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',lvariables. social and peer group relatnonships, yalues}fand'

AastpAcﬁ -

The purpose of the present study uas to explore some

ﬂrelevant Factors: personality characteristics. acquired

belief systems and attitudes, socxal alienation in our current o

z

society and Familial relationships mhichiaould distinguish .

°

groups deFined by a non-medical drug-non-drug use continuum. Y

-]

A cross-section of adolescents,-a normal (high school) and

'Ldeviant (mental hospital) population ‘were investigated TnA;_,
1 subjects of this study were draﬁn From the Adolescent Unit of_'

the Alberta Hospital Edmonton, and tmd/Edmonton High Schoolsli
-one Catholic and ane Public.5 The participants ranged in
age From 15Mto-20. The subJects From the two populations
uere'qualitatively.classed according to extent .of non-medical
drug:use. into the - Follbming categoriesa Alcohol Dnly group,
Marijuana Unly group, Multiple Drug group and Non USer group.‘

The Califurnia Personality Inventory and a questionnaire,

_which mould yield inFormatiop about pertinent demOQraphic

”:variables, specific drug*and non-drug»related benavior, (Smily

.attitudes tomards drpgs. were administered

The continuous,xariables mere analyzed by the one-uay

_analysis cF variaﬂce and ScheFFe comparison of means methods;

s

the discrete variables were analyzed by the chi square methoq.r

i . st
~ EE v ‘3’
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The ma jor hypothesls. mhich dealt mlth the personality’
variables of the Californxa Personallty Inventory,»mas that

‘*.he High School MUltiple Drug grouo mould resemble the Four

3 ftal groups apd differ From the ngh School Alcohol Dnly,
“GMarljuana Only" ‘and’ Non User groups.r The major hypothesis for
all varxables (scales) of the CaliFornla Personallty Inventory
. was not supported The s;gniFicant results suggested the two .
mu1t1ple Drug groups' problems relate to the sooialization- o
asocialization (delmanency) continuum. The:minoryhypotheses.
mhich- dealt with the questlonnalre_data, were that the High
Sohool and Hospxtal MUltlple Drug grpups whuld resemole one
‘another and differ from the othervgroupsQAIThe pinpr“hypothesesx
For all of the.varisbles yere not‘supportedo”'Homeyer, tne tuoo

i

; multiple Drug groupsfmere slmilariand shomed some 51gn1F1cant
| diFFeren&es From ‘the other groupshln‘thelr Famlly and peer
° relationshlps, \hlly structure, and. speciflc activxties and
1nterests. The Normal MUltlple ngg group mas one oF the -\
; youngest groups and the subjects oF the Hospxtal MUltlple i |
Drug grdup, mho had long hlstorles oF non-medlcal drug use
"‘and personal problems, were the oldest. Dne oF the. most
1mportant implxcations oF this Fxnding for further invest-
1gat1on is the possibility oF psychopathology extant u;thini

the High School Multlple Drug group.

R : . o |
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o CHAPTER 1

- - INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
| *INTRDDUCTIDN '

. . v i ! rd )
The most comprehenSive review df‘current drug1 behaviur

-in Caq‘da. the LeDain Cammission of Inquiry intn the Non-

7

med}cal Use ‘of Drugs. concluded that alcohnl may be- uur most.
’?ericus drug problem For both adults and yauth. °The final ®
repurt, nevertheless, referred to the use oF strang halluCi-
'ndgens,vamphetamines and opiate naredtics as the drugs of
lconcern'requiring further understanding. » ~
From the pericd oF increased non-medical drug use.
beginning 1n the mid- 1960°'s in this country,_experts in ﬁhe

“Asocial medical and. psychological Fields have of fered expla—

v';nations and theories ‘have proliferated The LeDain Repon

impressionistic data (clinical) and the disprnpartionate amoun
oF research on non—representative sam;les.vsuch as prisuns, a;
a basis for explanatiun. Nhat may be regarded as methcdolag-
‘ical problems are Furthen confuunded by opposxng value systems

and«prnblems af a semantic nature.

