'

. Steiner points out that thls model is an 1mportant one and that it
is:fundamentally ‘ “;d on the creat1v1ty of the'person whofls the_ 
grouh leader. Stefner admits that, "many managers have extraordlnary
_capac1t1es to 1ntu1t1vely dev1se brllllant strategles and methods to
carry them out. (1974, p. 326) This very statement,contalns the.
pr1nc1pa1 dlfflculty w1th the 1ntu1t1ve—ant1c1pator§'§/broach whlch

-for want of a better term-can be descrlbed as “the fault belng person-

nel sensitive. In the hands of ‘a brllllant, creative manager, thls

i

method can have startllng results, but these results are, the results
~ ;e

of the’ 1nteract10n of one man with the organlzatlonal enV1ronment -

. : Y

' the process 1tse1f has no-robustness a31de from the personal character— L

‘ 1st1cs of the key person.. It cannot prov1de the managers w1th skllls,

)

"it.can only maké use of the ones that the person brings into the

dec151on mak1ng environment. Results, therefore, may be Sald to stem ,”'

';from the person rather than from the process itself

PAEE S
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The formal plahnicg system on‘the other hand, demonstrates the
follow1ng characteristlcs - |
| ! 1. It is™ orgahized and developed on the basis of a set of
.. fcrqal proceQures; ’
2, lIt isﬁexplicit:: peocle know whet is being dope 
"w;3. It is empirically (research) based |
4, It 1nvolves the WOrk of many people
5;_ :t ‘results in a set,of foermal pians and/or‘agreements
E thch are ofteﬁ‘in'wcittenlformt f: o S ,\;;\v
" From our feview cf the rcle'of taék;goal attcibutes”ehd cerfotmence
it is apparen;'that the formaiﬂplacnihg crccess‘accomhodates mény'of )

the‘requirements necesSary-forrenhanced group‘perfdrma '

Specificity, group participation, goal acceptance, etc. Accordingly,

}

the formal planning system has™ characteristics which provide,. by their.

LR
<

Q»

lveby;nature,"a measure Qf decision robustnese which is far lees.sens—"
“tive to the perscnelﬂcbapacteristics'of.the central berson because the

role.of decision-maker-isidiffdsed over'the*entire'group.;
Steiher pcidts out"that.these two methods.often'clash\ﬁecause'

‘ the formal planning system places additional constraints on the central
)

authority figures of the dec181onal proégss. Obviously as more people

part1c1pate in planning systems the role of central aut orlties decreéases.
Yet Steiner argues that there really should be no fbrmal-intuitive
conflict as they complement each other because the two planning systems
it .

"-are'coextensive wit

each otheri_-This fundamental notion of co—exten31ve- :

“ose authors who. propose extending the tradx-Iv

e

‘ness is recognized by

e



[ U

”conforms to the characteristics which identify ‘a_ formal planning\

'system. R T

-tional intuitive—anticipatory approach through its merging with a

formal.planning prdcess;

As; 1t-was rev1ewed earlier, the Family Council technique is

‘ fundamentally a formal planning technique and many of‘its basic

o

inODOSItlonS are de31gned to prov1de aybuffcr'that eages the transition

from an 1ntu1tive approach to a system'that includes many of the

aspects of a formal planning system. For example conflict aris1ng

from the transferrence of decisional authority from a few key o

-

people to the: group 1s dealt with by the fundamental propos1t10n

that human beings can only function as equals. A désirable state
o4

: resulting from the application of the pr09031tion and which is provided‘

- -4 o,
by Dreikurs as a behavzoral target is that,power 1s baSed not on

v<_‘l oy

:pOSIthﬂel or authority factors but. on experience and expert know—

ledge. Clearly Dreikurs ant1c1pated as did Steiner, probl:ms‘that_ R

could arise when a formal planning system is 1htroduced._ l*J' )

. . . f
s,

vValues ‘and Moral Jud gement Strategies 3'i o '_ o ifld_ S

Thus far our discussion has centered around considerations of

L e
E - ) Y 3
N "'!

.the relationship of an organization to formal planning models, and '_u
~ how these models might serve the organizational needs thht exist with—_;
"1n a family. In this diseu581on we have drawn upon a large body v
) of psychelogical literature supporteq_by selected empirié?l studies

".from the field of management science to demonstrate that formal plan-

- S

:ning models can be utilized at the: leVel of the family and that a- s

z;

maJor technique advocated for use in the family setting, in fact,

_,

0 b

Pl N . :
W T —— ——— S



T T
< f _ _ 4 I - . :(, | )
o Unfortunately. there~1s little- guidance to. be obtained frOm 'the M®. -~
B ',,. R
;fiekd of management sc1ence which directly bears on. systems for
- ‘.clarlfying valués or for deweloping moral judgements. except where
these areas are dlrectly related to the work‘env1ronment. Yet thé

C - '
o

~clarificatlon of social agd personal values. -and the development

. \ . o . .
,of morse.gudge@ent abillties are,pbjectives of prime importance at R

'i‘the fani Yy level and* ones which often involve educators 1n tﬂ! role

s

of supplyrng suppqrt and encouragement to the primary family,g&{ort.

e . quxnnateiy; the importance of’these mattérs have louvw

rebdgnigiﬁ'by,educators. psychologists. apd other~professiona1s _‘;:f
1nterested 1n the areas df huqanistic and developmental psychology..__
Whale the full ramifications of these zssues are beyond the scope of

“the present study, if we accept Clelandﬂs (1974) premise thatﬁp formaI' /

o zplanning system must be;.; :j_'

e

o . values, objectlves And goals,fand develop a guiding conceptual f%é%e-‘~ ;"‘Jfﬂf

o work the@.the concerns of the formal planning_system closely parallel nf{';»,4-f

the approaches of ahthOrs such as Simpn, Howe and Kirschenbaum (1972)

o - .-‘.I, -
who encourage the use of strategles.-hé




h

‘#planning system glust be concerned w1th the futurlty of. present dec1—

S .l

.‘fleld of management sc1ence yhlcl{ dlrectly bears on systems for

‘clamflcatlon of so‘; ‘l,a‘

» ot

Unfortunately, there 1ﬁv,11tt1e guldance to be obtalned from the

.2

;

o . A ‘_d’ v R T,
clarlfylng values or foﬁ deVeloplng moral Judgements, except where

/ l
\

these areas are dlrecxly,fe‘fated fjﬂ the work env:Lronment‘ YetQ the ~
—— ] :

e, T AR Lok

" of moral ’judgement aki “ ks tre ObJ ectlves ox’g;:fme 1mport$nce at

" the family level ~a,nd» of

i of supplylng suppoh: md gxcaﬁ’ragement to dig,prlnar}

- redogm.zed by educators, psycho’loglsts,' and 6thet£’ professmnals :

gph often,, m\?dl\Ie ehuw&,

) 1n the ro‘!e
' (‘. u’{e"' 4 oy

am1 15)' effor‘t X

N o u
Fortunétely, tne importaﬂce of ﬁese matterajﬁave 1o‘ng been

a‘l‘ G v &)',ab

; 1nterested~ in thmreas of wanlstlc and developmental psycholo
. gy

rf -t

“While the ’full ramlf‘icatlons of these 1ssues ane beyond the scope of

- -\

'the ’present study, 1f weﬂac(:ept Cleland's (1974) premlse that a formal

..-u ‘ -~

«

i 73‘

sions,'_ carry out the ident1f1catlon and disseminatlon of essentlal e
B - :

' values, object:.ves and goals, and develop a guldlng conceptual f){me-

.‘».

a

who encourage ‘é:he use of Strateﬂi o s, : ‘, -

AR «

. classroom. He (the téacher) uees materials and nlethods wh:.ch

@ - ) encourage students to consider alternative modes of thir;king

Q_A

- -‘\ o

- 'and acting Students; learn to vgign the pros and cons and the

:“"':_;:?‘ _iconeequences of the var:lous altf n#ives. The teachez;"a_l o

ad .A/"

d‘~ ohal values and the de\(e'lgpment? -.,-n o

: Ahe],ps the gtudenta to coﬂside? whetl}er theu‘ actions ma,’t;ch their ' . .

55




e : ’ —
}

'st;ked'beliefs and if not"hou to bring. the two~into closer

“harmony. Finally, he tries tb give students options, in and
out of class; foronlywh/?/;tudents begin to make their ‘own
o ~choi'ces an‘dvevalua‘te th‘e.actual co‘uences._ do they develop
-theiruown values " .(l 72, p. 20) | B |

Simon, Howe and Kirs henbaum s approach does not a1m to 1nstill §

any particular set of values 4in the child. Raﬁher it. is a set of .

-4-the value, related issues present 1n a series of problems.‘ By studying.

i,;"

these issues 1n detail the individual can more clearly discern the

articular values they hold in relation to the problem. in relatlon

- to thcse values held by their peers. and 1n relation to: 3ELse values

put forward by the teacher/moderator assisting them w1th the procedure. )

? \
Combs, Richards and Richards (1976) in rev1ew1ng the humanistio

approaches to the smdy of persons suggests that a value:-ckarifylng

’ approach such as tiat of Simon, Howe and Kirschenbaum (1972) 1s. .uf

"by no means a panacea, but 1t certainly represents an
' w . : -
*.klimportant and useful contribution to the humanization of -

educAtion. Our public schools have long been preoccupied '1¥45.§f;»

w1th the cognitive-informational aspects of learning. Affective-.;ﬁ’t”

.vm‘» .

'fb'perceptual aspects have largely been left to chance. There

~,L;is increasingdrecognitionh however, that’a trul? eftective edu—;. '

. .

cational sysﬂ!m must be humanistically orlentetho encourage the

"'growth ox the learner as’ a_person ‘as well hs knoger br behaver.

R

: "thought experiments" by which the child ‘can explore and thiﬂk«through

v -

t56.

To provide sﬂch eduoation requires a. humanist{é pSychclqu con- -Qs;l;Jﬂ




v

'.‘ psychologists such as;Mﬁslow (1959) For a thorough treatment of 11_;

'. thlS topic the reador'is‘%eferred to the excelleng overview of

addresses itself to the rOIé of humanithc psychology in brfding the

rift between students and societY. or the equallyscomprehensive

vexperience.-Atechniques like valles clarification; designed' \
. to help }o'ung people explore and develop Jtheir values and ‘

a

S 3 .
bellefs. are 1mportant steps toward humanlzlng educatlon."

(1976 »- 137) S T

‘As Combs, Richards and Richards (1976) 1nd1cate. value-clarlfying

- -

technlques are strategles whlch supply a conceptual framevork for the

1dentifh§ﬂ'mn and study of values held by the ind1v1dual and llke

C - v»‘.
o © Fla L

and'Klrschenbaum s (1972) approach serves’;s

a technlque by 1ch a- philosophical content area/body of literature

-

may be tran/létea into a de51gn for daily 11v1ng., o '"{"' *Y*ﬁi
lﬁéthe case of value-clarifylng models, the body of: literature

.

is baggd on humanistlc mod@ls of psychosoc1al development and includés

— ‘_1,_

authors 1n the existentiallst traditlon such as -’ Vicktor Frankl (1967)

and Rollo May (1953), cognltlve theor1sts such as Kohlberg and Gillig;;‘

¢
]

(1971) and Kohlberg~and Mayer (I972), and" the earlxer humanistlc o

e

- e -

humanistic psychology preparcd by Buhler and Allen (1972) which dlrectly

f‘ i K4

reviews by Combs. Richaros and Richards (1976) or Severin (1973) 'yjj}

57
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~and a drug inclusive lifestyle may be best understood by examining v
",tion perspective.' From this approach counter-cultural manifestations

de0151ona1 &tructure of ‘the home, possibly due to the failure of

and obJectives, ‘the development of a guiding conc?.tual framework

The Literature - A Summary State‘ment'

Our discu551on of the literature has been based on the

prop051tion that the relation between family and school influences -

.
© A

the home dec1sional environment of the ind1v1dual from an organiza-

4

suph as drug use may represent bas;c failures in the,planning- e

.

to provide a mgchanism for creating strategy to'deal with a wide range o

v . . v

,of problems and op%brtunitles,,and the development of an overall

4"

;complex of plans to establish future directlons.vﬁ"f-i}‘ A); - ';4,' !

We have reviewed how at least one teqhnique, Dreikurs" for

solv1ng famil problems fits the conceptdglamodbl of a comprehen51ve
£ SR

planning system.‘ Major stumbling bloeks ?o-the implementation of




,

\ .

The role cf expectancy-valence theory in understanding often con-

N

Considerab Le attention was devoted—to gaining in31ght into the cog-
K
nltive limitations yf‘planners especially as they relate to the

'crisis discounting.processes', planning/cognitive style, and - to

£

furtherﬂfhe futurity of preSent decisions.

K

the intuitive-anticipatory approach and the comprehenslve planning
/

qpproach were examined

beneficial..-

v

. L]

It was a gentbal finding that these two
L

viewpoints need not be antagonistic, rather they could be mutually

>: tradictory empirical findings in the taskqual—performance tElad

.

Tbe coexten81veness off

establishing'motivatOnal'processes'in the Organizational.setting

: the future problems so that,contemporary plans ‘can bé adjusted to.

fwas discussed as well as the theory 8 impact on management dbéiSions.

the failute of our communicatdons meehanisms to adequately describe o

‘89
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-*fﬁ-_ established relationships between disparate oo&ponents.fﬁlt”

'Instrumentﬂ

e vt

N
o 18 DR
e
. ! LA
. v

v

» The instrument used was an adaptation of the questicnnaire P

R

fdeveloped by Larson (1969A 19698) and used-in his study of the ,?,g

nstructdae of sallent social 1nf1uences during adolescence. The

.

< = .4 ~ A“’:’ g
e

_format and many of the items contained in. !Le instrument were used

because ‘they provided some important advantages' _',_Yﬁf L

f M

1. The study itself was based on a well prepared analysis

v

of a large number of studies (drawn from sociological sources)

R
; 9-\

2 ‘
examining the question of sQC1alizing influence witnin a

: sociological frame of reference. It successfully pulled LT

together many diverse aspects of previous research and

Lo s N

was extensively pre-tested snd considerable evidencerexists

~

.,_.3..

w .

suppqpting its overall vaiidgtyx-x='g, ﬁ‘.:*"Ii;’l”;,Lff

'fié K 1arge sample of adeescent and parent respdnses was

‘61‘:




-~

N - L. While student data was linked to the parent data. this
linkage was. not utilized to compare the perception of individual
T students with those of their -own’ parents {e. g parents' perceptionﬂ,ifaf) N

Lo of behavxoral influences could not be easily compared with ‘the -
. : e

perceptions of their children who participated 1n the student
N ;) .
'1_ [ R y S

survey)
e 2 There was exce551ve detail 1n ‘the parents questionnaire‘
1n that both the mother and the father were' each asked to fill

,.out a long questionnaire which resulted 1n a low rate of o S i'

-

RN response from this.segment of the~study. ThlS reduced the

sample available for analysis to a- considerable degree and

ia this case the "trade-off" of extra information for a

smaller sample 31ze was not advantageous tc the. experimenter.

&

31 The study was conducted in a small community (population :
11 OOO) and this would considerably limit the generalization

'of 1ts.fi~nd1ngs to' the generairban populat'ion.

-vjA@ The, study data were almost wholly‘analyzed using a’

hierarchical clustening technique. wnile thisfm;lhod was fff

~;'7¢ff;:15t*é:appropriate to the sociological models under test, ii:was

¢\.Il

S S
'{to produce a clear picture of the data. e




_ S ~ 63
L | ‘\‘ K ’ E
~f*_ languagerspoken,(and family religion. family structure. work patterns .

-of parents, gize of family.,and occupation of head of household were -

. NS R _A_.;'v't D o ._'.,.:_A..';___.:.;.!
prepared. "W o o : ‘ ' o S AR

A section on drug use by the individual student his parents,
and/siblings, 1ncluding kind of drug used frequency and duration'l

Lol of use, and barental knowledge of". drug use was’ included. Whereverﬁ'5ff§:-t4“'

/possible these items were comparable with those used in studies con—

——

ducted by the Addiction Research Foundation in Ontario and the Narcotic

¢

: -Addiction Foundation of. British Columbia. This staggardization of

"drug use 1tems was. carried out to. facilitate crpss-provincial com--. :'”{'_;‘ ,
T S IR S
,parisons. o . ‘ S S _ , R "

A sectiop dealing with attitudes and perceptions towards teachers.i"
. Q@ K
'parents, and;best friends attempted in some detail to define the

\

. sources of i fluence and the various behaVior models adopted by the

students.-.This section as well as a number of 1tems detailing,now _l.f'f.l?'fA
f:deci51ons were arrived at within 1ndividual families was developed ' ; ;,:t\~
:‘largely based on the items Ssed in Larson s'previouslx discuSSed
ﬁgtUdy" The student instrument is Peproduced tn’ Appendix "A"‘zlilnf,g ,;i':i

L Parent Questionnaire _fjjfj?fn'w.z S T

The parent instrument is a very short form and was largely 5é§i1{144551
'n»ldrawn,frcm Larson 8 (19698) version./ In the present—version,\a

“J*T“single fnstrument was provided for both parents to fill out as a

”ifgroup.v If the child was from a aingle tar

home“ the actualjhead ol the '




QueStionnaire on the decision structure of home. as well as perceptions

of’the school home and community. when matched with the students'

ﬁ responses. the reSponses of the parent were analyzed to examine the
amount of congruence or disparity within the members of the family

unit concerning the decisional structure of the home and perceived '

7

. ".’i : . e . .
Cen sources of behavioral influence. The»parent'questionnaire is;reproducedr e

Y

i:n Appendix TB; L o e L

Instrument Stabili'tx T

R e P

Both the parent questionnaire‘pnd the student questionnaire?.,“

- were administered in a test-—retest situatioﬁ to a: group of 73 parents ,"1"

- Mg,,,c : .

anu 208‘students, once in a morning session and the second time in e

. an afternoon seseion on the same day. The test-retest‘rearson

product-momépt correlation coefficients for each item on the parent

questionnhire are listed in Appendix "C" Table C~l. Similarly S i:g

all in the range of .720-.998 and indicated tﬂat the Questionnaire
"Q cculd be readily understood by thg persons taking the test As the 3Af‘3't3‘;

'roblemswof item




and "older" neighborhood school was identified and- its residents par-

. -

"-ticipated in ‘the survey. There was no sampling within indiV1dual schools e

-

--as the entire" grade 7 to 9—population p:>ticipated~in~theusurvey;4»: R

It should be noted that experimenter had little choxce ln the

b 3
/,

identification of the representative schoolsvlhowever, as the selection

1

flist was established by thetprofessional researcher of each of the

two boards, it is reasonable to accept their ch01ce as a. valid

eyl

:representative samplE.' The'internal strata.ofrthe sample.-being? :
K based on neighborhood age was.subgected to a differential analysis to - :" ',

' udetermine that 1t was a signiflcant sample characteristic.