\ -

1
- structure or function in the living organism.' Substances which

' are. typically required for the maintenance of normal function

(such as Fuods) are generally excluded from this deFinition.

¥ © e

1

. . . . -

ot

A

Drug.' Any substance that, by its chemical nature, alters

_/‘

. however, repeatedly pcinted to the valuable but primarily ‘ ;/A



The present study is an attempt to provlde lnformatlon

\

'.about normal (high school) adolescents as well as abnormal
(mental hospital) adolescents utilizlng obJectlwe; quantlfiable

: psychological and spcxo-psychologxcal measures considered

..

,relevant to drug using behavlor. ‘- ‘ S P fx

The Frequent and multiple user of psychoactive drugs mlll

:be the Focus oF concern._

T o : : : s : Y

~ THE PROBLEM,

'During the mid-1960°'s a small'but}:zghificant segment‘ofj

se psychoactive drugs

Canadian middle-class youth began to
and the illegal use of these d:ubs. r ther than being a tran-
sient phenomenon,- as since increased Th re 1s evidence ‘
that the overall r te QF increase may have r\\ched a stage of y
stabilizatlon Fro 1968 to. the present. - N

™~
~

The occasxon 1l use @F marijuana socially._mhen n "associ-l'_
atedvmlth use-of< ore "dangerous drugs,ﬁ may be no more o:\lesg\;
AharmFul than the occasional use: oF alcohol mhlch is readily C
accepted by society _and may be: motivated by the simple desire.
i For pleasure (LeDain, Cannabis Report, 1972) | ?
| '“Experimental“ use by adolescents may be regarded as
normal adolescent curios;ty. particularly in a society mhlch
'uvalues nem and noVel experxences (LeDain. Fxnal Report 1973)
MOre Frequent or dependeqt use of any psychoactlve drug,,

hallucinogens such»as LSD amphetamines, and oplate narcotlcs.

1s regarded by the present urzter as serious both because oF

BRI

e



| their greater potential to harm the individual and because

oF the purported social and personal problems their yse.
reFlects.- Users oF such drugs are. variously regarded as‘/
having a more serious personalityidisturbance ar as reflecting
Athe serious problems of our society in a state oF tnansition..

However. use of’ the more dahgerous drugs is Considered by many

to involve primarily chance Factors and normal social learning.

'ﬁ=ethrough association with peers who use those drugs.

" One oF the most Frequently re-occurring themes in the
.literature is the concept oF alienation oF youth From the
'ivalues of the dominant culture during a period oF rapid .
jsocietal change and the consequent vulnerability oF youth to
fdrug use to escape the stress resulting From such change. _
| King (1969) QFFered a Frame oF reference For dealing mith
‘these issues which embraces both the Factors oF the individual;
selective response,‘or the indiVidual and his particular moti-
vations, and the Factors oF societal change during the partic—l'
~ular phase of adolescent developmeht. ' A
- King regarded the maJor task oF the adolescent that of

Forming a stable identity, .as more apt to being a crisis during
. social change and this crisis may be reacted to by passive with-

_drawal or active rebellion taking either a constructive or |

'destructive Form.- Drugs may provide an avenue For withdrawal e
.”jand represent one way of responding to a crisis.
| . He marned that a danger particular to the use of drugs by
. adblescents, lies in the delaying oF the normalghaturational

‘.process and acquisition oF skills necessary to. Function in

o - : T

3
©



‘society. The adolescent who does not re_ct to the crisis

constructively but rather chooses drugs.'sets oFF a chain oF

events that may be ultimately destructive o

The appreciation of the role of .both, social Factors and

‘the selective ind1vxdual response in aw interactive process

‘_is regarded by the present author as a reasdnable model For‘

A

. ex laining any human behavior, in this instance drug behavior.

1 e present study will explore those social-psychological and
lgpersonality variables associated with drug using behavior.'

&

o Unrepresentative populations, such as prisons. have
'Frequentl;‘ been the source c:f' information on drug use{rs and
‘.N\is information has been generalized to adolescents. The
'~present study is based on a cross section oF normal high
'school students and adolescents institutionaiized Ln a
Provincial Mental Hospital. ’ i “>: S _

many oF the’ earlier studies of the mid= 1960 s. partic-rl

-ularly those concerned with mariJuana compared marijuana

>users or drug users to non users.i The first: class was Fre-

'c ﬁuently heterogeneous and included a wide range of . drug using q.;

-behavior. . Drug use. Folloms diFFerent patterns and the present

'investigations will be an attempt to determine whether diFFer—<'

‘ent characteristics are associated mith these different drug
using subcultures. ubjects mill be qualitatively classed as

to drug use to provide this information.:*'
. _' o ’vaorueszs

The major hypothesis of the present study is that the



!

'High Schoul Multiple Drug grdup mould diFFer From the High
' .School Alcohdl Only, Marijuana Dnly and- Non User groups and
resemble the Hcspital Alcnhol Only, Marijuana Dnly, MUltiple
: Drug and Non User groups on the respective persunality vari=-
.ables uf the Ca11fornia Personality Inventory.- ‘ |
The ‘minor hypotheses regard the variables specified as

.Interest and Activzty Orientaticn, Family. Sucial and Peer

Relations, Values. and Attitudes Tomards Orugs. It is

hypothesized that the High Schndl and Hospital Multiple Drug
grnups would differ From the High Schodl and Hospital Alcohol.

Dnly. marijuanafnnly and Non User=groups on these variables.
ORGANIZATIUN;DF.REMAINDEBiUF,THE THESIS

Chapter Tud of the Present studf.'in theiabsence<pf a
cunclusive research based theary aon drug use. cpntains'a' |
!,rev1em of relevant\hypotheses regarding the social-ppycholog-
,ical and perscnality variables characterizing different drug
using pupulaticds.g Related research Findings are presented.fv
Finaluemphasis‘is'on the'multiple-causation‘approach of
Chein (1968) In'Chapter Three the experinental'design‘and
pracedure of the present study are putlined and the results

7are presented in Chapter Faur._ Chapter Five iﬁc&udes a

summary and discussion nF the results of the study mith

".4

4‘nuc * The implications For further research ‘are discussed
'-.briefly and pnssible application of the Findings in the thera-c

eutic Fields are mentioned.'



. CHAPTER 11

SURVEY OF THE LITERATURE
o) . '.‘
INTRPOUCTION

There'has-been an enurﬁeus proliferatien of literature

" an. the subject of the hoﬁ-medica} use of»psychaactive drugs’
Frem the‘period‘of'inEreased use Lﬁ,the nid;1?60's. The
present review is avse;ecied sample of relevaht h}pntheees'

‘and research evidence and is primerily concerned with the
sotinlogical agd psychological‘correlates‘of the.n%n-meqical
use of drugs;_”THeorIES-are reﬁiewed’under 'epldemiolog-

’i;al " "social psychological * and 'soc1a1 psychological'
Factors, although there is’ considerable overlap. Such

a dlstinctinn is conszdered arbitrary and . drug behavior is
assumed to involve¢pu1t1ple causes which ;nteract in a dynamic

‘ end comelex mahner. The chapter cencludee'by e-presentation

oF the multiple-causative theory of Chein (1968) as a frame uF
reference 1n which datejrnd hypaotheses can be xncorpurated.
Al;hough they are.;onsidered meurtent variables, there is

" minimal diScussion nf'the tondifions coneidered nece?Sar§

but not sufficient For“drug use; availgbility. ihformatien and .
-opportunity. and'neutrallzation. through peet influence, qF the :
ﬂmoral; legal and medical-health »spcial controls.,