-

=

student»sample'Via a take—home.packet.‘ Response rate=was excellent

~

and a prelininary linkage ylelded approximately 535 family unlts

'spread approxlmately equally over the schools of the two systems.cd

9

,Where .more. than pﬂb ChIld from an 1ndiv1dua1 family attended a

school ‘one. Chlld was randomly chosen to be compared w1th hlS or

Y, o her parents.d

PsychOIQgrcal Hypotheses

, e g ‘ ) e
The statement of the Commission cr Inquiry into ‘the Non Medical oo T
R ‘ 1: G

.ste of Drugs concerning the high risk family can be summed up in a

LN

.._ . -

T nﬁmber of discrete statemenms spread over a number of‘operational

. : : e ‘. . T - P ‘.t' ’ . . ’ R
o D L g e S R S
T areas. N A o -,ﬁb DO e T
: S T AE T P T

. v . o A




fAFFEcTiVE STRUCTURE.OF‘THE HOME

High Risk - Poor communication, lack of perceived affection—

parents uncertaln of roles and fall back on
" — intellectuali,zed approach to problems
Low Risk "— Warm and happy relation: in’ home, family is
) B ‘g : forgiving and like each other i 3 ‘
-i,DECISIONAL FRAMEWORK OF HOME, S ff" L

participation in Deoisions ' ;f; } ‘i

H,';gh Risk - Mother dominant. father lac;dhg in ,leadership BRI

'w"; parents permissive stress"ing "freedom"

A

. " . Low Risk’ = Leade?ship from father - authoritative but o | L

v ST - not autooratic, personal freedoms of . ohild

. 4 Decisifyel sees. et
High Risk - Dtpendent on approvel gnd guidance“of*others _,T".
Low Risk - Besistant to group pPBssure, more\ ;.r;dependent .
: ; . N
U tn gudgements 1
With the above poiﬂte‘ih mind. it s hypothesized that°L':’{jﬁ7:‘;'hif “

A ; ;a«w»f-;ﬁif;;un
AFFECTIVE srnucrunn~or THB uoux fg 43 ':ff;ﬁfﬂf'>*4fb;;*;i¥};.;‘ﬂ e

_l"; Lack of perceived o.ffection jm t.he home environment*

- ,'3-[".'w111 be aceonpanied by an 1,,@.,“0 in the ne edical-ff i

' -.uee of drugsfby ehndren living" n such homee.
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y -
DECISIONAL STRUCTURE OF THE HOQ; 5. };‘
L
3.- Mother dominant two parent homes will have a‘higher ?" A
. v .. j v\}‘;:‘ul
. incidence of Chlld non—medical drug use than traditionalw ‘ v
father dominant homes, or. homes 1n which major dec1sion
are made on a joint|b381s by both parents.§ o i !
4. Users: of. non-medical drugs will demonstrate greater '
- “ -«
s ‘.receptivity td tue influences of peer nroups, as opposed
- parents, than non-users of non—medical drugs...f- '
. 1 i »> / //" .
Theranaly81s of the data‘focused on the behavioral influences :
: of:» “. .. ‘ » ‘V>- . ‘.' - ‘ . : :_ ' - L. . o “ ¢ . o
- - s P e oY : ' « (a'
1. Parental decision processes, 1ncluding the level of 1nVO1ve-
. - Meht of the child in the home-decision process and the testing
'of father/mother dominance effects : J _ﬂ !/ ‘” ,.:§~ . ;f.~ —_

[y

2. The affective structures ofethe home e 4
U L e

S 3. Intra—family communication [ ;‘,f"",;;‘ d
. on dbug use or the, decisioninot to use drugs on a non-medical basis.. IR
g g Tl A D o
o ) { : . v
i o R : 2
. e L n e e 9 - *
g - R ' L 3 -
1 L . K - h
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y ., . " The Affectivet:éi;chture of the Home - - o N T
S T e . |
. _ N . -_‘ i"; )
s Wy Rt e T = RN
FCTFTINEE framework w‘gs !:tre affeotive structure' rhéﬁ.;a- ng the . DR,

.‘.‘ S @:&ﬁ"r A"4

P

. :’ability to communicate \litht:%the\home é‘&ﬁing, the degree of per— -
i e . ce‘lved affection. thq ability of the pargntsﬁ the "actor"' s
. o ,'.'- réle, Stressing the mutual bond of. affaction between ‘parent and

:__.\"",:4‘ ;)" . . . ‘
TN e :;...‘,,_,:’child even under the day to day stres‘ses of a home,mefmdbiegmnts Ly

w3 . + [
- - og R AR RO

\

are strlving to assume their Qdult rble&_ ! '!‘he de‘ffq*\g statemeni’fé

iﬁsimple, "Do 'the famﬂ’?

'smN ;Lv *u:o'm,u -
: DISAGREE)




b . ot .
- . » »* o - .‘
N . o 70

A ',/‘ S e e I ‘: - '...“_- "9,
ok ! g, .. ‘
Parents oh the, other hand fared much betterxgt the thdnds of 0
J K a“‘ . . ‘_; - ..‘- -
thelr ch11dren.~ Table III12 g;v?h the. ?tndlngs of~the*par¢flel -

% ) Statement of table III.'I WhiCh was &?S;‘dm to the student ﬁespondelts‘ | "‘_ :
Table 111-2 ot 3 Sy 3 e ,

Lot Genuine leing of Earent - Students Responses g
4-’» . A ¢ "“j" . “.4‘. . -_ “ N s A

SRR STRONGLY AGREE' DISAGREE st
7 Sl » ‘AGREE % t._ T iDI ..

> : " ’.' o

T Like ny papents Nevo320 - 1se et
C “ﬁ«_ very much o % *‘61. 5% ,so 4% S 5.0%

ﬁ

& ‘:

tJ..ve. polar posi“éion of_‘ str




L ‘.,» j_,. .“3 . ’ o 3 - ' \A
- ' . W T ' ' Y B : : o s ‘ b ‘
* "y R PR - Y
_ B w2 . ~ S e
‘ u\ - SRR . + s g : o .
o students‘ (S§ 5%) he;}d %oﬁmegative feelings towards their teachers a::..& o ’
R 'I i"\év! AN "Fh& . N
& less than :ﬁh per- t'ent (N—47 Q%Q%eld the’ "strongly ’sagree"
S N R - . 'T.‘.,, NP . e I e e L
L polar position.‘ L y' .‘:‘.‘ . . LI
The resg'bonse to the teacher-affection qaeetinn of. table,m-S
po;.nts out that the reSponse on these questions y!‘pbabh reflects “' ‘ T

R ‘ - the true feel.’mh of ‘the reepondents,f‘tnd i.s mfluemted orfly slightly
A o e e

by social desirability. _ As the q&.\esbibnnaire was ’adm.nistereq irr IR

R . N ,
- P e

) tﬁe school~ setting, had@chial desirab.ility beeh %deteminiag ' ol S
SR e : ; ‘ Lyl

[Nt

h’}
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A

+
’

g

A‘ N always acted as 1f$they 11ked their child._ This acting role is not N

“ . -

ents belng sui‘veyed whose responses to a parallel
h g .' ' ,..: .

= R 'lost: on the stud
th question are gi,vep in table III--S \ L ' ”_——: ~— __" T
L - R S :.' Table III-B e
LA Student Perception of Affection of Paretuys R
TR Do CL ‘.‘. STRONC\}Y AGREE QISA‘l STR‘ONGLYb ' TOTAL’?, S
A .““,-T AGREE 3 ‘DISAGREE RERE _
. ﬁ.- . y S ). o .. ,A‘.' L S o » . ’, ;
| 05~ s‘o-’ -507 CoW
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L My paren 1ways Ne 173 ? 105 ‘ |
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"”*“m&re than wo-fthirds of the &tudemw surveyed (N=252, 70 3%) o
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b)?x;essed zem,une dis}ik*

:eeﬁ 'percvené of tﬁe parent':s’
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' g
_V_of the students wh.o_éelt that theu‘ parents w:lidr not like them, con-‘

[l . . T ) .
S - R ) 4 74
) . . e . . - . .
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to their parents actually liking them (17 7%) as oppOsed to 6 3%

?

)-’7 ” a.o..

'trar‘y to _-: statefnent of their I‘eBpecti‘ve par?nt,

) gﬂ\ Y h ’ . '. I -
me %%éllxty of parents to act successfully as if they like o :_.f ST

| : .00 e "';f
A thelr ch:\i\dren is demonstrated in table III-?. Thxs table i a , ‘:. .. .
.‘ | 'W ‘ ' E Y

. ,cross—tabula‘h:l,on of‘ (the 2 x 2 8r0upin8 of tqggreement/disagreemeng L

, R Rt o e

_ .fcate&ories of tableu III_4 and III ;:.‘. L S
™ L * Thf’flr;dings Outlined :iin t‘able III-7 fall .
i f ; : e

.q'&sigmficanoe, a?:cordirgly it appears. that childrqn;'-v_':,u ¢

‘ to charaﬁgrize the actionﬁof h; G

'.‘ 'affec;lt::.ve‘u feelings. . prever, t'

‘ ‘ L ‘l-:%' ¢ ‘70', 3 " ,
V%firegard'to‘. ek e
.y * woalg ‘,
" ang.qqtor is g0t e as"‘ R 9‘«“ A
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base of 'genuine ﬁffec?:ri%m
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SR Dl e
. B ;. :‘.‘! ‘J{E ﬂ

n : . 3 Like Child by I
FE I e 4--rception ’Parents‘“kcti f. T

. - h .

ot R S Students- Lo
T s e T TS Ny parents always act as’ "u 
B Y R if‘they like me SR

L ey -:?1“"'" T DIs~ ;;'f‘v" A)‘»“fv,
L " AGREE AGREE TOTAL- - %"

T sParentS°""? : - AGREE . §F L. 2 1?4-315 L ﬁs?k- Y
o .ol always ect aé " DISAGREE J'f g ;:55 172 _;gsig-,ﬁnﬂﬂa;
e ;f I like'ny. chlld ~TOTAL ~ "-*"- 562 ' 148 ' .487.  100.6"

ST | -TO,TA.L Koo 8960 i a0

e
W
o

ff. Percentage by Rows 3 ; o ~”"if3j

“AdriE’ f-f _"'7ogg'H 20,2 "
DISAGREE = - 67.4 .32

"l.}Percentage by Columns
*'AGREE ‘7 }'651s jr””
 DISAGREE - - 34.2"

Percentage~by Tota;

‘ AGREE o
ot




rug Use and the Affeotive Structure ot‘ the Home c .' o o :

a . . . .

, Table III-6 revealed no significant departures beWeen parents

S . . N - . _.M,._.:,-____.___, D S U S ,HF,,_ R R T TR

. . " expressed affect:.on for their children -and their cnildren s expressed

‘\ aff‘ection for their parents. O Ny R

When_ other cross-tabulated data provided in table III-6 is . ‘  A

25 subdivided by drug user category (table HI-B)- o 518“"“““

[ . “ - _"' "",._u
g . relat@pngiups ‘areé f‘ound either within or bebween the ‘three user

- N categorles. . Q-'_’ f.‘ Ti f.'..‘u_»' B '." S

oo .. - A varleble of central interesn iri the present study—was drug\‘ u
o o 5,-,». wuse (11':em 22 bn the gsftudent questi’nnalre) Imtlally this 1Eem
IR l:ad rdVe categories, ﬁree ;gser ca:egoties and two non-user
el L : SR

S e . -' . u‘:( . o IR .
‘r,-;.dtfugg‘but, who felt they would not use them agagim. The non;-user Sl
'4 category was div1ded 1nto two groups, those \gho had not used drugs but

"uwho m:.ght like to try them and those who had not used drugs and

et T

dld nort fee,l thht tﬁey weregoing t:o use them. Té‘euse of low

et ' Q' w s




Child's Liking 6% Parents’

v ey ‘user. 'Grddg"'-f o
Co lwl . w7 . Students

T S

. R 'AéREE— o 28

. TOTAL . ‘f 32 - .7
© . TOTAL % - 82:1A3<(17,g:'
R e ,'Percentage by Rows ~;""~,3

.39

@ LT .AGR'EE- f dsa 9. 16 L
L ‘DISAGREE 75 o 25'0

'ﬁmmm R 813
 DISAGREE 'a.. 8.9

/ L j.{Percentage by Total

St agmEg “¢3' 65(7”: 12.8
‘ﬁff-v’ 'ff5:}gDHMmm&'f.¢l&0  51

enuine Iiking of Chi}ql by —

: bdivided by Drug Use Gmgqry

‘[Parents - AGREE][‘AGREE . TOTAL

. DISAGREE . 6 = 2. .*8
- 7:4

-

79.5
20.5 i
. 100.0."

‘ Percentage by Columns ﬁ\,ﬁ s T ’
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g o o
4 . Table III-8
o « {continued)

-Non+User.Gr6ug‘f

o

R /. pIs-

Parents’ /" AGREE .
17 . -

4 "6

- 23

"AGREE * .

- DISAGREE*
TQTAL
TOTAL %

~Purcentage bvaows'

' ’-
: ;AGREE-, -Hﬁf 94.6 -

5.4
DISAGREE . s~ 9l.7- . 8.3 .

L o Percentage by Columns, '

e

iﬁg‘“

: DISAGREE - 18.2 -. 26.1.

- Percentage by Totalil

AGREE - VBl 4.4
DISAGREE. "9 17;1;t;‘ 1.6

Synop31s of Parent Quest;on.

- Students

TOTAL %

. 386" 100.0
6.0 T

AGREE o '3‘81 8. ﬁi 73.9

h1 Squared—.445 with bF=1, P> so NS

o Synop81s of Student Question.

314 813 :

‘72 18.7

®

I 11ke my chlid very muchh. ﬂ _
c .
Illlke my parents veny jf

i)




. us1ng them._i

their chlldren is broken .upr in ug use: cat- |
o , .

-9 . Again, the results are not sigruflcant C o

);* .: j' , ﬁ Lo a_

-,

affect;we stfucture ot the home ‘as ‘a factor m predicting drug use.

-2 - (7 B .
. A . LE " : >

Howevér, some ae.vere 11m1ta1nons m'st b° aattac‘héd tﬁ‘us statement

¢« e
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"% AGREE |
" DISAGREE ~  43.8
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4.AGREE’A :_f‘" 68. %g?
;DISAGREE S 3ty

Pq;c%?tage by Total; pﬁ@

"AGREE °

Jon Table III-Q
‘e
e

Parents' Ac% as if TheygLike Child by
Student"il .eption=of Parentsﬁ<Acting
by Drug User Category

. - User Group - . .
L e ~v~ f',Qite-
<o Students

) "' . DIS_~ ‘.'*‘ L - -

- AGREE ' AGREE - TOTAL =%

AGREE T L L1806 - 2ly

DISAGREE - * 7 'gﬁe 9 " 16

! : 1%2:. 45 v 37
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Table IIf-9
(continued)

Potential User Group
v ;

\,

a
Iy

Parents  AGREE
AGREE 28
DISAGREE 19
TOTAL ' 47
MOTAL % 62.7

Percentage by Rows

AGREE . 57,1
DISAGREE 73.1

Percentage by Columns

AGREE 37.3

DISAGREE 25.3

Percentage by Total

AGREE =~ "37.3
DISAGREE 25.3

Students.

_DIS-
AGREE  TOTAL

21 49

7 26
28" 75
37.3
42.9

28.0
9.3

Chi Squared=1.545.with DF=1, P>.10

%

. 65.3
34.7

" 100.0



Table TII-9
(continued)

Non-User Group

[\

Students
Q DIS-
PareMs AGREE AGREE TOTAL = %
AGREE 177 65 242 65.2
DISAGREE %0 39 129  34.8
TOTAL 267 104 371 100.0
TOTAL % 72.0 28.0
Percentage by Rows .
AGREE ‘ 73.1 26.9
DISAGREE . 69.8 - 30.2
" Percentage by Columns’
AGREE 66.3 62.5
DISAGREE 33.7 37.5°
Percentage by Total
[ #
AGREE a7.7 1725 ' o ~
DISAGREE 24.3 - 10.5 : ‘

Chi Squared=.475 with DF=1, P<.40
Synopsis of Parent Question: I always act as if I 1ike'
: my child.

Synopsis of Student Question: My parents always'ébt a
o Jif they like me. ‘
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9 1.8 Usuall&,‘my spouse makes the decision without

basis, and 5.8% of the parents 1nd1cated that major decisions were

’,

Decisional Framework of the Home

In the last five decades; significant changes have occurred in

L 4

the patterne of decision making in the Canadian home. A ke¥ area

of invéstigation in the present study is the decisional pattern in v?
v
the home. The fundamental question investigated was, '"Who makes ,

major decisions within the home context?" The tabula'i«: of tﬁis

.

information for the present study is given in III-10.
b3

Table III-10

~Description of How Impértant Family Decisjons are Made

Description of Process -

|=
13

20 4.0 Usually, I make the decision w1thout first dis-
cu551ng the matter with my spouse.

40 8.0 Usuatly, I discuss the matter with my épouse and
: ' then I make the decision more or less by myself.

409 81.8 Usually, both my spouse and I talk over the matter
' with each other and then we both make the decision
more or less together.

22 44 Usually, my spouse discusses the matter with me
and then he makes the decision more or less by
himself. ! )

L

; . first discussing the matter with me..
500 100.0% . : ‘ -

The magorlty (81. 8%) of respondents 1nd1cated that family

dec151ons were made on a joint basis. However, 12.4% of the res—-

pondents 1nd1cated that dec151ons were made on an adv1se and consent'

.made’by‘one spouse, aione and without consultation with the éther'

spouse.

A Strong suggestion of thé’Commission of Inquiry into the Non

84
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Medical Use of Drugs was that high risk famllles were those in which
’the_nother was dominant and the father 1ack1ng in leadersnlp

In the presentrstudy{ informatlon on' the number of mother
'dominant homes uas gatherea from a sundivision of the description

of how decisions were made in the home by the sex of the parent.

The result of thls subd1v151on is glven in table IIIsll.

T~

~7Table»III-ll

.Dominant-Parent in Family Decisions

N % Male Parent Domlnant
7 1.6 . Usually, I make the de0131on w1th0ut flrst dis-
_ ' cussing the matter with my wife. :
- . ’
30 771 Usually, I discuss the matﬁer with my wife and then:
- 1 make the dec1sron more or less by myself. '
, Female Parent Dominant ‘ —
26 - 6.1 . Usually, I make the decision w1thout first dls-
: cu551ng the matter with my. husband.
12 ’ '2:8 Usually, I discuss the matter, w1th my husband and
’ then I make the dec151on more or. less by myself.
_ Joiht De01sion Makin g
. o ‘ \ -
349 82.4 . Usually, both my spouse and I talk .qver the matter
' w1th .each other—and then we both make the delision
- more or less togather.
225 100.0% o )

L4

' Table III-11 1nd1cates “that. 8. 9% of the parents" surveyed 1nd1cated

*  t+hat most decisions were made by the female parent elther by herself

(6.1% of the cases) or after consultation with her spouse (2.8%).
o : 4

This high percentage is understandable if one considers that’the survey

included_twenty-elght 51ngle parent homes where the head of the house-

85



. | 86 d
-
_nold was the female parent. On this basis only teau hones or about
2.3% of thoseyhomes‘surveyed contained a decisional situation which -
could be classified as :mothér dominated‘; . | '
~ | ‘ - ' ,
The students' perceptions of the home decisional process are -
?1S¢ of intenest and as reporfed in® table FII—lZ; which indiqaﬁes
that'sﬁddents perceive far lsss joint dscision mékﬁng in the home
than ao parents. Further; mo;ners_are seen as having considerably
~more infernce on home decisions than’in the ra;ings given by'
panents.v The number  of homes with trédftionai dominant . father
decisional systems was aiso,perceived,by students_tn beAlargér.
A cross-tabulatlcn of parent and student responses on th*s
duestion is given in table-III—l3i The flndlngs outlined in thlS
‘table are sta;istically significant. There is a con51dgrable difference
between‘student peréeptions-oﬂ parent dominanse and the.descrintivé

statements made by the parehts themselves.

' rug Use and Parental Domlnance‘

wWhen the flndlngs of table ITI-13 are ‘subdivided by u51ng the -

. ! ' :
thret—way-dpug user,categories as a cdntrolling variable, the dlfference

Jin éarent studenf pércéptions appear ‘as staﬁistically significant
"within" effects. ‘However, there is no significant ;between' user
éatqgnry efrects. Accordingly, on yhe basis of ths présénfjsfudy,
'tne hypothesis'that the mother dominant home is a ;high‘risk} factor

related to drug use, advocated by the Comm1551on<of Inqu1ry into the

. “#»
N .

Non,Medical Use of Drugs can notfbe supported.

Cas

»t
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34

54

304

32

39

Y

Table III-12 \

Students' Perception of Home Decision Framework

100.0%

Usually, my father makes the decision without
first discussing the matter with my mother.

Usualiy, my father discusses the matter with .my
mother and then he makes the decision more or
‘less by himself. :

: Usually, both of my parents talk over the matter
.- with each other and thenthey both make the
ﬁ, decision more or less together.

Usually, my mother discusses the matter with my
father and then she makes thé decision more or
less by herself. 5 ’

LUsually, my_mother makes the decision without
first discussing the Jatter with my father.

_—
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Table 11I-13 4«

Studénts Parents
N % N %
34 7.3 7 1.6
54 11.7 30 7.1
39 8.4 12 2.8
32 6.9 26 6.1
304 65.7 349 82.4
263 - 100.0% 2425 100.0%

- matter with my mother and then he

1
4

. ¢ -
FParent Perceptions of Home Decision Structure.by
Student Perception of Home Decision Structure

Usually, my father makes the deci-
sion without first discussing the
matter with my mother.

.

Usually, my father ‘discusses the
makes the decision more or less
by himself.

Usually, my mother makes ‘the decision
without flrst dlscussrng the matter
with my. father.

UsSually, my mgther discusses the
matter with my faﬁher and then she
makes the decision more or 1ess

by herself. N

Usually, both of my parents talk
over the matter with each other and
then they both make the decision
more or less together. .

>

Chi Squared=11.40 with DF=3, P>.0l

'88
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When we shift our focus to student perception of parental dom-

1nance in decision maklng and examine those available cross-tabulations

with drug user categorles, we find"that the,results are not statis—

tically s1gn1f1cant, that in fact the maJorlty of all users, potential
users, and- non-users arise from homes where family decisions are
"made on a joint basis (table 11I-14). Further, when we group styles

of parental decision maklng into three categories: autocractlc.

e—T"
that is where a single parent makes the final decision; authorita-

tive, situations ‘where joint discu551on are held but in which the

-

final decision is made by one parent or the other; and participative,‘

51tuat10ns in which d°c151on ‘making 1s made on a tully equal and

"

'joint basis, we distover that there are sighficant differences between'

e

categories of drug users (table III-15). An examination of this

table reveals that fully 13% of drug users come from homes in which

the decision maklng is largely autocratlc. ThlS is 51gn1f1cantly

different from the distribution of parental management styles observed

in the homes of potential users and non-users. - Q
The summary statement t?\:e arrived at from these tables-based

on the-responses'gatheréd in tke present study is that there is no
. o .

evidence supporting the Commission of Inquiry into the Non Medieal

Use of Drugs' suggestion that mother dominant homes offer a higher

risk environment than traditional/father dominant homes or homes in

which both parents participate in decisions. .

‘On_ the other hand there is some evidence teo- suggest that auto-

Q-\.'
cratic homes where a 51ngle parent makes decisions without consulta—

tion do in faqt constitute an_increased risk environment for drug use.

' 89
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USERS POTENTIAL
) USERS
N % N %
2 6.5 3 4.1
2 6.5 6 . 8.1
24 77.4 59 79.3
1 3.2 3 4.1
/
p) 6.5 3 a.1
31 100.0% 74 100.0%

wmﬁomw<ma.vmﬂm:nmw.c03m:m:ommA_UOOMmmo: Making m«
Drug Use Categories : v

Y

NON-
USERS

Table III-14 S

TOTAL DESCRIPTIVE STATEMENT A T

10

27

272

14

326

83.4

.9

15

35.

335

17

100.0%

431

.

[

Usually, my wmw:mﬂ~amxmw the ‘decision without
first discussing the matter with my mother.

Usually, my father Qmwocmmmw the matter with my
mother and’ then. he mgkes the decision more or
less my himself, : :
Usually, both of my bmﬂm:nm talk over the matter
with each other and then they both make the deci-
sion more or less together. : '
Usually, my mother discusses w:m matter with 3%
father and then she ma the decision more or ’
less by herself.. o T

Usually, my mother makes the amOMm»om without first
“discussing the matter with my father. .

' Chi S4uared=12.1 with DF=8, P>.10
U p

4
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9l

' USERS

’

Table III-15 -

Ve

Perceived Parental Decision Style and cwcm Use owﬁmNO%ummm ’ : v

Drug cmm.ommwmoﬂwmm

TOTAL

POTENTIAL NON-
_ USERS USERS
N % N % N %

4 13.0 6 8.2 13 4.0 23
.3 9.7 9 12.2 A1  12.6° 53
24 77.4 59  79.7 272 83.4 355
31 T00.0% 74 100.0% 326 100.0% 431

~ . 3 -

 PERCEIVED PARENTAL DECISION STYLE

Autocratic (Single Parent Decisions)

.

TAuthoritative (Joint Discussions) '

8

-participative (Joint Decision Making)
: - A ]
Chi Squared=48.85 with DF=4. P< . 001 .

i
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!,,a

"of results suggests that the perception of tPe home as autocratic |

. 4
mhére is evidence in table III—lS to suggest that potential users.

«

also have a.relatively high percentage of ?utocratlc home background

(8.¢% for potentlal users vs. 4.0% for non-users). The dlrectlon

{

O 4

precedes'the decision to use drugs and that the. perception that one's

home is autocratic probably does 4ot stem from a reactionary process

based on the individual's use of drugs;

The Parent—Child Ihfluence Structures i ,

and who has the most control over the student-respondent's behav1or.,.

The structure of parent—child'influence_and perceived parent-
ch11d 1nfluences can be ‘studied through a-number of items that’
probe percelved 1nfluence of the parent by the stgaement of the

ot .
child regardlng Whose 1deas "he pays most attentlon to when maklng

an important decision, who has the most 1nfluence over hls behavior,

ParentS' perceptions of pattern of influence as compared with,

/tﬁe'actual ratlng of the attentlon allocated to 51gn1f1cant others'

s

ideas are glven in table III-16 and are not statlstlcally 51gn1f1-

he .

cant (P>.20).
These findings are partitioned into the three drug use
categories in table III-17 to reView parent student perceptions

for the 1nd1v1dual drug user categories. SR K

—

The magor flndlng of table III 17 was that parents surveyed

a

felt they had more influencehgyer children than friends: user'-'
80%; potentlal user - 91% non-users - 97% While these differences
are not statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant they are in the hypothe51zed

direCtion. The percentage of respondents-maklng use of the varlous

g2



Table II1-

16

.

Parents' Perceptions of Relative Weight‘of Their Influence vs
Actual Source of Ideas About Major Decision

PARENTS' INFLUENCE vs -
FRIENDS' INFLUENCE -

' CONSIDERABLY MORE.

SOMEWHAT MORE
SOMEWHAT LESS

CONSIDERABLY LESS

TOTAL
TOTAL %

Percentage by Rows

CONSIDERABLY MORE

SOMEWHAT MOREX
SOMEWHAT LESS

CONSIDERABLY LESS

Percentage by'Coiumns

s

CONSIDERABLY MORE

SOMEWHAT MORE
SOMEWHAT ' LESS

- CONSIDERABLY LESS

Percentage by Total

CONSIDERABLY MORE

- SOMEWHAT MORE
. SOMEWHAT. LESS

CONSIDERABLY LESS

Chi Squared=8.198 with DF=6, P>.20

.

BEST
FRIENDS

27
35
2
2
66
13.2

10.7
15.8
10.5
28.6

n
wwwo
oo ow

ocoNa
AboOb

Student Response

Pay Most AttentiQn To:

PARENTS

84
58 -
3
2
147
29.5

33.3
26.2 -
15.8
28.6

N w u,m
N O
b OWUV KM

.

A o
OO+
OO ®

FARENTS
BEST
FRIENDS

EQUAL TOTAL

lal 252
128 221
14 19
3 7

286
57.3

499

-

56.0
57.0
73.7
42.9

ocvwmOm .

»
93
o4
D
LR
o
\\
AN
-
%
50.5
44.3
. 3-8
N
100.0

Synopsis of Paren Question: I have considerably more/somewhat more
influence than friends; I have somewhat less/considerably-less influence

than do his friends.

vSynopsis(of Students' Question: When you are making an impdrtah;

decision, whose ideas po you pay the most attention to? -

C 4

> \41::::>
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" Table ITI-17

Parents' Perception of Relative Weight of Their Influence wﬁ
: Actual Source of Ideas About Major Decisions
Subdivided\py Drug Use Category-

> .
. - User Group
. Student Response
. . Pay Most Attention To:
. , .
PARENTS
‘ . BEST
PARENTS' INFLUENCE vs "BEST : FRIENDS
FRIENDS' INFLUENCE FRIENDS , PARENTS EQUAL TOTAL %
~CONSiDERABLY'MORE 2 3 9 . 14 40.0
SOMEWHAT MORE 5 3 "6 14 A0.0N
SOMEWHAT LESS. 0 1 5 6 17.1.
CONSIDERABLY LESS 0] 1 o 1 . 2.9
TOTAL o 7 -8 20 i 35 100.0
TOTAL % " . ' 20.0 22.9 57.1
Percentage by was
CONSIDERABLY MORE 14.3 21.4 64.3
SOMEWHAT MORE 35.7 21.4 42.9 v -
SOMEWHAT LESS _ 0.0 16.7 83.3 )
CONSIDERABLY LESS 0.0 100.0 0.0
‘Percentage by Columns N
CONSIDERABLY MORE ) 28.6 37.5 45.0
SOMEWHAT MORE 71.4 37.5 30.0
SOMEWHAT .LESS - : 9.0 - " 12.5 25.0
CONSIDERABLY LESS ‘ 0.0 12.4™ - 0.0
Percentage by Total
. CONSIDERABLY MORE . 5.7 ' 8.6 25.7 -
SOMEWHAT MORE - 14.3 8.6 .y
SOMEWHAT LESS . . 0.0 2.9 14.3
CONSIDERABLY LESS + +0.0 2.9 0.0

Chi Squared=8.03 with DF=6, P>.25

s

. . ! . .. '
. .
\& s
. . »

N,
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Table III-17 .
(continued)

Potential User Group

Student Résponse
Pay Most Attention To:

Chi Squared=5.947 with.DF=6, P>.40

, PARENTS
v v BEST

PARENTS' INFLUENCE vs BEST | FRIENDS
FRIENDS' INFLUENCE FRIENDS PARENTS = EQUAL TOTAL
CONSIDERABLY MORE 2 8 20 .30
SOMEWHAT MORE 5 7 31 43
SOMEWHAT LESS 2 0 Yo 6
CONSIDERABLY LESS 0 0 1. 1
TOTAL "9 15 . - ¢ 80
TOTAL % 11.3 18.8 70.0

Jpércentage by Rows

CONSIDERABLY MORE 6.7 26.7 66.7
SOMEWHAT MORE 11.6 16.3 72.1
SOMEWHAT LESS 33.3 0.0 86.7
CONSIDERABLY LESS . C.0 0.0 100.0
Percentage by Columns?
CONSIDERABLY MORE 22.2 §3.3 35.7
SOMEWHAT MORE 55.6 46.7 - 55.4
SOMEWHAT LESS . 22.2 ~ 0.0 7.1
CONSIDERABLY LESS 0.0 - 0.0" 138

Percentage by Total'

CONSIDERABLY MORE 2.5 . 10.0 25.0
SOMEWHAT MORE 6.3 8.8~ 38.8
SOMEWHAT LESS- % 2.5 0.0 '5.0

- CONSIDERABLY LESS 0.0- 0.0 1.3

o

[$ I 6V)

O NWw
OwWwmmW;m
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INFLUENCE vs
INFLUENCE

PARENTS'
FRIENDS'

CONSIDERABLY MORE
SOMEWHAT MORE-
SOMEWHAT LESS
CONSIDERABLY LESS
TOTAL o
TOTAL %

Percentage by Rows

CONSIDERABLY MORE
SOMEWHAT MORE
SOMEWHAT LESS
CONSIDERABLY LESS

Percentage by Columns

" CONSIDERABRY MORE
SOMEWHAT MORE
SPMEWHAT LESS
CONSIDERABLY LESS

Perceﬁtage by Total
CONSIDERABLY MORE
SOMEWHAT MORE

SOMEWHAT LESS
CONSIDERABLY LESS

Chi.Squared=7.321 with DF=6, P>:25

Table II1I-17

(continued)

\

Non-User Group

BEST
FRIENDS

: b
b OUN

22 .

22
0

2

5.
5.
0.
0.

W o wow

0O W w.

~

Student Résponse

f ey e =

Pay Most Attention To:. .

PARENTS
BEST
FRIENDS
PARENTS ~ EQUAL TOTAL
73 ©111 - 206
48 90 160
1 5 6
1 2 5
123 268 377
32.6 55.2 B
35.4 53.9
30.0 . 56.3
16.7  83.3
20.0 40.0
1 59.3 53.4
39.0. 43.3
0.8 2.4
0.8 . 1.0
.
19.4 29.4. \
12.7 ©23.9 :
0.3 1.3
0.3 5

-
]
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User -
Potential User

Non-User

"

Table III-17
(Summary )

Student Response

Pay Most Attention. To:

Best Friends

20
11

12

.2

.2

Parents

22

18.

32

.9

8

.6

Both

57.1

70

55.2
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sources of influeﬁtial ideas are-ghown in table III-17 (Summéry)u

While none of the 'within data' of these thre® tables is
§ta§isticaily significant, there ;s an‘interesfing‘directionali;y
to -the iesult;. Eight-tenths of the user group pafents felt fhét
their influence over their children was greater than that of their
‘Achildren'sAfriends. This value increases steadily as one moves
from the uger group to the potential‘userléroup and finally to the
noﬁ—user gféup.

On the.othef hahd; more than half of thevuser group indicated
that fhey valued both parents' and b¢§t’ffiends' ideas.’ The .remainder
of the user group wer; nearly equally divided between parents and .
best friends,as to the major source of influence. ,

‘ The potential user group was éven more ’democrétic' in terms
of SOurce.of influence. 'Séventy peféeﬁt of the'group Qalued ideas
of both}parents and f;iends, and‘of those who choose one éource
or the'other, the ﬁumber of respohdénts éiécfing their pabents és
a.major source of influehce did so in-a nearly 2:1 nafié. :
B ' The proportion pf nan-user respondents that used both best
”friends and pareﬁts aé a source ofvinflﬁential ideas wés nearly
f.faentical t§ the user group. However; the ratio of'parenﬁs,as a

3.

major source of influence to best friends was nearly 3:1.

Influence on Behavior
'Daka relaﬁing to parenfs' perceived influence over their children
cross—tabulated with thenéggdent‘respondent statements is givenfin

.

- . . . Y

s
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~ table III-18, and is higly significant.. Ihere is a consideraole

difference between the perceptions of the barents and those of their

~

children regarding the majon_source of influence. .Parents perceive
’ tnemselves as being far more influemtial than they really are.

\\ N * .
The\percentage of parents who felt they had more influence over

their‘children than their children's friends were:‘ user group -

82.9%; Rotential user group — 91.2%; non-user group - 97.1%.
A\ : .e ) o
Theée»results are partitioned into the three user categories

in table IIJ-lQ. The percentage of students who felt their parents

. R @ . ‘ .
" had more influence ov ~heir behavior than their best friends
\ . . . : .
did was: user\grou .7%; potential user éfoup - 46.3%; non-

user group - 69.1%.
: _ N

\

’Only one of the three sub-tables of table IlI—lQ reached
sta@iStical slgnificance;‘non is the Qirection of results remark-
~able. Rather, it-snows a‘decline Of'parentel influence'es'a
student entered the.drug scene. While the'shlft in the perceétionv
- of the respondent-parents followed the decllne in’ actual 1nfluence,
parents tended to be too OptlmlSth at evaluatlng just how much |

influence they actually did haVe over their children.

Behavioral Control

Influence and sources of dec151onal 1deas do not tap that
component of behav1ora1 modlflcatlon which relates to behaV1oral
— control. This aspect of the dec151onal process was studled and \

\\Q ' ‘ the responses relating parents' perceived weight of influence over\
o . . . _ . T : . . , - .“_

¥
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Table III-18 . S

- Parents' Perception of Relative Weight of Their Influence vs

.Students' Perception of Most Influential Agency-

S Student Perception .

of Most Influential:

. PARENTS' PERCEPTION . BEST

OF INFLUENCE: , PARENTS  FRIEND  TOTAL % :
CONSIDERABLY MORE 183 . 69 252 50.7
SOMEWHAT MORE : 124 *96 220 44.3
SOMEWHAT LESS 8 10 .18 3.6
CONSIDERABLY LESS 3 4 7 1.4
TOTAL 318 179 497 100.0

TOTAL % - B 64.0 36.0
Percentage by Rows

- CONSIDERABLY MORE 72.6 27.4

SOMEWHAT MORE - 56.4 43.6 BT _
SOMEWHAT LESS - . 44.4 55.6

~ CONSIDERABLY LESS - 42,9 . 571

Percentage by Columns

CONSIDERABLY MORE " 57.5 38.5

'SOMEWHAT MORE, 39.0 53.6

SOMEWHAT LESS 2.5 5.6 ,

' CONSIDERABLY LESS 0.9 2.2

Percentage by Total
" .CONSIDERABLY MORE 36.8 13.9 '
- SOMEWHAT MORE 24.9 19.3
- SOMEWHAT LESS 1.6 2.0

0.6 0.8

CONSIDERABLY LESS

Chi Squared=18.04 with DF=3, P<.001

Synopsis of Parents' Quesfion. I have cons1derably more/somewhat

more influence than friends; I have somewhat less/cons;ggrably
‘less 1anUence than do his fnlends.

Synop51s ‘of Students Questlon. Who has the most influence over
you? Parents or best frlends° : .
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Table III-19

Parents' Perceptlon of Relatlve Welght of. Their Inflqence Vs
Students' Perceptions of Most Influentlal Agency
" Subdividéd by Drug.Use Category
o _ Usér‘éroug
Student Perception
of Most Influential: |

PARENTS' PERCEPTION = " BEST v
OF INFLUENCE: . PARENTS  FRIENDS TOTAL %
CONSIDERABLY MORE 9 6 ‘15 42.9
SOMEWHAT MORE <5 9 14 40.0
'SOMEWHAT LESS 2 3 5 ,14.3
CONSIDERABLY LESS 0 A | 2.9
TOTAL *16 19 35 "100.0
TOTAL % _45.7°  54.3 C
- Percentage by Rows *

CONSIDERABLY MORE 60.0 40.0

SOMEWHAT MORE 35.7 ‘64.3

SOMEWHAT LESS. . 40.0 60.0 - .
CONSIDERABLY LESS” 0.0 100.0

‘Percentégg by Columns-

CO§SIDERABLY-MORE ) '56.3  31.6 .
SOMEWHAT MORE 31.3 47-.4 R
SOMEWHAT LESS - ©12.5 15.8
CONSIDERABLY LESS . 0.0 5.3
Perceritage by'Total

 CONSIDERABLY MORE . ° 25.7 « 17.1
SOMEWHAT MORE 14.3 - 25.7
SOMEWHAT LESS . 5.7 8.6

CONSIDERABLY LESS. 0.0 2.9

Chi Squared=2.706 with DF=3; P>.40

.
1

»
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Table 1II-19
(continued)

‘Potential User Group

Studént.Perception
of Most Influential:

PARENTS' PERCEPTION BEST

OF INFLUENCE: , PARENTS FRIEND TOTAL . %

CONSIDERABLY MORE 18 12 30 37.5
SOMEWHAT MORE : 17 26 43 53.8
SOMEWHAT LESS ‘ 1 5 . 6 7.5
CONSIDERABLY LESS 1 0 1 1.3
TOTAL . a7 43 80 100.0
TOTAL % 46.3 43.8 ' '

\

Percentage by Rows

CONSIDERABLY MORE 60.0 , = 40.

0

SOMEWHAT MORE . .39.5 - 60.5

SOMEWHAT LESS | 16.7 ' - 83.3
0.

CONSIDERABLY LESS . . 100.0 0.

Percentage by Columns

CONSIDERABLY MORE 48.6 27.9
"SOMEWHAT MORE 45.9 60.5
- SOMEWHAT LESS 2.7 11.6
CONSIDERABLY LESS, 2.7 0.0
Percentage by Total

CONSIDERABLY MORE 22.5 ' 15.0
" SOMEWHAT MORE 21.3 32.5
SOMEWHAT LESS 1.3 6.3
_CONSIDERABLY LESS 1.3 0.0

Chi Squared=6.336 with DF=3, P5.09 -

v . e e ) ST A O v e g g . em aee e e
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_CONSIDERABLY LESS

Percentage by Total - ‘ -

Table III-19
(continued)

Non-User Group

Student Perception
of Most Influential:

PARENTS' PERGEPTION - " BEST '

OF INFLUENCE: - - PARENTS. FRIEND - TOTAL %
" CONSIDERABLY MORE 154 51 . 205 . 54,

SOMEWHAT MORE . 98 61 159 a2,

SOMEWHAT LESS * - | 5 1 6 1.
* CONSIDERABLY LESS = . 2 3 5 1.

TOTAL . : 259 116 375 - 100.

TOTAL % o 69.1 30.9

Percentage by- Rows

-

CONSIDERABLY MORE - 75.1 24,

9

- SOMEWHAT MORE 61.6 . 38.4

SCEWHAT LESS . . 83.3 ~ -16.7
o

CONSIDERABLY LESS 40.0 60.
Percentage by Coiumns

CONSIDERABLY MORE
SOMEWHAT MORE "
SOMEWHAT LESS
CONSIDERABLY LESS

CONSIDERABLY MORE - = '4l.1 13.6
.SOMEWHAT MORE 26.1 - 16.3
SOMEWHAT LESS 1.3 . 0.3

0.5 - 0.8

Chi Sqyared=16.177, with DF=3, P<.02

O WwWwo K
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"r chiidrén and the child's. perception as to whom exerted the
greatest behavio?al control are given in table III-20. Thié
relationship is highly'statistically sigﬁificant and suggests
that for fhe most part students do not régard their relatiqnship
with best friends to Be of a controlling nature. Our previous
‘discussion oflsoﬁrcés of influence suggestS‘thét‘the student;best
friénd relationship is d;fective aS opbosed to imperétiVe.