"Drugs of concern' are referred to- theggse nf strong

®. " . . .6

-
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hallucinogens, such as LSD, amphetamines and the opiate nar-

cotics. The review is considered in the context of the
assumption that occasional mari juana use or experimental use
.of the 'drugs of concern' is not symptomatic oF pathology nor
is this pattern oF use likely to have as serious conseouences
(LeDain neports,_w?z 1973). | | :
| An gdditional consideration regards‘the general social
'clémate _ ich’drugs.are used:today as opposed to the ethos
of initi 1 use~in the early 1960ls.’ ltfis asSumed that
earlier proselytizers of hallucinogens, such as Dr. Leary,
For the purpose of attaining religious insight and self improve—
ment, and thekphilosophy oF the "hippie subculture® are less
influential today (LeDain Report 1973), _
The"social user, " described by Keniston (1968 69),'as
in search for truth and meaningfu!.experiences, may be more
applicable ta an earlier periad, or. ‘at least to college
‘rather than high school students who may be more hedonistic
‘users. This does not deny the importance oP alienation or a
counterculture explanation of psychoactive drug use,
) “Physxological" efFects and effects on 'intellectual"
Functioning are not emphasized and the. pharmaceutical '.“ .
oproperties aof the drugs aill not be discussed.
“The chapter begins mith a presentation of selected
estimates-ofguseoin Canada andxdemographic yariables as an

" index of the general proportions of the problem.

2



EPIDEMICLOGY

INCIDENCE OF USE . —

most oF the epidemiological studies oF illicit drug usa.
employing acceptable sampling techniques. have concentrated '
an high schoal populatiohs in Eastern Canadian cities. These
estimates, to be presented. may approximate use in the city of 'f

Edmonton mhich was the- location of the present study. One_-

.Jsurvey oF six proVinces including Alberta Eound that rate aof

5,86 percent,=respectively.(Smart, 1971) In the Edmonton

+

use in 1969 of marijuana, Lso, and solvents was 8, 11 2.24 and

-

.Public School Board Orug Survey (1971) of 3, 246 students, use

~ . of drugs other than alcohol and tobacco*mas reported by 38, , 6

9, Marijuana e '_4"3:

’ Toronto and MOntreal Found the rates to be similar, 6”

VinfluenceVoF'Family or frierids.

percent 39 8 percent and 42,7»percent oF ‘the students iq
grade ten,_eleven, and tuelve. respectively. -of those uho

has used drugs._eighty oneg percent had discontinued under the

whitehead and Smart (1970) ‘who’ reported on the overall

incidence of high school student marijuana smoking in Hl

and 8.6 percent, respectively.f Smart and Fejer (1971)

-

revieued three surveys conducted in’ 19?D in, Niagara Counti

British Columbia and Dttawa which indicated the higher'rates

_oF 12 4 19. 7 and 9 0 percent. respectively. using marijuana.
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Whitehead and Smart (1970) found high school student LSD
rates were virtually the same in all three oF the Halifax, |
Toronto and Mpntreal communities ranging From 2.4 to 3.2
percent. 'The rate of use of other hallucinogens nas also
similar. ranging from 2 tp 2.5 percent. The/Commissinn repcrt

4(1973) on a national survey of LSD and uther hallucinogen use

' estimated that Fnur percent of students had used the drug by

the spring of 197q, mhich increased and possibly stabiliZed’ at
‘a B tn 10 percent rate in the spring of 1972, .Smart and
Fejer's revieu (1971) of the-three 1970 surveysffoundeSb use:

higher than the earlier 1968—1969 rate of an average of 2, 5

"percent. The high schpol student rates in 1970 in Toronto,

] Halifax and British Columbia were 8.5, 8 1 and 6.6 percent.

respectively._

3. Amphetamines,v ' ‘jf'A .

e

_whitehead and Smart {1970) repprted the ‘incidénce of

'stq'ulant use, amongst high schoal students,vto be’ 5 8 percent

'rinvmpntreal. 6.0 percent in Halifax and 7.3 percent in Torontu.

',Smart and Fejer s (1971) revien of surveys Found an. average oF'

6.5 percent rate oF use in the three cities from 1968 end 1969

- did not diFFer sxgnificantly from the rate of use in 1970.