A somewhat troublésome fiﬁding from this table is éhat parents
clearly recogni;e that'they have behévioral contfols over their
childfen;fhrthef, their ;hildren,recognize this fapt? While,

‘for the‘present §tudy‘gr9up. the'parent—chiid affect;ve‘bbnds
'_ware qugﬁe strong, it must bé recdgni;éa’fhat the investhent'of
tbis amount gf behavioral control ih parents énd°its‘tacit recogni-
tion by fheir-childrén.provides,an éxcellent séérting point for.'
the de?elopment of well documented social paradigm of “félt"~’
powerlessness". | | .

When tﬁis data is split on the‘basis of drug use (table I1I-
ZL) the bercentagelﬁf studen&s wﬁQ felt that their parents had
more'influgﬁce over their behévio; than their bést friends was:
uéer éroup - 77.1%; pétential user group ; 95%; non—usefvgroﬁp -

'95.5%. -

.The percentage of;parents who fglt'they exercised'ﬁOre control .

over their children's béhavior than did their children's friends |
was: user group - 82.9%} potehtia{_user gfdup - 91.3%; non-user

© grecup - 97.1%.
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“Table III-20

Q

g

Student Perception of Most Controlling

a

PARENTS' PERCEPTION
QF INFLUENCE:

'CONSIDERABLY MORE
SOMEWHAT MORE
SOMEWHAT LESS

- CONSIDERABLY LESS
TOTAL .

" TOTAL %

Per*tentage by Rows.

CONSIDERABLY MORE
" SOMEWHAT MORE
SOMEWHAT LESS
CONSIDERABLY LESS

vPercenﬁégé by Columns

CONSIDERABLY- MORE
SOMEWHAT MORE.
SOMEWHAT LESS
CONSIDERABLY LESS

Per¢entage by Total

CONSIDERABLY MORE
~ SOMEWHAT MORE

SOMEWHAT LESS .

CONSIDERABLY LESS

Ch1 Squared-l? 19 w1th DF-3 P< ool

b O

242
268

13
6

. 469

94.0

=N b
wWowo

b A
= N @
N3O

.

Synop51s of Parent Questlon

Student Perception

of Most Controlling:

PARENTS

I have considerably more/somewhat
more influence than friends; "I have somewhat less/considerably

BEST -
FRIEND

11
13
5
1

- 30

6.0

_x

,less 1nf1uence than do his frlends.-

L4

"Synop51slpf Student Questlon:'

Parents or best friends?

- TOTAL

, 253
221 .

18
-7
499

. A B _
Who has.the most control over you?

% Parents' Pefception of Relative Weight of Influence Over Students vs

!
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Table III:Zl o .

Parents' Perception of Relative Weight.of Influence Over Student
Vs L » ,
Student Perception of Most Controlling -
Subdivided by Drug Use Category

Uéer Group-

Student Perception
-of Most Controlling:

i)
)

PARENTS.L_RRRCEPTION BEST o

* OF INFLUENCE: - "© PARENTS FRIEND TOTAL %
CONSIDERABLY MORE S 11, 3 14 40.0°
SOMEWHAT MORE 12 3 15° 42.9
SOMEWHAT LESS . 1 5 14.3
CONSIDERABLY LESS ) 1. 1 2.9
TOTAL 127 8 . 35
TOTAL % : 77.1  22.9

.. Percentage .by Rows ‘ X ’ '
,\\\§ONSIDERABLY MORE 78.6 21.4

" SOMEWHAT MORE _ 80.0 20.0

SOMEWHAT LESS , 80.0 . 20.0
0 100.0

CONSIDERABLY LESS 0.
Pércentage by Columns

CONSIDERABLY MORE ‘40. 37.5 -

o
SOMEWHAT, MORE 44.4 - 37.5 )
SOMEWHAT LESS 14.8 12.5 -

CONSIDERABLY LESS - 0.0 12.5
Percentage byATotaI : '

CONSIDERABLY MORE  +  31.4 8.6

 SOMEWHAT MORE - 34.3 8.6
SOMEWHAT LESS 1.4 2.9

2.9

- CONSIDERABLY LESS N . 0.0

Chi Squared=2.06 with DF=3, P>.30



"Table II¥=21

(continued)

PARENTS' PERCEPTION

CCNSIDERABLY LESS

. 'Student Perception
- of Most Contralling:

Potential User Gloup

BEST
OF INFLUENCE: 'PARENTS  FRIEND
. CONSIDERABLY MORE - -~ 30" " 0
SOMEWHAT MORE . _ 41 2
SOMEWHAT LESS * . 4 -2
'CONSIDERABLY LESS . L 0
. TOTAL_ ~ 76 4
TOTAL % 95.0 5.0
Percentage by Rows
" CONSIDERABLY MORE .  100.0 : 0.0
SOMEWHAT MORE BN 4.7
SOMEWHAT *LESS . 66.7 33.3
CONSIDERABLY LESS ~ loo,0  —r 0.0
Percentage by Columns T
"CONSIDERABLY MORE 39.5 0.0
. SOMEWHAT MORE 53.9 50.0 -
SOMEWHAT LESS . 5.3 50.0
CONSIDL «ABLY LESS 1.3 0.0
Pe.r'cen‘ﬁqge b? Total -
CONSIDERABLY ‘MORE . 37.5, 0.0
SOMEWHAT MORE .+ ’Bl.3 - 2.5
SOMEWHAT. LESS. - 5.0 - 2.5
1.3 0.0

Ghi Squared=11.78 with DF=3, P<.0l

¢

‘TOTAL .
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Table III-21

“(continued).

Non-User Group

PARENTS' PERCEPTION
OF INFLUENCE:

CONSIDERABLY MORE
- SOMEWHAT MORE
SOMEWHAT LESS
CONSIDERABLY LESS
TOTAL
_ TOTAL %

.Percentage by Rows

CONSIDERABLY MORE
SOMEWHAT MORE
SOMEWHAT LESS

- CONSIDERABLY LESS

Percentage by Colymns

CONSIERABLY MORE
SOMEWHAT MORE
SOMEWHAT LESS
CONSICERABLY LESS

Percentage by Total

CONSIDERABLY MORE
SOMEWHAT MORE '
SOMEWHAT LESS

CONSIDERABLY LESS

,Student Perception

of Most Controlling: °

: . BEST
PARENTS  FRIEND.
199 8
151 .8
5 1
5 6
360 - 17
95.5 4.5
.96.1 3.9
95.0 5.0
83.3 - 16.7 .
100.0 0.0
55.3 47.1
41.9 47.:1
1.4 5.9
1.4 0.0
52.8 - 2.1
40.1 2:1
1.3 0.3
1.3 c.0

Chi Squared=2.60 with-DF=3,P > .40,

“,

TOTAL
207
159

6

377
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While these results can not be evaluated Statistically (the

one significan le in this series has very low cell frequencies),

the} indicate that parents held uniformly high perceptions of the .-

con exerted over their children. ‘Although the user group
. V]

showed that the actual(gmount of parental control was less than

for other groups, the parents of drug users also held_§omewhat
teﬁser expectancies as. to their actual control. The perceptions
of the potential'user group parents and the non-user group parents

reasonably reflected the actual amount of control accorded- to

parents by their children. o
: Opportunity For Input to Decisional Procese

A measure of the opportunlty for a child to make input to

the famlly decision process can be galned from the 1nf rmation

"o - *

outlined in table III-22. This data.lnd1cates that there are

‘--s1gn1f1cant differences (P< 001) between the parent-respondents'

v1ews of how often their children have an opportunity to make

v
-

input on famlly dec;sione and-the students' 'perceptlons of- this

opportunlty.

The table (III-23) produced by the three-way subdivision lnto

,drug use sub-groups all contaln sxgniflcant flnd;ngs (P<.016), wlth-

'hein the xndividual table. ~There are ecme notable dlfferences among

%

: the three groups.'

Concordénce - The concordance of parent-student opinions = .

3 o i R mw»

was: user group - 50 l%, potent1a1 user group - 43 2% ‘non-user.

. group V-_ez.;e%ﬁ. P R Q . : T

&
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Table III-22
Frequency of. Input to the Decisional Process:
Parental %oldc1tation of Student's Opinion vs
Student Perception of Such Sdlicitation

Student Opinion Solicited , E

PARENT SOLICITS . SOME-
STUDENT OPINION: NEVER TIMES OFTEN . ALWAYS TOTAL %

%

NEVER 2 4 s 0 11 2.4
SOMETIMES .13 114 52 15 . 194 - 41.8
- OF TEN _ 17 73 62 31 183 39.4
ALWAYS - 5 ;s +25 23 23 76 16.4
TOTAL - . .37 - 216 142 69 464 100.0
"TOTAL % . 8.0 46.6 . 30.6 14.9°
‘Percentége by Rows )
NEVER T 18.2. * 36.4 45.5 , 0.0
'SOMETIMES " 6.7 58.8 26.8 7.7
OFTEN 9.3 39.9 ,33.9 16.9 ,
ALWAYS 6.6 32.9 / 30.3 -30.3
Percentage by Columns
. . v
NEVER 5.4 1.9 3.5 - 0.0
SOMETIMES .35.1 ° 52.9 36.6 21.7
" OFTEN 45.9. '33.8 43.7 44.9
ALWAYS, 13.5 11.5 16.2 .33.3
.Percentage by Total e - - o o 'f‘w - R
NEVER = - - 0.4 0.9 1.1 0.0 B
SOMETIMES 2.8 24.6 11.2 3.2 . ¢
OFTEN 3.7 15.7 . 13.4 6.7 -
ALWAYS 1.1 5.4 5.0 5.0 -

Chi Squared=3s.94 with DF=9, P< .001

Synop51s of Parent Questlon. How oftén do you solicit the opinlon
of your child in making important family dec151ons°

‘Bynopsis of Student Questlon' Which ‘of the folldwing best descrlbes
your part in family dec1sions°‘ My parents never (sometlmes, often," >
etc ) ask for my- oplnlon.’ : - . o
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Table III-23

Freduency of Input to ﬁhe Decisional Process:
Parental Solicitation of Student's Opinion
‘ vs .
Student Perception of Such Solicitation
Subdivided by Drug Use Category

" User Group
Student Opinign Solicited
PARENT SOLICITS SOME -

STUDENT OPINION: NEVER TIMES OFTEN ALWAYS TOTAL %

NEVER 0 \°0.

’ o} 0 0 0 0
SOMETIMES 4 7 1 0 12 37.5
OFTEN 4 3 7 1 18w 46.9
ALWAYS 0 0 3 2 5 15.6
TOTAL - 8 .10 11 3 32 ° '100.0
TOTAL % 25.0 31.3 34.4 9.4 :
Percentage by Rows. v
NEVER 0.0. 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 _ ‘
 SOMETIMES 33.3 58.3 . 8.3 0.0
OFTEN '26.7 20.0 . 46.7 6.7 .
ALWAYS 0.0 0.0 60.0 40.0
"Pefcentage by Coiumns )
- NEVER 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 ’
SOMETIMES 50.0 - 70.0 9.1 - 0.0
OFTEN .~ 50.0 30.0 53.6 . 33.3 E ¢
ALWAYS 0.0 0.0 27.3 66.7 ‘
jPercéntage by Total : A v
NE¥ER = - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SOMETIMES 12.5. '21.¢ 3.1 0.0
OFTEN . - 12.5 9.4 21.9 3.1
. ALWAYS 0.0 0.0 - %4 . 6.3

_ Chi Squared=16.8 with DF=6, P<.0l -



Table ITI-23
(continued)

Potentiai User Group

PARENT SOLICIZS
STUDENT OPINION:

. NEVER .
SOMETIMES

OFTEN '
ALWAYS

TOTAL _
TOTAL % e 7 6.2

G = N =

_Percehtage by Rows

NEVER, ) 5
SOMETIMES
OFTEN
" ALWAYS

o wo
O wWwwo

Percentage by Columns

NEVER ~20.0
SOMETIMES 20.0
OFTEN " 40.0

ALWAYS 'v . 20.0.

Percentage by Total ~ |

NEVER =
SOMETIMES
OFTEN
ALWAYS

SN e
g N

NEVER

Student Opinion Solicited

SOM

E-

TIMES

1
1

4

53.

50.
63.
56.
29.

44.
41.
11.

2
2

DN W

1
9
8
5
3
1

DO W s Wwo

AT \C RN I \V )

OFTEN . ALWAYS -~ TOTAL

0 o . 2
10 o' 30
7 5 . 32
3 8. 17
20 . .13 el
24.7 16.0
0.0 0.0
33.3 0.0
21.9 15.6 .
17.6 47.1
0.0 0.0
. 0.0 0.0
35.0 . 38.5
15.0 61.5
0.0 0.0
12.3 0.6 .
. 8.8 6.2 -
3.7 9.9

' Chi Squared=26.25 with DF=9, P<.01 =

2.5

37.0

39.5
21.0
. 10C.0
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o Table III-23
- o (continued)

Non-User Group
Student Opinion Sclicited

PARENT SOLICITS

'SOME- ) ..
STUDENT OPINION:  TIMES OFTEN ALWAYS TOTAL %
NEVER _ 3 5 0 9 2.6
SOMETIMES 87 40 14 149 43.1
. OFTEN. 52 47" 24 = 134  38.7
" ALWAYS 20 17 . .13 54. 15.6
TOTAL - 1162 109 51 - 346 100.0
TOTAL % ' 46.8 31.5 14.7 '
Pékcentégé by Rows;
NEVER 11.1 '33.3 55.6 - 0.0
SOMETIMES 5.4 58.4 26.8. 9.4
OFTEN. . 8.2 38.8 . 35.1 -17.9 B,
" ALWAYS, 7.4 37.0  31.5 . 24.1 o

Percent?ge by quumhs

1.9

5.

NEVER 4.2 1 4.6 0.0
SOMETIMES 33.3. 53.7 36.7 27.5
OFTEN | 45.8 32.1 43.1 47.1
- ALWAYS ' -16.7 = 12.3 -15.6 25.5°
Percentage by Total - o
_ NEVER™ " 0.3 0.9 14 0.0 .
SOMETIMES' . 2.3 25.1 11.6 4.0
OFTEN . : 3.2 15.0 13.6 6.9
1.2 8 4.9 3.8

ALWAYS

Chi Squared=20.18 with DF=9, P<.02

2
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Table III~-23
(Summary)
Percentage of Parent Soliciting of Studeﬁt§710pinion: ) . i
User % ~ Potential User % Non-User %
Never = . 0.0 ' o 2.5 .
Sometimés 37. 5; 37.5 37, o2 39.5 . 43, 1? 45. 7
often - - a6. 93 - 39.5) ©38.77
Always Lo . 15.6 62 5 . 21,05 60.5 15. 6) 54. 3
.'Student Perceptlon of Frequency of Oplnlon Solicitation on MaJor
Family Declslons
) User % . ‘Potential User % Non-User %
9 ) . .
Never a 25.00 ‘ E 6.2~ o 6. 9\
: . : : s . 53 7
Sometimes 31. 3} 56.3 . 53.1)'?9 3 - 46.87
Often- . =, 34.3) 24.7° . 31.53
. : - . S 46. 2
CAlvays o 9:4) 43.7 16.03 40+7 .14, 75
X R -



.the_opposite situation - ‘the expressed view of the survey user 3

® These tables may be summarized by examining the percentage
of parents that solicit. input from their ‘children, and the students'
perception-of such solicitation. (table III-23‘(summary)

s

This summary presents some interesting insights as to .the

‘relative input each of the three sub-grodups contributes to major-

family decisions} On this question, student perceptions do not
adequatelylreflect the actual home situation. Parents of the
user group more frequently solicit 1nformat10n from thelr children

than any other group. However, the user,student perceives just

2

group on the question of thelr opportunity to make 1nput 1s that

:whlle they are often consulted, a full one—quanter»of the group
‘feels that they are never consulted as compared with the 6.2%
.and - 2.6% 'never' category of_the.potential users and the non-users.,

" As might be expected parént-student”viewpoint Concordance was

i

lower (concordance =50.1%) .in the user group than in the non—user
group (concordance 62.8%) .

The non-user group percelved that on average they were
consulted less than the user.group However, the ' perceivede

as never consulted' ~group was far smaller (user-25% non—user—

2.6%). In actual fact the. non—user group was consulted slightly

- more often than not on maJor famlly deczslons. Opinion con-

)_cordance (concordance-62 8%) was hlghest in the non-user group.
.

The potentlal user group is in a most 1nterest1ng sltuatlon.

Its members are frequently consulted by their parents on major

.

de0151ons; yet thelr,percelved level of consultation is-lower

Lo
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than the members.of any other group. lhe concordancefof parent¥
student opinions in this‘group had the lowest value (43:2%) of all
groups. ’ | ' | |

| The.expectations as to the weight'that the student's opinion

would have on the‘home'decision'processlare'outlined in table'

,111—24 From thls table it is evident that there was. a s1gn1f1cant

dlfference between the perceptlons of students and ‘their parents,

g-although the oyerall‘concordance for parent-student perceptions

was‘63.5%. The largest discrepaht group was made,up of students

who felt that- thelr oplnlon did not matter, but whose parents

/

I1nd1cated that thelr child’ s opinion did make a dlfference ‘in

family declslons

When the 1nformation from this table i's split into the three-
way - sub tabulatlon (table ITI- 25) as users, potential users,
and non—users. all ‘three tables reflect 51gn1f1cant “w1th1n"

<

flndlngs (Ps 02) While there are some-qulte startllng di fferences

between these sub-tables, there was no sxgnlflcant dlfference

(P3.3Q) between potential users and nonfusers; however, there was

. a slgnificant difference between the non-user categories grouped, f R :

together and the user category (P<.04).

,Concordance: The.concordance of parent—student opinions o
was. user ZFOUD - 81. 5% potentlal user group.- 65. 8%, non~user
- . ] . . ‘ N

group - 61 5%

Parent acceptance of student's oplnlon' User ‘group - 29 6%. -

'potentlal user group «'21. 5% non-user group - 38. 2%

Al



: Table III-24
Importance of the Child's Oplnlon in MaJor Famlly De0151ons v,
Child's Perceptlon of ‘Decision Weight vs - ‘ ‘
Parents' Actual Assessment of Weight of Oplnlon

.Student Responses:

OPINION DOES OPINION DOES
NOT MAKE A  MAKE -

PARENTS' RESPONSES DIFFERENCE  DIFFERENCE TOTAL %
CHILD'S OPINION DOES - L
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE 57 © 45 102 23.3

. N | S .
CHILD'S OPINION DOES . : , 4
MAKE . DIFFERENCE _ 115 : 221 336 76.7 , .
_TOTAL ) _ 172 C 266 438 100.0
TOTAL % , , .39.3 60.7 .

Perceﬁtage by Rows

'CHILD'S OPINION DOES « - .
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE 55.9 44,1

CHILD'S OPINION DOES . o L » .
MAKE‘D;FFERENCE o 34.2 - 65.8 : B

' Percentage by Columrs
/ . ' . X

CHILD'S OPINION DOES S CL (7
- NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE - 33.71 0 16.9 s , o
CHILD'S OPINION DOES S ' : L X‘
MAKE DIFFERENCE 66.9 83.1 ’ . 25 |
Percentage by Total B . L . _ : /

'CHILD[S OPINION‘DOES . v R
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE. 13.0 = 10.3 -

CHILD'S OPINION DOES = .
'MAKE DIFFERENCE - - . 26.3 ' sous

' Chi Squdred=15.34 with DF=1, P<.00L

Synopsis 9f Parent QUEstibn * What he/she says’ usually does not/
does make a difference in~ the decision.

’

‘Synopsis of Student Queétieh; What I. say usually does not/does
make a dlfference in the dec151on.
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Table III-25 i o,
' B . ' e .
Importance of the Child's Opinion in Major Fémily Decisions:
‘Child's Perception of Decision Weight vs
Parents' Actual Assessment of Wéight of Opinion
Subdivided by Drug Use Category

User Croug

Q&

Student'Reégdhses:

- - OPINION DOES .OPINION DOES -
" " NOT MAKE A MAKE

" PARENTS' RESPONSES ~ DIFFERENCE  DIFFERENCE  TOTAL % .
CHILD'S OPINION DOES = E K :
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE - 8 o '8 29.6
CHILD'S OPINION DOES : - . |
AKE DIFFERENCE o 5 14 . . 19 70.4
TOTAL 13 14,0 . 27 100.0

TOTAL ‘% | 48.1° . 51.9
' Percentage by Rows

CHILD'S JPINION DOES | |
'NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE = °  100.0. - \\.o.oQ

__© CHILD'S OPINION DOES R o
MAKE DIFFERENCE - - .. 26.3 - 73.7

'Percentége by Columns‘ /.

'CHILD'S OPINION DOES . .- S -

NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE ¢ . 61.5 - - 0.0
'{ X ) . ) - - - . : —

CHILD'S OPINION DOES - . - . . . -

MAKE DIFFERENCE . .. 38.6. . 100.0

Percentage by,TotaL‘

CHILD'S OPINION DOES. e :
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE :© - 29.6 . ' -0.0 -
| CHILD'S OPINION DOES o
MAKE ‘DIFFERENCE Do, 18, 0 7 51.9:
v : . T L
S co T SR » e
 Chi Squared=9.47 with DF=l, P<.002 = - .' = -

3
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Table II1-25
_ (continued) . .

'Potential User Group

-

'

_ PARENTS'~ RESPONSES :

' CHILD'S OPINION DOES

" ‘MAKE DIFFERENCE

Student Responses:

OPINION DOES

_ 'NOT MAKE A

DIFFERENCE,

'Chi Squared=5.26 with DF=1, P<0.03

"OPINION DOES

MAKE -
DIFFERENCE

NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE 11 . (%e
CHILD'S OPINION DOES - . o
MAKE DIFFERENCE 21 41

- TOTAL .32 a7
TOTAL % 40.5 59.5.
Percentage 'by'Rows ‘

-, CHILD'S OPINION DOES - o

' NOT MAKE- DIFFERENCE 64.7 - 35.3
CHILD'S OPINION DOES ' .
MAKE DIFFERENCE 33.9 66.1
,Percenf:age by Columns -

" CHILD'S OPINION DOES . g
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE . 34.4 12.8
~ CHILD'S OPINION DOES - Ly
MAKE DIFFERENCE 65.6 T a7

Percentage ‘by Tota_l : :
‘CHILD'S OPINION DOES 3 E o
_ NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE . 13.9 29.6 .
CHILD'S OPINION DOES . D,
- 26.6 ° . 70.4

TOTAL

%

29.6

70.4

100.0

119
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Table III-25
(continued)

Non-User ‘Group '
Student Responses:
. . . e i
OPINION DOES- OPINION DOES
. L NOT MAKE A  MAKE ‘ ,
PARENTS' RESPONSES: -  DIFFERENCE  DIFFERENCE  TOTAL % .
CEILD'S OPINION DOES - : |
* NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE 37 38 . . 75 22,9
CHILD'S OPINION DOES - oo .
MAKE DIFFERENCE - ' 88 . 164 . 282 77.1
TOTAL - .~ 125 202 327 100.0
TOTAL % . : ' '38.2 .. 61.8
- Percentage by'Rows . o S
CHILD'S OPINION DOES . | - o :
NOT MAKE-DIFFERENCE . "49.3 ' 50.7 - o .
CHILD'S OPINION DOES . - o - S
MAKE DIFFERENCE ' 34,9  65.1 S e

Percentage byﬁcdiumns

_CHILD'S OPINION DOES - - o
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE 29.6 = - 18.8

' CHILD'S OPINION DOES . . |
. MAKE DIFFERENCE 70.4 ‘ 8l.2
o . . e . : . o

Percentége by Total .

 CHILD'S OPINION DOES

NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE 11.3 - . 11.6
CHILD'S OPINION DOES . =~ R
‘MAKE DIFFERENCE. 26.9  s0.2

Chi Squared=5.084 with DF=l, P<0.03
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Students' percegtion:that parents accept their opinion:

User group - 48,1%; potential user group - 40.5%; non-userdgroup -

22.9%.
\

Translating these tables{into_expectancies; there is evidence ,
opinfé%

d1d make a dlfference in major home dec151ons. Thé4 high- concordance

: to suggest that the user group could expect'that t

(81. 5%) with their parehts'hstLted views supports thls.= The typlcal

non—user has less 1nfluencagpn maJor famlly dec1s1oné‘than the

BN

user and ir reallty hlS expectatlons are somewhat lower than his
.u,actual influence (concordance =61.5%).
The potpntlal user surveyed in thls study is in a very tenuous

pos1t10n. While parents of potentlal users attach ‘the most welght

to thelr child's: oplnlo//of any drug use sub-group. the potentlal
‘user -group' s perceptlons were lower in concordance .than the drug
use group (55.8%). Evenvthouéh this group?s opinions:actually
arried considerable welght 1n the home dec1s1on proceSs, their
expectatlons as to the 1nfluence of thelr oplnlons was the lowest
“and only 22. 9% felt that ‘their oplnlon had 1nfluence on maJor

'famlly dec1s10ns. o j~ y

' Communication in the-Home

of central 1mportance to any soheme of” formal dec151on maklng
is the ablllty of grOUp members t0fcommun1cate wlth each other,

T ‘espe01ally about toplcs that requlre joint problem solv1ng
- 'y
Communlcatlon dlfflculties 1n the ‘home were recognlzed by the -

\

. Commlss1on of Inqulry lnto the Non Medlcal Use of Drugs _ as belng

TN ' . ‘ v ) - . %

V.' . ) 7 . L . . i R



a key element in thé high risk:family setting relative to the

_they found- 1t dlfflcult to cofmmunicate w1th the1r parents about

14

<

!

.non medical use of drugs. Communications are also a key character-

istic of Cleland's (1974) description.of formal planning structufs.
In the present study, most_parents (N=443, £83.4%) felt that
they were willing tc communicate with their children about problems

(table ITI1-26); yet, a substantial number of parents (N=168;

‘36 8%) 1nd1cated that they found 1t dlfflcult to communicate with:
their children about their'children‘s problems (table 111-27).

The parents were not alone in the 'communlcatlons gap as about

the same percentage (N=191, 38.1%) of thelr chlldren felt that

thelr problems (table III-28)., However, the home 51tuat10n possesses
v o
con51derably less communication difficulties'than the school -

'63.2% (N;332) of those students surveyed indicated thgt they

A\ ‘ . . .
found it difficult to talk with their teachers about their problems

'(table IIIA29)

when the parents' perception of thelr w1111ngness to talk

w1th their ch11dren about problems is compared with the perceptlon

',of their chlldren as to the parents' w1111ngness to talk about

problems (table III—30), no 51gn1f1cant differences are to be

©

found. A w1111ngnesshto communlcate w1th each other is found in - y

86. 9% of the students surveyed and 83. 5% of the parents surveyed

Students‘tended to over estimate parents, w1111ngness to communicate

in 13 7% of the cases} similarily'parents'over estimated students '

.w1lllngness to communlcate in 10.7% of the cases surveyed. Sub-

dlvxslon of - the iata of table 1I1I-30 by drug use categorles falled

o

f//§
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Table III-26

Parents: . Communlcat1on W1th Child
: . About Problems E '

Talk With Chiid Wheh .
He%She Has Problems

AGREE DISAGREE IOTAL_

N 443 88 ' 531
% . 83.4 16.6 109.0% ,
> . ° T \
A
' . \
GTable III-27 - \
Parents: Commiinication Difficuity‘W§§% Child
N . re i ) " \\
- © Difficult to Talk With '

_£fhild About Problems

o

AGREE  DISAGREE TOTAL: \'
N 168 360 528
% 36.8 -68.2  100.0%

Table III-28 \
Students"Communication Difficulty With Par%rts

N
\

Difficult to Talk With
H@rents About Problems

\
y

AGREE- DISAGREE  TOTAL -
N .. 191 310,  sol
% 38,1 . ﬁ;l .9 100.0%
v Table III—29 e

leficult to Talk W1th Teachers About Problem§P

- AGREE - DISAGREE TOTAL “
S s . ’ '
. N ‘_:v 332 193 ¥ 525
%,' - 83.2.- - 36»8 - 100.0%

\ S
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__AGREE

. Synop51§ of Parent Quest10n~

Parents' Pereception of Willin
.vs Child's Percepgion of

PARENTS TALK
WITH CHILD
ABOUT PROBLEMS  AGREE

STRONGLY AGREE 118

AGREE 56
' DISAGREE 1
STRONGLY DISAGREE 28
TOTAL . v 204
TOTAL % "~ 29.3

Percentage by Rows

»

 STRONGLY AGREE  42.9 .

AGREE ' 35.7
DISAGREE . 16.7

STRONGLY DISAGREE 36 7
Percentage by Columns

STRONGLY AGREE
AGREE
DISAGREE
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1

NUI

8.
27,

wi—'

Percentage by. Total

STRONGLY AGREE 22.8

10.8
DISAGREE o .. 0.2
STRONGLY DISAGREE‘ 5.4

Chi Squared =16. 71 with DF=9, P>.05

has a problem.

Synopsis of Student Question:
me when I have a prcblem (stro

STRONGLY

1
6
0
-3

Table III-30

- 128
75

3
39
245
47.6

46.5

47.8

49.4

24.8

14.5

0.6

AR 5

-

L3

DIS-
AGREE AGREE

16 .

22

1

9

. 48

9.3

5.8
14.0
-16.7

11.4

Y N B
W~ mw

N, W

- O MW

NV we

-

(\.

STRONGLY

DISAGREE TOTAL

13
4

N =~

v

275

157

6
79

517:

Sy
2

gness ‘to Talk About Child's Problems
Parents' Wllllngness to Talk

,

‘Parents W1111ng to Talk W1th Chlld :

%

53.2

30.4

. l.2
15.3
100.0

‘I. talk w1th my child when he/she

‘My parents are wllllng to talk w1th
ngly agree-strongly disagree).

.
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to alter these results, nor was there a discernable relatipnship
between either'ofbthéiover—estimation groups (parents—children)
, and'drug use. \ g
When we examine percelved communlcatlon dlfflcultles (table

'III 31) we dlscover that 31 5% of the parents and 30% of the students
surveyed indicated that they found 1t dlfflCult to communlcate
> with each other. There.were no sxgnlflcant differences between,
cemmunications difficulties as perceivedvby the students and as
perceiyed by the parents However, 18.7% of the students under
estlmated their parents' percelved communlcatlon dlfflcultles,
.whereas, 25.2% of the parents under estlmated the dlfflcultles .. L
-that their chlldren.experlenced in dlscu551ng their troubles
with themr .No,significant; or evenvdtreetienal reiationships
could be‘estabiished betueen drugrusé and perceived'eommunications
difficulty. )

‘ However, when the questlon; "Who do you find most dlfflcult
to talk w1th - parents .or best fr1ends°" posed to. the students,

is cross-tabulated w1th "dr use, a.strong relatlonshlp is found."-

(table III-32) The drug ser categorles all found their parents

" to be more dlfflcult to talk to than their best frlends. .The

potentlal user’ category, thos students who have not uSed drugs

- but who indlcated that they mlght try them also 1nd1cated that they
found thelr parents more d1ff1cu1t to- communlcate with than thelr

.

best friends. The non-users who indicated that they would not try

I drugs provided results in the opposxte dlrectlon. Flfty-one and

51xdtenths per cent of thls grcup indlcated that. they foupd thelr,
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Table III-31

Parents' Perceptior of Communication leflcultles Vs
Students' Perceptlon of Communication Difficulties

Students: Communication Difficulties?

PARENTS ;'

COMMUNICAT ION STRONGLY . DIS-  STRONGLY .
" .DIFFICULTIES? AGREE AGREE = AGREE DISAGREE TOTAL = %
STRONGLY AGREE 5 9 22 10 46 9.3 . g
! AGREE 18 31 35 25 109 22.2.
DISAGREE 14 a7 60 45 166 33.7
"STRONGLY DISAGREE 24 39 62 - 46 171 34.8
TOTAL 61 126 179 126 ‘492 100.0

- TOTAL % / 12.4 35.6  36.4 25.6
Percentage.by Rows

STRONGLY AGREE 10. 19.6 .47.8  21.

9. 7
AGREE : 16.5 28.4  32.1 . 22.9
DISAGREE = , . 8.4 28.3 36.1 27.1
STRONGLY DISAGREE 14.0 . 22.8 36.3 - 26.9 "
Peréentagg\by Columns
 STRONGLY AGREE .  g.2 7.1 -12.3 7.9 . -
 AGREE - 29.5 24.6  19.6 19.8
DISAGREE - 23.0 37.3 33.5 = 35.7
. STRONGLY DISAGREE  39.3 "31.0- 34.8 36.5
Percentage by Total . ’
STRONGLY AGREE 1.0 1.8 4.5 2.0 ’
AGREE ‘ 3.7 6.3 7.1 5.1 -
DISAGREE . 2.8 9.6 12.2 9.1
STRONGLY DISAGREE 4.9, 7.9 12.6 9.3

Ch1 Squared=9.08. ‘with DF 9, P>.40

.v-Synop51s of Parent Questlon I find it dlfflcult to talk with my .
child abobt things that trouble hlm/her. : .

\'fr

Synopels of Student Questlon- I find it dlfflcult to talk with
my parents about things that trouble me.



Table III-32

Communication Difficulties:
s o by Drug Use Category

STUDENT:-
DRUG USE CATEGORY

DRUG USER - CONTINUING <
DRUG USER - MIGHT USE AGAIN

'DRUG USER —.WON'T USE AGAIN .

NON-USER - MIGHT TRY-
NON-USER - WILL NOT TRY
TOTAL )
TOTAL %

Percentage by Rows

DRUG USER - CONTINUING

DRUG USER - MIGHT USE AGAIN
DRUG USER - WON'T USE AGAIN
NON-USER - MIGHT TRY
NON-USER = WILL NOT TRY

Percentage by Columns ..

DRUG USER — CONTINUING -

DRUG USER - MIGHT USE' AGAIN
DRUG USER — WON'T USE AGAIN'

- NON-USER - MIGHT TRY
NON-USER -~ WILL NOT TRY

Percentage by'Tofal

DRUG USER -~ CONTINUING

' DRUG USER — MIGHT USE AGAIN
DRUG USER - WON'T USE AGAIN
 NON-USER - MIGHT TRY
NON-USER - WILL NOT TRY

-7

Parents vs Besf Friends

Student: Most Difficult

to Talk With

10
11
.3
‘54~
181
259
53.2

66.7
78.6
75.0
67.5
48.4

Chi Squared=15.51, with DF=4, P<.0l

BEST

'PARENTS . FRIEND

5
3
1
26
193

228

46.8

33.3
21.4
25.0
32.5
51.6.

TOTAL

15
14
4

80 -

-374
487

127



128

best~friendslmore‘difficult to.talk with than their perents.

While this finding should be interpreted with caution due to the

,;‘

‘samll number of drug users in the etudyﬂ‘lt ‘does offer some support
to the Comm1551on of. Inquiry into the Non Medical Use of

' Qrugs ,contentlon that communlcatlon dlf;lculty in the home,
espec1a11y where 1t is accompanled with. a. communlcatlons d1ffe;-
ential between-peer éroup and parents,‘ls assoc1ated w1th the

non. medical use of drugs.
3 . .
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- CONCLUSIONS

The Comm1551on of Inqu1ry 1nto the Non Medlcal Use of Drugs
focused on two key areas of the 1nd1v1dual S. llfe -'the affectlve
structure of the home and the dec1s1onal framework w1th1n whlch

: famlly dec1s1ons are made. . . ) B

Affective Structure - COnclusions

In the present study examination of the affectlve structure of
the home revealed llttle support for the contentlon that . lack of 1»
percelved affectlon was a sallent varlable in determlnlng hlgh .

'n risk home environments. - The flndlngs of thls portlon of the study

that are. of some lnterest to educators are: Flrst the large numbep

o

A . , .
- cof parents who 1nd1cated that they do not llke thelr children In . ’

' the present study 19% of the parents 1ndlcated these sort of feelings.

Fortunately, the affectlve bond w1th1n ‘the home appears, for the

11-14 year old age group surveyed fairly resxstlve to negatlve

effects arising from parental dlsl1ke Only about 8% of the chlldre'
{

surveyed held v1ews contrary to the statement that they llked the1r :

parents very much. Nevertheless, the negatlve affectlve feellngs‘
present 1n many homes suggests that contlnued efforts must be made
at all levels home;/school and church to foster the development
of warm affectlve feellngs w1th1n the famlly c1rc1e. Second when
the general llklng of teachers by the students who part1c1pated

in the study was. examlned 52% of the students agreed that ‘they . ,.; o —
llked the1r teachers very much Thlrty-elght percent held some “

' negatlve feellngs about the1r teachers and about 9% held strong _ h,. v,‘;

negative feellngs., However the nature of the . questlon wh1ch



requ1red students to chOOSe a posltlon in terms of whether or not
they llked their teachers very much may have caused an” appearance.
of a negative bias. Other adJectlves perhaps more. approprrate to
‘the student -teacher relationshlp come to mlnd such as "respect”
"enJoy the‘company of" apprec1ate"[ etc. Use of such adJectlves
in future research- mlght reduce the posslb111ty of response bias.
Third, abouttwo—thlrds of the parents stated that" they always

L
acted as if they liked their chlldren while the remalnlng—one—thlrd

' indicated substantlally less agreement with the statement A

sllghtly lower proprotlon of. students (30%) 1ndlcated that they
9

B percelved thelr parents as sometlmes dlSllklng them Hence,_lt

4

may be sa1d that there “is reasonable accord between parents' actlons

'regardlng dlsplaylng a liking of thelr chlldren and the perceptlon

- of the Chlld 1tself that he or she 1s, in fact leed

The ramlflcatlons of the ablllty of students to accurately e

percelve parental affectlon ought not. to be underestlmated The
Drelkurs' technlque obv1ously exp101ts th1s perceptlve ablllty,'A

’and the ba51c prop051t10n that,. "Emotlons follow 1ntellect and

behav1or", results in des1rable operatlonal states that stress <

strategles relatlng feellngs and actlons and the value of p051t1ve
. experlences (see flgure I-2) Thls emph851s on the use of . the
affectzve bond w1th1n the home as a stepp;ng-stone to the con-(
_structlve use of emotlons encourages the development of . mutual ‘:.;1 . f
respect and 11k1ng Drelkurs technlque in this area serJ:s to

modlfy behav1or of family counc1l members towards a: mature outlook

-
.
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<
on the affective structure of the home so that one member'can'

'expressldispleasure with anothen only from a position of'under-’
. .
standlng, never from a p051t10n that is based on withdrawal of R

N

love and affectlon

Whlle limitations Ain the constructlon of the lnstrument the

abbrev1ated age—span of students who part1c1pated in the experlment
“.and limlted opportunlty for problng the affectlve structure of the
_ home all posed problems w1th the generallty of the study results,

'a ‘very conservatlve statement regardlng the affectlve structure of

the home and drug use would be that on the ba51s of the present *

'study, there appears to be no- ev1dence supportlng the contentlon

that the affectlve structure of the home 1s a ba51s or T predictor
\ .

of future drug ‘use. R S

Dec151onal Processes - Conclusions

in terms of'the'decisional framework Qf the home, the present'
study found llttle support for the contentlon that homes in Whlch

the mother 1s domlnant and: the father lacklng 1n leadershlp con-

‘stltute a hlgh—risk env1ronment 1nstead it was found that fully

‘ 13% of" ‘the . drug users came from homes in whlch tradltlonal, male
‘ parent domlnant, patterns of famlly de01510n making exlsted.--
‘The role of parent—child 1nf1uence structures was studled ahd' ;Ji?wi"
't it was found that no glear pattern of 1nfluence emerged regardlng

the relatlve rolas ‘of parégts and best frlends -on the students'

behaV1or.‘-A finding of tnterest was that parents over estlmated
. L D : .
lthelr 1nf1uence, that 1s. they perce;ved themselves as belng far more

°
[

’1nfluential over thelr Chlld s behav1or than they really were,




132

L.

There was evidence suggesting a shift in major sources of deci- : e

sional ideas from a position in'which_the parents are cast as the
; .
ultlmate source of influence to a p051t10n in whichH both parents

:and best frlends recelved equal welghtlné as sources of de0151onal
information. In terms of actual behav1or controi the experlmental
results 1ndlcate that parents held uniformly high perceptlons of

the control they exerted over their chlldren and that whllé the . ~s
.flndlngs were not statlstlcally significant, the results for the

user group were in theldlrectlon of a reductlon ‘in the amount of

percelved parental control by the student . Further,‘;n the user
. ‘ )

~ groups the actual amount of parental control was Judged by the
‘ parents to be less than the amount for the other ‘groups. Thus,.

parents of drug users also ‘held- somewhat lower expectan01es as..

to the amount of the1r actual control. _ S a 3
e ) S
While the greatly abbrev1ated age—span of the survej group

PR
prevented det‘.fed examlnatlon of ‘the role of the parénts as magor
/ .

sources of lnfluenoe compared w1th their role as controlllng agents,

it 15 1nterest1ng to note that in thefpresent study, parentsuwere
still largely 'seen as flgunas W1th far greater behav1oral control
than influence. In the majorlty of students in the survey, the basic

vsoc1al orlentatlon -was st111 the home, with the’ parents as controlllng .

.

1nfluences as opposed to being leaders. 1n a consensus type 51tuatlon.,

&\§§a ' In the present study opportunlty for 1nput and part1c1patlon

1n de0151on maklng was’a varlable of maJor 51gn1f1cance. ' There : S

" ‘were clear dlfferences between categorles of drug use. Parents

’ @ -

N
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‘of the user group more frequemtly felt thet they eohght the.opinion :
of their children than anyhother group; bcwever, avsizeable mumber
of indlviduals lm'this'gmoub»felt~that they were never consulted
. on decisions.' On the other hand parents of the potentlal user
group 1nd1cated that this group was the most frequently consulted,b h
’th potentlal usebs_held perceptions 1n‘the opposite direction. o R
The potentiel.user;group felt that they-were consul ted farvless |
them/tban any otber group. B
' The“bser éroup felt that their opinlon did make an'impaet '
on bome decieions, while the typidal non-user had far less.influemce ‘
on family deoisions.‘ - -

The gehefal conclusions' eupport‘the contentions oé Clelamd (1974)"
and other management sclence'autbors --if éeqieions in aceobd witb '

:organizétional-goals are to be'méde, then the pereone affected by
®.

‘the dec151ons must be allowed to. make tlmely 1nput to the de01slonal '
process, and the1r 1nput must carry welght. If these'comdltlons' |
' can not be met then the-goals of the organlzatioh will not be carrled
: out and personal goals (whloh may be counterproductlve, qQr ant1~ |
organlzatlon.‘etc ) may be substltuted

‘In the present study, the status of - communications in the home
wasvfound-to be extremély variable. Parents were w1lling to talk |
out problems w1th thelr chlldren, and thechxldren surveyed 1ndlcated
that they-felt that(thelr:parents were willing to talk to them about
,thelr problems. YettoVeria tbird of all parenté and chiidréh'indi-'

) cated that they found it difflcult to talk over problems w1th each

- - . . . . t
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other.
+" Two—-thirds of the students surveyed indicated that.they felt
‘that they had difficulty in dlscussing their problems yith their

.teachers; yet more.than'one—half of the students indicated that
| they llked thelr teachers very much ‘ERES;:;zpears to be a solid-
ba51s for the further development of meanlngful communlc7tlon

between student and teacher, espec1ally ‘where the development of o 'fr

‘strategles for deallng with s001al parameters, soc1a1 values and

‘soc1a1 pr1nc1ples a;e concerned.. Whlle large classes and the
‘somewhat 1mpersonal atmosphere of modern day schools would’ llmlt the
application of technlques such as the famlly coun01l‘Zo the school
~sxtuatlon,- the 1ntroduct10n to the classroom of formal technlques
to strengthen the strateglc awareness and the dec151on maklng -
aballtles of the- student is urged. Such technlques would draw
upon the solid basis of student—teacher afflllatlon ‘and would greatly

_foster student—teacher c0mmun1catlon leadlng ‘ultimately to a more - o

Advnamlc respons1veness to social parameters on the part of all

fconcerned W1th the process,'and hopefully to the sort of strateglc
.'awareness 1dent1f1ed by Cleland (1974), Llnstone (1974) and others :_“‘
‘as belng necessary for the future development of our soc1ety ' .
Addltlonally, the’ further development of student—teacher communlca-

v

tions mlght provide a counterbalance to the commun1c1at10n dlf—’

ferentlal between students, peer g‘oups, and parents whlch wag found_'

to be'associated with;drug~use.;n the-present study . _As teac

.
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are detached from many of the behavioral concomitants of the home

situation fheir role as influential agents as oppbéed to controlling ™
figures gives them an ideal position as "planning consultants'.

°
:
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APPENDIX A
STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE ABOYT DRUGS

This survey is ‘an attempt to flnd out the knowledge, attltude and
practices of studeénts with respect to drugs. :

<

.Your answer sheet-will be anonymous and strlctly confldentlal
Do not sign your rname. There is no way your individual answer
sheet can ever be identified.. The page will be scored by .machine
and then déstroyed. - - ‘

: S

INSTRUCTIONS: S o : ,

‘A. You need 3 things  (a) The Question Booklet
' (b) The Answer: Sheet
(c) A pencil and rubber

. B.. (a) The qoestions are numbered 1, 2, 3, 4, etc.

(b) .The answer choices to each questron are lettered
A, B, C, D, or E. .

~C. For. eyery questlon make ONE'arid ONLY ONE answer ch01ce 'ﬁ‘. : ‘ e

'Choose the ONE rlght or the best or the ‘wiosest answer for you.

D. These are the STEPS IN ANSWERING

-

1. Read the question CAREFULLY

- a ot

2. 'Read all the answer ch01cesq Some ‘are fricky or require ;
thlnklng.v , : o . C - L ‘

3. i) Match the question numbers in’ the QUESTION BOOKLET
~and ANSWER SHEET. ,

‘ ii)'hMatch the LETTER be81de your chosen answer w1th the
7SAME LETTER on the" ANSWER -SHEET. o

D
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What grade are you in ' , 2
A. Grade 5 °

‘B.. Grade 6 ‘ :

C. Grade 7

D. Grade 8

E. Grade 9

Which group contains your age? Mark the letter of that group -
on your answer sheet. (For example, if your age is 13 years -
mark 2 e.) ' '

.
i

A. 10 years or. under -
B. 11 or 12 years old X ) ’
C. - 13 or 14 years old N
D, 15 or 16 years old
E. 17 or over ’
If_you/are a boy mark A. i
’ AR ) o
IT you are a girl mark E.
Where was your FATHER baxn?
..A. North America (Canada, United States) éﬂﬂ:

B. Britykh Isles (England, Ireland, Scotland) AR
C.- Europe (Frénce, Germany, Greece, Italy, Austria, =]

© /. Scandinavia and others) ¢ - ‘
- D. Potand, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Russia
E. Elsewhere ' =

Where was your MOTHER born? . . ' ° S N
A. North America (Canada,’United States) S I .
B. British Isles (England, Ireland, Scotland) N
C. " Eurppe (France, Germany, Greece, Italy,,AuStria:v-'; g _
, ‘ Scandinavia and others) . L o ol s -
D. Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Russia“ .. ’
. E. Elsewhere . e :

o



- N | o R 151"
‘ ’ : SN L .
-.:\‘ L © . ' ) i M . . :L . . A} - '
" 6. .What LANGUAGE do your PARENTS speak MOST OF THE THME? % .
: Coaan . ‘ ( - ‘ - .
\ A_. v, . L )
B. ‘Portuguese. Spanish o ! - . e
y .. C. . st . . |

- .- D. German, French, Scandinavian Languages PR .rlb'; - RN
- “E. None of these (see #7 below) : A : TN

R f‘?{”“?HFents' LANGUAGE bontinded: “(You MUST answer this questﬂ"n g

. . CLoe : ’ AR also) . ) ‘ -
. % , SRR e c. . o S . /
“A." Chinese or Japanese e e Ly R .

N B. - Polish, ‘Czechoslovakian, Hungarian, Romanlan J o .

o e Ukraihian, Russian, Greek = .. . ' . ‘
~f>_ . . C. 'None of these\.:.'ni e Co s e S R 8

‘Tu"vetf What is- y&br FAM\LY RELIGION” (Réligioh"practiéed in thr'ﬁomé) o

i T ‘A'. Cathollc T ! ' ' R ‘% - :
; L o OBu Protestant (Angllcan. Presbyterlan, United Baptlst,-etc ) ' ’
“C. Jew1sh : (& i ’ . . Lo

| - D No’ Rellg}on' or. I don't know' PR g
‘E.. Othe BN BT BRPLE e a
.9. AreJyéu Ca L ‘ ; w,{ f{’ ) | s: .
: o -’l‘. ) s R .‘o ' . : <' . : g v t
’ .A. Living with both parents ° o ! R .

B B - Net. living with one,parﬁnt :'f

-E{, None of these‘

l)

e .ﬂ,ﬁﬂlq, When does your FAIHER,(
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12, What kind of work does your FATHER (or head of household) do?
e NOTE: -1, 1If your FATHER does" no\wor‘k - or if you have
B ‘ no FATHER - mefke no marRs on answer sheet
’ for th:.s Jque'stlon. , \ .
A Professional and Mand&eq}al {Doctor, Teacher. Manager,
. S Archltect,‘Sngineer) AN . . :
Yo B.s+ Proprietor (store dp sﬁhli bdsiness owner) - S
S C. Clerical or Sales ( okk‘eeper, secretary, offlce work, 1 '
o : alefnan). R
: - §.. . D. Skllled or Technjga l(Mochaniq. Electrlclan, Baker, )
"y T 3 .
~ L ‘mechine operator) o o
» «  E. Semiskllled (Cpp ru idh ‘8 ing shipping, general zabour?‘ : {-jj;
\ . . i A "“ ‘&'-l"u
18. Whdt is your usual ﬁoi E‘f" -4 A
Aa ~under 40 % A
B. 40 -.50 % ‘i
C. 50 - 65 %
S U " 'D. ‘65 - 75.% .
e E, .75 or overi. Y. R s
S - , . =
" S ke
E -&f. Do you have any OLDER brothen‘? .
A I am the only.child”. - ;f’_ R S
_ B, I am the aldest, ch11d f&f e Coe @ ET »
68 T hav#y, oldaf"brothet‘ L, S o L
' o i:'"D, I hdbe 2*61der brotﬁenﬁf S . A : .
‘;jr,ﬂ va .'E., I~§ave more than 2 older brofhers v - :
RRa i -.',15". Dos“you have an{ OLDER sisters° S ,
a . - Co % ) g .
. C I am the only'child T T S
‘ I am the oldest child = - . o ' T 2 o
1 have 1. plder sister =~ = . e S ‘
"I Have - 2'01der sisters = S v - g P
I have more- than 2, older sisters ' : _ 7 ki t
‘ ffr 1Q Do you have any YOUNGER brothers° ‘tw; T ¢
. g . o " ""_v’.’ '.é v“‘-:‘\ T . 4
- YA, I am the only child : ';' T ‘
5 .B, *I ‘am the- ~youngest - child R .t

- I have 1 younger brother. . SR , {f'7 R
D?ffi hgve: Z'ga brothers ,*~"ﬂ:;’3,f;t: L
E. I have more h 2 yqunger brothers ST AR R
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17. Do you have any YOUNGER sisters?.

A." I am the only child
"B. I am the youngest. child .

C. I have 1 younger sister

. D. I have 2 younger sisters o
E. I ﬁave more than 2 younger sisters

18. How much meney do you have to spend each WEEK (from JOb
" "allowance, etc.) S oo ‘ o .

" A. 50¢ or less } o

B 8le to $2-. - oL ‘,
C. $2.01 to $5 R o

D. $5.01 to %10
over $10 a week -

19. Have any of your -BROTHERS or SISTERS taken MariJuana or
. sniffed glue? RS . .

A. They've used marijuana only - e \

B. They've used glue only o ’ o

£. They've used both marijusna and glue - . s ;. ' S e
D.' They've never used marlJuana or glue o o B »
E. I don't know - 'or - I have no brothers or 51sters ' -

?

20;“What does. your Father (Male Guardlan) use’>

A. tobacco only - . , e iﬂp,
+B: .aleohol .only - -~ - ' . T . R
 C.  tobaccq and alochol o
. D. neither tobacco nor alcohol- - L

"f!li ‘E. I don't know = qr I have no father
2l. 'What does youg’Mother use? :,] o

LA, _tobacco only; St NN EEEE
~ B. alcohol only - ' ISR C
,C{- tobacco and alcohol
;D.'inelther tobacco nor alcohol A
[E. -I don't know ~ or - I have no mother ;" .

22}'fCheck the category that applles to yourself. n-' o

- "A. I have used drugs e “am stifl using them .'fv” o oo CoE

" ... .o - .B. . I have used drugs - s 8 night use them again T e
D . C. I have used drugs - I.am not using thamgmg

D, I have ‘not ‘used drugs - I might like to try them_A

,E. I have not used drugSo- I am not 301ng to use them

-

ir
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23. How many persons do you know who wouU givp you or sell you
MARIJUANA? .

NO bhe . ’M . v ' '

One person ' . e .

- Two people: : o oo s

. Three pegffie S B
Four peoﬂ[e or more . ‘j;g

o

Not at all
6 to 10 cigarettes per week L
11 to 20 cigarettes per week . S
. 20 c1geifttes or over per week or regular user

Lo )‘
25. In the p 51k nfﬁkhs-(since August) I haye used ALCOHOL'

A."
B.
C.
D.
E

' 8. In the‘East/sf; months (51nce August) I have used MARIJUANA

| ﬁ; Nog &+ all T T S .
"ﬁ , Oy or twe times v F S T
W C.  TKree or foup:times
" 'D.. Five or six 'times - : )
E. -Seven or hore times' - R

A3

27. 'In the past six months (51nce August) I have sniffed GLUE.

T G ) &
© AL Not at_all T B ‘ ' o
B. One ‘orPtwo times = % - . . .
~ C." Three or four - timggz RN e,
‘D. Five or'six times'lftté‘ : o

E. Seven or more tlmes v e

amytal phenobarb) Ty
A. Not at all .. . : . o
B. ' One. or two timgs .
C. Three or four times” , . .
D.. Five orsix -times | - ,
E - Seven or.more.txmes o A -

1l to 5 01garett per week . o BRI ﬂ.f7 ‘

‘28.' In the past six months I-haye used BARBITURATES. (Seconal;,l.»




. . ..18%

29. In, the past six months I have used OPIATES: (héroin,‘morphihe.
oplum) ‘ .
A. Not at all )
B. One or two times
) .C. Three or four times - ‘ B
D. Five or six times . o ; T
E. Seben'or more times - ”;1_._>-‘"_; R
“ 30. In the past six months (since August) I have used STIMULANTS 7 )
(pep pills) o _ e . e
A. Not at all o . o A,
B. One or two times ' o g
N . €. Three or_four times . _ )
ot D. Five or six times _ : N - o
E. Sevén or more‘times \ ' '
' = -"’7~. ) B -
' 31.x In the ast six months (51nce August) I have used. TRANQUILIZERS \:'*?gg%
(sleep ng plllS) . A
SN A. Not a_'t.a;r o o A T
7/ ‘B. One or two times- " = . - . . . o
: . C. .Three or four times ' IR R R .
;’ - D. Five or six times, . R IR < T s A
v : .. E. vSeven or more tlmes Y ' ' B
. .. jl . . o R . : ».
"!b ’ ‘ .
- ! 33. In the past sixdponths (51nce August) I have used40THEB ' ¢
HALLUCINOGENS' (STP LBJ Or others) ,
© ‘A.\;Not at all '). . ': - “.," R T FPIE L PO L
B. One’ or two tihes A ~‘ ’ LT T T T S -
- , €. Three'or four times - . h
' . D. Five or six imes .
v EJ Seven or—more t;mes ;
‘ e
T S
) . el
-~ .



" IF YOU HAVE NOT, USED TOBACCO IN THE PAST s1x Moums stp TO.
QUESTION #’39 : :

.o ‘z -r

When did 'you have'your first cigarette?

oo Q>

IF YOU HAVE NOT usz-:n EITHER:

- MARIJUANA

CIN 'J;ms PAST SIX MONTHS, THEN SKIP'TO QUESTION #50.

..This year
Last year
Two or three years ago
Four or five years ago
Over five years ago

When would you most llkely smoke clgarettes?

‘us&ally when I’m alone

when I'm with my close friends )
before, during or after. a party
ﬂanywhere away from. home

"-~anyt1me outslde of school ; does mot matter'lb

If you' used CIGARETTES but have stopped which of the

fohﬁow1ng comes closest to your reason for stopp1ng°

A, .

thoughtit mfght be . harmful ‘or addlctlve

B

C.

Lo "D.
;7 E.

- I AR . N
. :How much do .your parents know aboﬁt xpur SMQKING Op
Zcigarettes, etc )° PR : _ ‘

.my ‘parents. or-others. forced me. to stop
my friends wanted me to-stop; - :
I'mnot interested in. smoking anymore
I have’not stqpped

.‘fthey don t know I smoke . SR NP
Tithey don’t knoy T smoke as muoh as I do‘
‘they ‘know T &m ke.and want ‘me to stop

e'.“;they knoW"I. sioke.

bought thent you
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IF YOU HAVE NOT USED ALCOHOL IN THE PAST SIX MONTHS SKIP TO
"QUESTION #44. .

: w»';'vu
oy ’

39&ﬂ,When d1d you have your first DRINK of -alcohol 1beer, w1ne or

llquor)°
, A. This year..
: B. Last _year
T L T TWS o Tthree years “ago
.D. Four or five years ago
E. Over five years ago o
40. When would you most likely drink? . oo f”
‘A. usually whef>I'm alone
B. when I'm with my close friends SR . o
C. before, during or after a party ' R o - .
D. anywhere away from home ' ' -
E. anytime outside of school ~ does not matter
4l. If you have used ALCOHOL but have stoppéﬂi wh1ch of the follow1ng
"- comes closest to ygur neason for stopp1ng° ,
‘ : o R .
A thought it mlght be harmful or addlctlve fg}ﬁﬁ" e : ,qlt‘
B. my parents or others,forced me to stop g@‘:?i : - ».‘ ﬁéﬁf'*
C. my friends wanted me to stop S ' g ’
D. I'm no longer 1nterested in drlnklng
E. I have not stopped '
.ﬁ2._ How much Jdo your!parents know about your drink1ng°
R ", , ) S
.1 they don't know" I drink A &
% B.  they don't know I drink as much as I ‘do
C. " they know -I drink and want me to stop S
D. they know T drlnk and 0K it S
E. I do not llve ‘with my parents ,,3-
} ” : v : Can
43. Which of these methoda have you used MOST to get ALCOHOL° '
A; said you were older or used an older person s I D. card L
R to—buy it oo $ '—(‘ CER v '"v . .
B. 'had an,plder person buy it~fop you* T S S e
c. 1ends gave it*or sold it to you : R
ZZ{D., -ents. gave it to you ;v*i T
.E. ght 1t yougﬁelf ' ""j‘ s T e
: :IF YOU HAVE ‘NOT USED MARIJUANA IN ?HE PAST SIX MONTHS SKIP TO :.nﬂ T
'-QUESTIUN #47.a<_~ R R A ATV R : ,;#>' :f'-‘;‘
. v .“"".., - ; o .\‘L s
- - ; :  a$§§§%.” : .
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45,

IF YOU. HAVE .NOT SNIFFED GLUE IN THE PAST SIX MONTHS SKIP‘TO

46,

moow®

When did you first use MARIJUANA?

This year :

Last year d “v
Two or three years ago

. Four or five years ago.
Over five‘years'ago R o '.
If you ‘have used MARIJUANA but- have stopped which one of
%he follgrlng comes. closest to your reason -for stopplng'>

A, thought it might be harmful or addlctlve l.

:B. ~my parents or others forced me to stop - . l‘ ., R
' C. *“my friends wanted me to stop o . . S ‘“"_ﬁu;ﬂ

D. I'm not interested in us1ng mari jugpa anymore
E. I have not stopped us1ng marljuana“w“ ’

-

How much do your parents know about your using MARIJUANA’

LR

" A. they don't know I use marijuana ~ .- "Q ﬂ* : .

B. they don't know I hse as much'mar;Juana as 1 do
C. they know I use .marijuana and want me to stop

.. D+ they. know I use marijuana and 0K it

E. I have no parents

QUESTION #50. o : . . . . l=f

a7.

48 .

‘nA,' thought 1t mlght be harmful or addlctlve ' . _
- B.” my parents or others.forced me to stop A R

a¥

Mo Owr

'Ci- my friends wanted me: “to stop

When did you-firstlsniff GLUE?

. This year P T
‘Last year .. - - - Ao
Two or three years ago S :
Four or five yeéarsjago: . =~ <7 ~ . -
. Over five yeras ago or before B

If you have snlffed GLUE but have stopped which one of the f
follow1ng comes closest to your reason for sﬂl:opplng’> : ;.

. * 0. I'm not interested in uging glue. anymore
©OE. I have not stopped u51ng glue ~

T a9,

. E. I have no parents

1;B;f'they don't- know I use as much glue as I. do -
~C. - they know I use glue and want me to stop :

Houfﬁgch do your parents know about your u51ng GLUE° ~';p L

.. :they don't know I use glue RO

D.. they know I use'glue and OK it .- - o,

158
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A
“B.
c.
D;
E

Which one iof the follow1ng is most llke your reason for NOT_
" using. drugs7 - . - i o N

"drugs are dangerous to my health '

drugs are illegal

~'‘my parents. don't approve of my. using drugs
I have other thlngs I enJoy d01ng i
I use drugs - ‘

1 THE NEXT .FOUR QUESTIONS DEAL WITH REASONS FOR TAKING DRUGS:.

Pl ©

IF YOU USE DRUGS . choose’ %he reason that comes closest: to your

-

IF YOU DO NOT USE DRUGS:

5k.,

- T

W

52, .

54,

R

MO Ow >

A
. B.Q

c.

D.
E.”

A,
B.
C.
D“.

" E.

Reasons for u51ng dru

C. .

.

,Reggons for using drugs (choose ONE only)

real reason for taklng drugs -

use drugs

'

_to keep awake and alert while working or studylng

to.relieve or escape home tension or school worries

‘ to be more at -ease, ‘less self consc1ous in-a- group

mostly for headaches
to feel with new body sensations ‘or 1mages

Reaso‘ for usmg drugs (choose ONE only)

for fun, kicks or: thrllls ‘
because friends are taking’ drugs

have a doctor's: prescrlptzon (for allergles, nerves, etc )
because your culture useg drugs (with meals, at celebratlons)

for. curiousxty - want td find ougywhat it's like

Reasons for using drugs izhoose ONE only),, o
‘feel old enough to.

e drugs,resp6n51bly

“to feel at home w1t? the group ,

N
. B.

-drugs make you fee good -it's a'nlce sensatlon f 5
friends: respect drug Users as leaders or as belng‘ﬁrown-up

drugs help you sleep more ea51ly - calm you down
<~ ‘_,x )

‘nr"

I

(doste. ONE only)

RS
V

with drugs 1t‘s easier to express your feellngs

fdrugs are -a good way to change your mood

D~

drugs are.one~way to rebel ‘against adult authorlty}
because of ‘boredom” F ‘there is not much else to do - |
to be more creatlve - wr1t1ng, mu51c, thlnklng o

s

7

Y
» choose the reason why you thlnk STUDENTS

159



L . P. o T 160

THE REMAINING ARE SINGLE QUESTIONSql e. MAkE ONE- ANSWER FOR‘EACH

‘g QUESTION ‘ . v . e
55. Which substance in thls list causes the GREATEST HARM when used )
a lot? } ] ;
‘ ) }g 54 . ..f» B . ;75'»— : {~ o
A, Clgarém. o » 4 . o
B, Marijuana o . : . - : R
C. Glide =~ v ‘ S
D. . Alcohol R .
E. Other - or = any of these- : T
' 56. What does the term GRASS refer to? 7
! -
A, _Money .
..B. Marijuana !
" C. Indian Tobacco . i
D. 'LSD , ‘ I , ‘
E.  Other -'or - none 6f these = = . o A
57..  How much moneyﬁdoes s'?dime bag'" of manijuana.oost? )
CA. $1J00 I D
B. . $.10 " ' N e SN
C. $100.00 o . S . , .
- D. $10.00; . I , L e T
E.- Bther f or - none of these f'i ’ E . ' SN
58. People whd{are "hooked" on (addlcted to) her01n are MOSTLY o R
A "sick and need treatment .
B. average people, .anyone could get hooked
C. bad or. morally weak people '
D. other L
59. Drug ‘use among students IN THIS SCHOOL is - ST e
' g@ﬁ»A."lower than last year . ,L - o _ e R )
B. "the same as last year ' R U A S '
'C. 'higher than last year' ST - .
D. . I don't know £ - . : s ; ' . ‘
: . : . el /- o ' S
. - ) . / . 'l" . =
- 60. Which one -of these would most 1nfluence your‘dec151on to . '
v take or not to take drugs._ T S o
A. the 1nformat10n you get at school ' , "xf'~ v. ' . ‘v.'z_ B
B. what your parents tell you. about drugs R C. . ﬂé,
C. 'teleVlSIOn, ‘books or newspaper 1nformation’
D. your family Doctor ) EN ] v
" -E. 'what your frlends tell you about drugs T ' - o T ./
T . hf.:, X s e -
J“'}' ‘ " lm.& "_.';.l_‘. R ) ,.



61. If you were a. parent and your'child told you that he had
decided to take marljuana what would you .do?. : oL

s

tell him that using marlJuana might hurt him
‘nothing - it would be his choice o

try to stop him by punishlng him

. tell hlm it was OK, use it carefully

Oow>».

62. If a Father 1n a family is a very heavy drlnker the son is
' most llkely to be:

T oo

A. a heavy dr1nker like his fathep »
B. an average user of alcchol ‘ L : .
C. , against’ the use of alcohol ' ‘ -
. i
D. ~ other - )
. Ev don't: know - or - can t say
63." The bést.cure for a‘drug‘addict or aicphblie would be
AL jdinihgee'group"like Alcoholics. AnbnymGQi ‘
B. goirg-to the ‘hospital for treatment .
- C. to stop- using drugs without anyone else's help
D.r to..cut down slowly on the amount of drug P —
E to do something else to take his mind off drugs : e L i
 64.: The‘kega; drihklng age 1n Albefta is » L T _f‘t.;A »
s A. . 16 . . ;.-4» . - | " ‘ o
e '-18; e ST T
) O oy
E. I doa‘t know S 4 e &
65. 'I thlnk the l'egal ;,irlnklng age Should g FE
A .be lowered T o L e _ :
B. remain the same s e T e e o RS
C. be.raised R C LT o
D. be gotten rid of .ﬂ", L ) S e L
E. -don't know'v ‘_'____ Cw o Do as L
‘ ’ I I o
— f ‘. h . . - L S 9
o) L x '
’ : e E o R .
- v "Vh‘biFl‘: s .
| i o g jé;



66.

C. at partles witp drugs, I use drugs

67.

°
-

68.

'70. "

"v B.. go to a’'friend's. hOuse, go' out.with a friend '

'eFfthis year° (i L sports‘ﬂbanﬂ)

A, no activity
© B« "one agtivity
oG
oo _thf
CET g

Mmoo

‘From which of. !Le following sources have you learned MOST

Mmoo owe

. What do yqu most often do in the evenlngs AFTER SCHOOL°

What do- you do most oftf-

<

‘Have you ever been’. in a group ‘where OTHER PEOPLE used drugs
..(mariguana, glue, LSD, etc ) and you did- not use them.

A 1 have never been at a party where there were drugs present
B. I have been aﬁ'drug parties but I.do not\use -drugs-myself

How often have you been at a. party where drugs (marijuana,
glue, LSD, etc. ) were used S T B

A, never , A ST

B. .1 or 2 times
. 3'to 5 times

6 to 10 times _ _ . ‘ o
. over 10 times : R ST

of what you know about drugs° C _ ‘ S -
A ] . : :

. froﬁ my family L - : -

. from:the kids I hang around with . . o

“from my’ church or school e T o

. from the T.V., radio, newspaper

;i:from my own experlences ‘wi-th drugs‘

P

-A. stay a@ home, read, watch T V., etc.‘:i :,e., j "' ‘ ,_i :
‘B. gor to a fr;end's _house, go. out w1th a frlend ‘
C. activities (spogts, music, clubs) ;

D. 890 out. or hang‘around w1th a group of kids

Y

: E.' none. of these f.' o Th : = —

. :gn,,'_
} on WEEKEND EVENINGS°

A. 'stay at home. read ch T, V., etc.

C.j‘activities (sports, mu31c, clubs)

i D. - go out or hang around with f group of kids gLF:*~,51:f;._;;4 B

;' "(parties, dances)
' ‘none’ of these

Ce 0 e e

InQEChool how many activities (if:aﬁy) do you ‘take  part

_twa. activitiesj_‘

162 .
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I feel that a person in court for the flPSt tlme for hav1ng
mar? juana should :
“pe dismissed — no charge
. "have a sUspended sentence

receivea fine only
- receive a jail term of less than 30 days
' recelve a jail term of more than 30 days

Mo oW

73{ when could drug education best be started in schoole'>
A. grade 7 or below | . ’ g - : : )
‘B.. grade 8 or 9 I ‘ '

S ‘G2 grade 10 or 11

'D. grade 12 or 13 = . T L
‘E. drug educat;pn does not belong in schools - ‘
74}Apr you FEEL tha¥ taklng MARIJUANA is SAFE (even if you have . »
not used it yourself) what helped you MOST in maklng up your
‘mind? “
“A. my family
B.. my friends

C.. my personal experience . ' &
D. the news media ~ T. V., radioy newspaper 1
CELT thlnk marlJuana is: unsafe S ’& g* EN
75. If you FEEL that- taking MARIJUANA is HAR L. (ever if you
have not used it yourself) what helped you most in making .= &

up’ your m;md’> i

A. my family . F 3 o @
B. my friends o

- C. my personal experlence o : : o

4 the news media, T.V., radio, newspaper oo

! . I think that mariJuana is safe'. L

YOUNG PEOPLE USUALLY 'HAVE SOME SPECIFIC IDEAS ABOUT THE SCHOOL,
HOME. AND FRIENDS. SOME. OF THESE IDEAS ARE LISTED BELOW. AS YOU READ
EACH STATEMENT, CONSIDER WHETHER YOU STRONGLY AGREE (A), AGREE
SOMEWHAT (B), DISAGREE SOMEWHAT (c), OR STRONGLY DISAGREE (D) THAT ~
THE STATEMENT IS TRUE. . - S . -

. . . . -

- . e

o STBQNGLYT . ' " STRONGLY
‘AGREE " AGREE - DISAGREE DISAGREE:

76 ’School 1s d\% J ' A "-"B . c ;.'VD'

_77&'-School is cmymate al ggme

: - for ‘the typi'd «Ea; Twill -0 . N
’*be d01ng A . B A ’-:‘B( X Cff . D .

‘163"



83.
' in the things I like .to do

“g9.

78.

79.

-80.

81.

82.

&4.

85,

86.

. 87,

" 88,

90.
91,

92,

- " STRONLY .
| AGREE

o

STRONGLY .

AGREE DISAGREE. DESAGREE
. N’

.
My teachers judge a student
by who he runs around ‘with Lo

‘The teachers are fair to 5

everybody. 'Everybody has

‘an equal opportunity to get

good grades. The teachers
do not have favor1tes.

I like school very much

they like me
LMy parents understand my

" with me when I F

the things'I'like to do

L

My teachers understand my R

problems

.n

My teachers are w1111ng to
talk with me when I have a
questlon :

My teachers are interested

My teachers; really help me
understand the lessons .

,I f1nd it dlfflcult to talk

with my teachers about thlngs

» that trouble me

~

My teachers_always act as if

I like my teache's ‘ery much

problems

My parents are w1llang to talk
My'papents are intereste

My parenfs really help me
understand ny lessons )

*Ifmd1t¢mﬁcuttotuﬁ o

the like me,

with my’ parents about 'th&ngs
that trouble me -

My-parents always act as if

9

c. D
U
c D
o C ﬂ: D
C D
¢ D
i e
c D
c D
g : D:‘;q.‘
- : v _\
T S
c- D
ol D
¢ B
4 .
¢ -, D
c . D .
s =
-C‘.







) ‘_ . N ¢ <! %’ V. ‘;
T e ’\'." v , '."-: ] ™
; . . 5 ‘
i A - t"’
“ R © - PARENTS
- . 3 R A ' B \" (i:) - .
' 10§ p_e_s__ lcrlows yol*~,school BUbJeCtS':.:\" o C A
R 104 ..'?.,e;i..t. helps you uqderstand the F
oot school I‘essons ".

most oft:en acts as if thex like yOu ".‘ % i."‘?

o do ;yéu» ike the best e e ‘ '
',: ' “lu . a N !'-‘m" o R Q; ‘_.'. )

5 o tries the*hardedt to help yEu when you '{"'--_; R
T s have a problem ' fo ' ‘ G
RESRE - 108, s it the easiest to talk to " : R

. L MR e
L, llﬂ'* would you most like'“to get "closer ' o‘“ AT Y © o 2 BW At
L " . [‘1). . .. - 2 o

L 111. :Has the most influence on yw ;

has the ost control over ybu '
_.e-;_.iixijing: fp"rﬁa?:ea’up your 'mindl about something NG
. whés 'ideas do, you. pqy ﬂme J&OST attentlon ttf? s
_114.. ,mueu ong. o the ‘fol owihg ; L
o most unha@py? - L
)

Which one: of ;
you to take?<-

115.

Teacﬁers " 'd‘isapprova Py



MANY YOUNG PEOPLE:"LLK&“»%URSELF FI’ND IT. DIFFICULT TO TAL WITH. S
PARENTS ABOUT SOME THINGS AND:NOT DIFFICULT AT ALL TO TAL TO n : - ,‘?
_THEIR PARENTS-ABOUT OTHER THINGS. S
o whether you neyer (A),. sométlmes (B), often,(C),-or always
W S0 - diffieulty in talking about the probLem

. “best friends.
= -your parents‘or~best friends, .do. you feel yog,mlght have difficulty

if you di.d’> ~How often° e 6..

-
SO ;
A'.‘y " 116.
e 117
e .

lB&

. ' . . .'.“1-!‘ L N
. X | S
T . ! ’ . o
P * : ¢ o "
: » e
oo 7 L Y&

- . h
; . A
L)
- - 5
Ju [ ¢ v r., A "%

.1Apprdﬁnfhgp'enfertéinmégp‘-w L ;7 A_.f ':'~B1 «Q~ f;C' ¥ p

: CT1g -
A, 120+
’ 7'1:"21*."

e
125,_;

» L o orreN Do voy’ FIND IT"DIF’FICULT ™0, 'rAtx wx'ru YOUR BEST FRIENDS
‘o CONCERNING: " | z

'THow te dress

.v\ JA-"‘
‘é’t"’*“

dev '
) ha Q (O '&‘
\dgh. Foug father, mother,: and o
about the problem with S

As- ypu read each questi

Note: If you haven'tstalk

L nEe A

c e L]

‘, Coo 7 NENER SOMETIMES OFTEN ’ALWAYS' Q - o

*

Loy w0 e w T
L - Yl N
v . - . - . e P . o

How to dreé@?ﬁ& ,
Dr;nkzng ahd/or smoklng .,4“
Job : A,l‘;V' e

Rel;igi‘onéﬁ .

Money

Féars

+

Late hours e v

Datlng .'1/‘ ";';

ggucatlon lj'

0

;,";1__/»<v. o o . e . sl RS
- Appropriate entgrtalnment L A .

N4

. "?'F
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-

._C

. ' 133. Late hours,
. - .-_’::.u' ‘*
.134. Datll‘&i"" ' ? .

.. 135. Education ... '_ e eews A B oD
‘ - . N g ‘ : N o
= - FOR EACH OF THE FOLLDWING DESCRIPIIONS CHOOSE THE LETTER or THE PERSON s

’ _ THAT BEST FITS' THErhESCRIPTION. (A) Parents, (B) Best Friend, and e

T & (C)Qeacher.‘ S _ : : o ‘ "“;vw T
.y M .~ . . ‘. . :q . . . ‘ " - . . - ‘

S T " BARENTS FRIEND, TEACHER .-~
.. . ‘ S : - D o . b ,‘ ! s ‘.‘-'J\_ v . .v
) 1.3'6"." the person whose company I o oA B! - C B T
L ost enjoy . o ) r e SR e e .

P

L.

o " 137, ~the pe.rson whom.I wou.“Ld o . ‘f‘ R e
e : . mosk:like to.beg ‘like - e A B e G U e

R 71——"' . ‘» ) . o ‘ “.o.’ . o L
138‘ . the person \:fhose ideas .about ' i B

e * ‘rxght and wrong are mo ', ','.‘, sé : e
c t . -\\ i c . ..
=3 el

te

N we e " like: mine - ;] oy . AT B
’ ‘-;,ig.'q1 . w oay L L .« T
) o 140. 'the person whose ideas about the L e

°
a

SR B 1mportance df‘ schq\o‘l‘ ard. mo:’st

P R Jlké,: mine . i b'g' . . s
oL e ANS ,R THE Fom.owf QUESTIQNS ON THE ART. '2‘_SEC;_TIO,N_‘OF'THE.5AN$'WER STy
D A L - h’ 5‘»“' .“ Do, s v S 4§ - Lo ) L. ~‘:.' —
S I T e DT T e T e
oy N ; ' pe A R T

R _ ioh' gne of thq, f9llowing best describes 'Hog ﬂpbrtant A

g_‘ A S d?cmwns are made - in YOi.u:)' fam11y'> AT 3 ; L Celn

wn o e el . - : oL e
Sy ’ - A. Usually, my father makes the declsion w1thout%‘irst R S

;M,“, - - _ discuss:.ng the matter with my mothe& . e R A

v “B. Usua&l@. y*f‘&ther discusser the mattm wi,th my mother s ‘, AN
' '_and ﬂﬁﬁ he makes the decision more ‘or Iess & himself "__}b L

©o.

W CL Usuhlly. both of my parents talk ver the matter with bRl
: ' each other and then they ‘both—m he decis:,on mqr R




- ‘at-my-place- (home) -
»\"»at one “af my friend"s places (friends home) s

l o L O
B Q . Q : ' o o * ) R -1
' o B ‘2. Which one of the follow;mg best descrlbes your pert in - *
S, o 1mportant f*ly dec1s:Lons'> .
: A .my parents, Rever ask for my opinion .
B. my parents sometimes ask for my opimon -
C. my parents often ask for my oplnion . oL =, '
1 T o ‘D... my: parents almost always ask f‘or my_ opinion T ot
L 3. Wthh one. of .th'kf llowmg best descrlbes how 1mportant your S
' parents regard your opim.on in “J.mportant family decisions'? '
3 . -' et
A what I say ushaﬁly does not make a dlf‘ference in’ the Hecis&on
. B. "what I~say usually does make a difference in the decision 7 T
. ) N - o - '_.‘h- ‘ o - ‘-
4. How ‘much tlme on school days do. you usué],ly sperg talklng . )
w1th members of your' famll&? . . . ~
S 4' . S IR & ) @
. o @A. , none, or almost none o Lo , e - -
'? TN B. about 1/2-hour a .day’, | o o e
R u‘f “C. abgfft; 1 hour a day »'v' o , - Lo s " B
R D. %boqt 2 hours a day, T e
R E 3 hour$ a day O’r more L. o . 3
L u i ' ¥ : 3 -‘ "
. ' mch time’ on school days do y6u usuh}.iy spend talklng
S wrth your best friends" (Note,‘.‘c d0§ -ﬁlclude tlme spent
- _ih the ‘clessroom. ) SE -
- " ('Z' = ; "3 - ":‘ . "' " . ™ ) : e ..
ST ' ’! : vl SR L e
.p »_A. none -or almost none ' . .oy ] A
' :. T .. - B.- about 1/2 hou: a gay ) . : w’ i e R
Tt o “C. about 1 ¥our: a: day U ':. Tuta ¥ '
s e 13 anaut 2 ti urs-a<day . U T, L
o »>'., , -E. 3 hd rs a day or, more e e )
5 T “ 6. Where &u,ydu ‘spend most of~your f’ree t1me w:.th your best . ~'*q . P -
< h ) frlends? S e ' N S
. ,‘ e B : ) ) ': ,'ﬂ . .._'_,_, . -' . _ : | - . . . ‘
. .
& t At at school sponeored actlvities such. as ballgames. parties‘ C
Yoo 8% club meetings . - :;. o
PR . .‘,'~aar,,non-school aetiv1ties ﬁuch as y parties,_churcn . PR A
- mgetings - ' N
C. 'at ,va;r;pus places where young *people like myself "hang arou'x‘nd"' '




.oy . o
. . « . v . -
. - i’ %
- . -4 e T . @ - . o . A
v , . : . . s . .
| o S . . 170
. hLAREEN - . : LI . : L . . -
- Ve F . . . . . -
) 4 .
. o\ . o, '
..

' 7. How much time do you usually spend eaoh day doing homework i\,,f :
-~ outside of school? & . ., e e e _
A N T

AL none, or almost.none.,'m S

'B. about’1/2 hour a- day . oo
C.:.about 1 hour a day . T S
SR IR ‘igcf "about 2" hour's & day T oW S - L
o I 2 about 3. or moreé hours a day S W ‘. R “ T g oL e
.-~ 7 8. If you cculd be' rememberd hopo-eb~eohe3& .for, one of fhe four S
' things below. which on neg would you most want. it to- Qe” S
N ) . ‘v .“5 . v o . o | ‘ ) ..
N WS outstanding student T ' R S A ,
- . B. athletic star-, LTS e N . S
- . Gy ‘most: popular - ' . o o . ,
. ... D.. leader in. school activ1ties . 3 ; . .
St .legﬁhfyou date?. o !
+ h ‘ ! . ) ? S ) Ceel . ‘ ,,..'."';v.',‘- el
: ' B. .Yes, more than one a week
C. Y&, once a week' - ¢(; ; T . -
. D. Yes,: more than once exmoqtb, but less than once a week W
S 'e‘:na tf_ Yes, once s month o?fless '
,qf . - '
e ~ two Yo threg persons’ E .
R - four to f£i peﬂbons
SRR . e&x or more persons
et T e out of "touch" with youth.-_" .
' ‘ “*?ﬂyour pareﬂfs’ 3 . -

S &"A. No,,neve; L

BRI -Yes; -gometimes:
’C.J Yes,® ofte_"&
*D., Yes,.alwayg?




'» A‘.w never

B.' sometimés
Cy;. oftex;

e -D.--»wconataﬁt'ly-.

s
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¢

+The purpose of this study is to learn more: about the life of young cwo
Tpeople and their parents. We are particularly interested in how -
fathérs and. mothers feel about the life of teenagers. Your teenage
children completed a questionnaire similar to this one: while at e
school today. One of ybur children received a- "take-home-packet” . ¥ % . l¥in
. aleng with his qpestlonnaire ‘which contdined a questionnaire for ook
C his parents. Whef. you have- completed the,questionnaire, please’ . - 'gqgh.
- . place. them intthe eénvelope proV1ded ﬂ" your child to take them o _,Fwﬁ"
, e back: %o school.. ‘It is our hope that you will enjoy answering the T
Y _-f’@;ques ohs. In doing so, of course, you will be of great help to us.
WA S T ‘ -
. ¢ THIS' IS NOT ‘& ﬁEST.' There are no right or wrong answers, - Pieasej
. . .. : answer each question to the best of your abllixy. Please answer
% T “Teach .question frankly and honestly. Neither" your children, 'their -
s e ST teachers, nor the Bchog 4] will &Bver see’ your quesdtiofinaire or your
e fee :gresgonses. Your(anSWers will ‘be strictly confidential. - Our interes
x0 f e T Uy T id In how parentst n;genera;, answen. $hie questions rather than.in B4
R T ":bfghow any garticular garen answers them.. Please do. not sign your name.v

£

. i RS B #} Instructions 45‘, o .;; o j:, ey .,:
e Tl ' ' AT R
: T Y PLEASE COMPLETE THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IN ONE;SITTING' |It will~take't)a e

you approximately 20-30 minutes

Cwe,

. 25
e B
EUA D LY

3Instructioms fOr Us ng Answer Sheet Doant o '3.-i”f"
. we “ v ‘ o ' _
. L . You need 3 thlngs o -(égf»The Questlon Booklet T @,
. . o ~ " (b)" The Answer Sheet.- ' e C

A ‘ ‘ : ’ (c) A gencil and rubber

T e ) e . S
T ’ . ¢ SRT

S "a) “The - questions are numbered 1, 2 3, 4, etc.-

S ) fn\/answer choices to each questton are - lettered*
v S B A, B,C, D, or'E o N
o nFor every question make ONE and NLY. ONE answer choice. ’Choose-the»_.'“

- ONE right or the best or: thec losest answer for you._hf;;;.“‘r;:uﬁ,.u

v.THESE ARE THE STEPS“' IN AMSWERING. :



e

‘ ‘. ‘.. o . ///

Match the questlon numbers in the QUESTION BOOKLET AND

| ANSWER SHEET oy

‘Match the LETTER beside y%ur chosen answer w1th the SAME
'LETTER on the ANSWER SHEET.

T
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N ‘ .
. &, :
v - R ' *
1. Sex- * N -
A Male . . SR .
E. 'Fbm?le o o s . "
PR 2. Age Lo L )
A 20-29 v -
- B. .30 -39 ’ i
’ C.  40-49 : >
D. 50-59 - . s
w ; E. 60 or over
y . . ”,
is. your edueatlonal background° : j‘k’ . 2 .
- “' A} up t6 and’ 1nclud1ng grade 6 R » * - o
. w oo B. grade 7. to grade 8 °~ - . T T
C. some high school . o L T e
g ‘ D. completed high school . ) : L
E. after high school (unlver51ty, technlcal school, B 10}
_ -profe851onal tralnlngT ' co . .
. ' 4.. 'All, or most, of‘aw'chlldhood was spent. . _: '
, I @ . d '1_ - . ‘ . . .'. o
L A. on a fapm, Or in the country ‘w - ' *:‘{'”'
B. ‘in a village. . . - = G0 om0 e .
N .C, 1in a small town A o
D. jin a city . . ‘ ./}“‘“'“" B SR
E. in a metropolltan c1ty,vl00'600 pop. or more..' e g
) . / - L - .‘ P _ S o
. 5. What is your present marltal’51tuat10n° R ‘ ' J °
0 . /o T T e
. S A, Lam living with my- spbuse ST o R I
. B. My spouse is deceas S DR
\ C.. My spouse and I are separated o S Ci e
o ) D. My spouse and I are dlvorced o , ) - T " a
' . . : L . 4 N . ’ ) o .
ey l . ¥ 7 .
- ‘§

6. How many'q?ildren d?~you have?‘; 1r; n e »A,ﬂ"»'.é- o L at

3 . . 4 - . . S
.. . s, . C. Three . i . A
HPER AL R SDisFour g o P P S S

P4

LT o Flveror;MOré
“‘.7,< How-qgny chiidren,af,‘_'

0&5
“Two g :
_Three;_"“””
‘Faur = .
,Five jor. more

w@mﬁwmﬁm@



.. - ) Y o .
. : ! ) &
- l‘i ' -. ~ - ’ .
A ) ¢ : e *y
8. * How - many times hédve ydu r\OVed smce PTGl R vas - born?
Note: do not include those times when ya‘» ~ ;;‘35-one part
of . town to another'part gf‘the same town. ".iv..“\M.w;uﬁm“wnwﬁxmﬁm“mﬁ“ﬁ“
A..v, No tlmes o . ;‘L‘.a- : R . ; . V.Q ' . e .
‘ 'B." .One to. three tlmesi <, “ L . ' ‘ " O
'C. " Four to six times 0 TWa, ) . ) o
D. ' Seven or ten times ST A . y
. E}l-Ten,or more»timés R ) e v o v
0. 9. Do ou live in a house or an apartment° : N
A: . Hoyse, 12 bBedroom , o ) :
B. . House, 3. bedrooms or. mepe = M
. C. Apartment, 1 bedroom. . =~ - ot
Y  D.. . fgrtment, 2 bedrboms
Sl « E. Apartmemg, 3 beﬁroomk orJuereg S
o0, D" ‘you own or rent your Hbuse? M
' K : .. .. ' . ! ul‘ . a - . -
Y ¥ “own my. house T
: B.  Rent my house . o ST S eed
n C. Rent an apartment S ';;*_“11j%g‘ ~ ”:"”,_  _11v T
5 ‘ 11._"What’ type of work doeS'xbur husband do° (If father is s SRR i
B S answerlng,,what type of wqu do you do’) ffg&; B LA e REE
s v v. . o % 1’- a T - . . .:".,, . “"“:. ‘f
o T ‘L:'-.AQ,-Professional and Manageripl (Doctor, Teacher, Manager, B Ty
2 Camm e ¢ - Architect, Engineer) R R ot
IR ™'* B, Prpprietor (stqre,,or smal'a busme,ss owner) - R T
SRR it;r3519; Clerical or ‘Sales . (Bookkeeper, secvetary, on}efuwork,. S '*f:f;")‘L
T s T ~ f ¢ salesm ﬂT '. T T e
oo, LD, Skilled or Technlcal (Me ig, Electric:.an, Baker';' S
L . T v Maebihe Opérator) IR e “‘Vu i
T T 'Semlskllled (Qonstruction. dr1v1ng, shipplns. general labour} S
 ‘12;.»Do youﬁpave encyclopedzas or bther slmllar.books in your home° h
N ..;‘_j. :
R About once a month S S EEE PO -

Twp

three times.a month{Q,i'»'-'~
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' B ' : R Coae .
' . ‘. . T : .- . ’ : T e
o E i . P - . . g X . N‘N:‘

RTIN

14.. How often do you (ar did you) read to your younger children? Sy
qsA., Never R o
: " B." Abost once a month T . _ )
v, - C. Two or three times a month P r}'. o
' D. About'once a week = TR ¢
E. ?Two or three tlmes a week

o . - 15, Who is. employed in your household? ’ ] .. _ ‘ ‘
A. Husband (male head. of . house) only ‘ - :
- B. Wife (female head. R

C. -Both husband and w:
h{i@ How many'pou7? a week’
R Y S To) hours/a week
o " . B. 30-39. hours a BERR . o :
o e T €. 20-29° hours a we LT e S !
S ..% D, 10-19 hours.a wefllk .- . Lo

3 . * : E.. Less than 10 h0351' eek R e

~
N

l”f -PECIFIC‘IDEAS ABOUT SCHOOL HOME AND
COMMUNITY.' SOME OF THESB. IEAS :ARE’ LISTED BELOW. +AS' YOU READ
- EACH STATEMENT, CONSIDEEo THER You- STRONGLY AGREE (A), AGREE .
SOMEWHAT ( ). DISAGREE SOM WHAT (C), OR STRONGLY DISAGREE (D) THAT
THE STATEM IS TRUE PLEASE CHOOSE YOUR ANSWER. & 3

.

‘ N R .,"'_; AGREE ’ . 'AGREE DISAGREE; DISAGREE ) o T

. .17, The schicols fail to ‘ﬂ'f.,' T ".j L
ISR ? ‘gain the interest of el Tl . SR
my chlldren -f‘. v j :_;;A? B o C L D L

‘ hool is a. waste of "' 'gQ;1;," IR SUP A
o time fbﬂlthe type -of - T R
. .';-‘ ‘work my &hildren w1ll .,;'.

‘ be doing’ e RN

19.1 ‘The’ tehcher Judge a g
S ‘studbnt by'who he- runs R
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N o STRONGLY o o STRONGLY- e
o _AGREE . AGREE: DISAGREE DISAGREE .

21. I think the schools are S .
d01ng a good~gob '. - A B c D ' g

22. I understand my child' S Lb_ B R .
problems o S A . B - Cc.- . D

23. . I talk with
(he,. she)”

24. I apdnteredteéd in the thlngs R o .
~ my.child likes to do v . A ’ B DR AN » B
v *

"éS.' I know the Sungcts my Chlld . : v L ,: .

“studies ' - v EARR A S
. - -

.26 I find it dlfficult to talk:i'»"' .
{ : w1th'my child about. thlnéé P
that frouble (him, her) Y
A T S e y
. 27. . 1 ﬂiways actmas if T, Llike B
Voo my chlld 7 Y

2 oaslteT like my chilquery much Y SR - T ' co & -

o

29, How.oftqn ‘do you vgsﬁyour‘dﬁild?ﬁbfihprove'(his;f
¥. . -A.- Never '
~.‘B}.‘Somet1mgs v e . S AR e

. i » ‘- -g’ ‘ then .. L ’_' - . - , B o ; ,':' . :. _;’ -" :'. - \l\, o : . B e * l
s 7D. Cons%antly o " ')//' T P "g A o

b '?I'.:i‘!‘fé;:.#‘? N
) St o S

S ‘ N N R

\:‘Z‘-’ﬁ_’f -

&

;30.. Hoy often do you. ﬁrge your Chlld to get‘;ore e&ucat1qn after o ¥
hlgh school'> = B ‘f,~_; ' - N , R

. pol? NS
. : ' C U PV T * e d
Lo A» Never S 1 >“{ A . . -
: , .
K h

SOMI eS ' o o _‘ N - : .‘.~". : ‘ ) B . . ’tbr.‘.. - ‘

ewtié?e’n .’ h ; hy" . P Qo e
Bsb '.Gonstantly o t - L e T . “ o L S

)31» Do’ yhu generally approve of the frien&s xour chlld.runs around c o

. w1th'> R / I ) _ . L A

V.. Vet P >

j;fAé- hlghly‘approve”” : 3

oo Be .approve . . -
SR o dlsapprove . ‘ e
RS : I higth—dlsapprove o
B ;§¢ ; >
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32. Some parents feel that they have .lost "touch" -with thelr teenage ' “.‘"[
children, . DCo you agree or dlsagree that thlS is true’ of ydur - ®
r‘elatwnshlp with your chlld" Y St .
A. . Strongly agree ki _ N . ’ P oy
~.B. "Agree a e T .. .
. « €. Disagree _ v . : . ' :
D. Strongly dlsagree , oo o o L
. 33.. Do you- set aside time each day to“do something (talk, play, ' s
' g0 places) with your ch11d° —— e : c xY '
p ‘ A._ No, never ) ' T Lo c o "
" . B. ‘Yes, sometimes S P R ’ .
'g‘C.ﬁ Yes, often 7' Loy ‘
< D. Yes, always B e L e
e T S,
"_ T, 34, Approx1mately how much tlme eac‘?\ day do' you ‘actually spendi-',g' o8
o : _with your childig@PNote: - consjder only time actually spe e ot
% together, tal}gl playlng ’oogethex‘, or gBlhg plac%g% o e
g . LT Yoo . R Cee - "
‘ ‘ k A.  Nohe,. or"almos; none o ) o ?'_ - ot T .
R +B. . About.l/2 hour a day . . S , el Co el 3
- - oo €. About 1 hout a day I R ' LN .
. L ‘D.-..ABbut 2 hours a day ', . - . o N oo - --'."'\ L
— E. About 3 hours a day or more oa T ey T
35.‘ When'you go on a vacadci'on of a week or. more, doeg. your child ’
s, JtEOMIThFou? T e B T T el
° - "A. Mo, never,: . - P vy S
i A - B. JYes, some%’m . T S e e T
: C. Yes, often e ML R AP
- ’ D. :Yesﬁs always » ,« o L" L L RTINS ’ Dl et (o
w7 e v“ . . . : ' - § -* L . .
R ~How_often does: your family ‘take' Short ovemrught or two-thrJé B
A : day .trlp suc_h as visiting or- camp:.ng.‘," RS R , PRI R
SR e T T T :
Lo A. ~Never o "‘Q B T
. "B.” Several nmes a year ', ..: ,.," SR
o C . -About .once a month B
/’ ) @ ‘D



40.

4.

How

AL’

B.
C.

- D.

How
I 5

22 B R AVIN v ol -4

atten ,does your child go with you?l

i
Never !
Sometimes
Often
Always

-

many times each week is your child able to be present
the day's evening meal? !
.

No times

One time

2-3 times

4-5 times

6-7 times-

Based on your observations of your child which one of the

following statements is most rrue?
. 1

A.

gl

Y

- I have considerably more intluence on (him,her) than do

(his,her) friends.

-

I have somewhat more influence on (him,her) than do (his,
her) friends.

My child's friends have somewhat more influence on (him,
her) than I do

My child's friends have considerably more influence on
(him,her) than I do. .

. Which one of the following best describes how you regard the

opinion of your child in the making of important family decisions?

O 0O w >

= oH =

never ask for (his,her) opinionvﬂ
sometimes ask for (his,her) opinion
often ask for (his,her) opinion N
almost always ask for (his,her) opinion

Which one of'the’following best describes how important you
regard the opinion of your child in the making of important
family decisions? . T ‘ .

A.

B.

What (he,she) says usually does not make a difference

in"the decision
What (he,she) says usually does make a difference in the

decision



FEOPLE USUALLY HAVE MANY IDEAS ABOUT WHAT A STUDENT OJ&HT TO DO IN
SCHOQL.  SOME OF THESE IDEAS ARE LISTED BELOW.  AS YOU READ THEM, )
CONSIDER HOW [MPORTANT EACH IDEA 15 T0 Y. '

- il you consider the idea highly important

Please choose HIGH

-'if you consider the idea cf little importance

([\)

. 1wose MEDIUM (B) - if you censider the idea of medium impertance
cose LOW ()
()

choose NO D) - if vou consicder- the idea of no importance
A STUDENT OUGHT T0O: HIGH MEDIUM LOU NO
47, Spend mest of spare time reading ’
and studying | ) ‘ A B C D
43. Dec very best in school work .
(grades, study) A B C D
44. Be a star in sports activities . A B C D
45. Be a leader in school activities A B C D
46. Be popular withr his (her) classmates ' A B - C D
47. Have fun - study only enough to keep
grades above passing A B C D _
48. Suppose you have just heard from your child's teacher that
his homework i3 not béing completed. What would you do?
A. Turn off the T.Vu‘(or record player:) for a week as
punishment for neglecting his school work.
‘B. I'd give him a good scolding and tell him he should do
better : , '
C. Talk it over with him and help him decide how to meet
the problem )
D.” Tell him it will be his own fault if he doesn't pass
4 /

180



49. Which one of the rollowing best describes how important.
decisions are made in your tamily?

-~ ' . e L.

A. Usually, 1 make the decision wi‘hout I'irst diécussing

. -the matter with my spouse

B. Usually, T discuss the matter with my spouse and then I
make the decision more or less by myself

C. Usually, both my spouse and I talk over *“hs matter with
each other and then we both make the d~c:x.\n more or
less’ together .

D. Usually, my spouse discusses the matrer wlth me and then

he makes the decision more or less by himself

Usually my spouse makes the decision without first

digcussing the matter with me

o]

REMINDERS

PLEASE PUT THE QUESTIONNAIRE AND YOUR ANSWER SHEET IN THE ENVELOPE,
SEAL IT AND HAVE YCQUR CHILD RETURN IT “TO HIQ OR HER TEACHER.

DO NOT PUT = NAME ON THE OUESTIONNAIRE

~?
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APPENDIX Ce

Table =1

-

Farent Questionnaire: Test-Retest Reliabi}ities

Item No: Reliability Coetfficient FA A
R ) 12

»

1 .997 26 .986
4 2 .993 27 . 950
3 .996 alc .890°
a .984 29 .968. h
5 .998 30 .877
6 .,298 31 .914
7 .940 32 .897
8 .813 33 .89
9 .827 34 .864
1 .964 35 .378
11 .833 36 .932
127 .764 37 .95%
B 13 .872 - 38 .046
14 .760 39 .86
15~ .750 40 950
16 .806 T4y .980 a
17 -.841 42 .975
18 .842 43 .962
- 19 .765 44 . ,993
20 .893 a5 891
21 .753 T 46 .042
22 .897 47 .303
23 .819 48 .982
24 .865 . 49 . .973

25 .818



Table C-2

Student Guestionnaire: Test-hetest Reliability
-y e o
[tem No:  Reliability Coefficient rA A
172
1
1 .0a3 40 .879 80 .893 120 .874
2 .830 41 .886 81 .387 121 .920
3 .979 42 .890 . T g2 .851° T 122 .806
4 .926" . 43 .798 83 .825 . 123 .918
5 1.940 - a4 .928 84 .883 124 - .81%
6 .888 -45 .924 85 .804 125 .815
7 .962 46 . 1800 86 - .846. 126 .804
8 .897 . a7 .963 87 .858 ‘127 .96l
Q .988 . '48 . 959 . 88 .929 - 128 .895
10 .965 a9 L9605 89 .880 129 .  §917
11 .805 50 L9852 ~ 90 .901 130 .953
12 .962 51 - .8ag9 © 9l .950 131 .994
13 .865 52 .964° 92 .892 132 .973
14 .939 g .821 93 .904 133 .837
15 .965 T 54 .862 a4 L771 © 134 .901
16 . .820 55 .804 ' 95 .856 135 . .800
17 .982 - 56 .942 - 96 .892 136 '.868
18 .958 . " 57 - .94l 97 772 137 .833
19 .980 58 .933, 98 .897 138 .872
20 .961 . . 59 .902 99 = .865 139 .760
21" .842 -60 910 . 100 . .845 140 .850
22 .895 - 6l- 896 | 101 .748 . .
23 .866 62 .865 102 ..845 Part II
24 .917 63 .915 103 .943
25 , .956 64 . .929 104 .912 1 929
26 .928 . 65 .887 105 .962 2 902
27 .200 . 66 .756 106’ .902 3 842
28 .806 67 .934 107 .954 4 349
29 .910 68 .925 108  ".830 5 asg
30 . .947 . 69 .880 109 .897 6 .841 .
310 .908 . 70 .929 110 .974 .7 .905
22.. .955 71 .899 111 .903 8 900
.33 .929 72 1.901 © 112 .954 9 .850
34 .915 73 .933 113 J967 . 10 719
35 926 74 .884 114 .897 o1 981
36 - .905 75 .935 115 .906 12 .813
37 . .950 76,907 116 .878 13 .896
38 .966 77 .951 117 .891 '
39 .963 78 . .926 118 .903

79 752 119 .925

'.{.L