The LeD&in memission research report (1973) distinguished
beineen intravenous amphetamine use and oral use of amphetamines.
_They estinated there uere 2 000 to 3 000 chronic. high dose B
vintravenous emphetamine users uith a Further 1,000 to 1 500

.uhu did not use it regularly.' They Found these rates Uecame

P
-
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numerically stable‘betmeen 1970'and 1972. The Commission
survey (1973) suggested a Figure of 7 percent for studento
fuslng amphetamine ‘and anphetsmine like drugs orally was rep;o-
sentstlve and that there was no signiflcant change from 1968
to 19?2. ‘
‘Smart and Fejer's (1971) epldemiological reviee indicated
an average of 6. 5 percent of students in Hs}ifsx, flontreal and
Toronto used stimulants at least .once and this. rate did not

[

differ signiflcantly between 1968 and 1270.

4

A. .Glue. and Solvents s ‘
- Nnitehead/and Smart (1970) found conslderable variation |
in rates of glue sanFing amongst high school students rsnging
from 1. 9 percent in Montreal to 3.1 percent 1n Halifex to S 7
percent in Torontow Similarly, Smart and Fejer s (1971)
review oF surveys indicated wide variation in reported use ln

1970 with 1 2 percent rate of use in Br;tish Columbis, 3

percent in Ottawa and 3 8 percent for glue and 5.3 percent

B far solvent use 1n Toronto.

A LeDain Commission survey . (19?3) estimsﬁed solvent use

A

amongst’gsolescents to be about four percent ‘with about 20
bpercent using dhe dcpgs more than once a month The<rate of

use of solvents shoued stabilxzation and’ possibly decline

'From the 1968-19?2 period,

i

. v e i C .
"5' Barbituretes , ’ : . /
. Both Whitehead qnd Smart (1970) and LeDain Commission

: 'studies (1973) suggeséed there was not significant change in

-



-tobaccu.‘ Bogg (1969) Fnund a similar association for American

o

“to 1971. The incidence of use was osﬁimatdd to ‘be about thr-.

- i e} R Kl §

s

the numb-r of bnoplo uslng blrbiturnt-t during th. period 1966

L0 0.
percent, mith ond fifth uqing thqqe drugs more than once 8,

month. . ~ 0 ° o 0

Q

6. Opiate Narcotics

‘1,5 and 1.6 percent of high school studants in Toronto.'

¢

Whitehuad and. Snart (1970) roported oplat- use by 1.9,

Q

hoﬁtreal and Halifax. Predictions by the authors were that

‘these rates would increase..

]

’7;' Multiple qugﬁUse Patterns ’ 0 :
L 1

Wozny (1971) Found marijuana use correlated signlficantly
‘with other drug use.»includlng ‘the use of alcohol and tobacco -t

in a technlcal school and university populatlnn. o
0

whitehead and Smart (1970) exanlned the rate of use of

‘other drugs uithin thp‘high scbeol ga:ijuana smoking gtoups

in Halifax, Tbronto and Maontreal uhosé use was estimated to |

be 6 6, 6.9 and 8.6 percent redpeétlv&ly,
withln the mat%juana smoking group, use of tobacco and
alcuhul shuued the highest rate of use, with 78 and 86 percent

of the students usxng alcohol and 83 to QUcpercant ustﬂg ;

<

-

A ¢

 high school studﬁnts.’ Those who used alcohol were much more

o4

likelydto want to try imari juana. C .

Stimulant use uas teported for 40 parcent of the Halifax

3
and Turontu marljuana using group and 30 parccnt Fo: antteal.

LBD rates of use were virtually thg s?-e in all.three C

<
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o

. o
. K o

communlties, about 30'percent. ,

K ‘
g Relatlvely low rates of glue sniFfing were found 1n

Haleax and MDntrealz 13 Qnd 12 percent respectively. while

Q

the Toronto rate was twice as hlgh 26 percent.

12

Baruxturates were used by 16 percent of montreal mariJuano .

smokers. ,For Tﬁronto. the rate was 24 percent and 30 percent
) o R . .

in. Halifax. o ; T . N
: Hallfax and Toronto had hlgher rates of oplate use, 22
percent and 20 percent than the Montreal rate- of 1¢ percent;‘
° - whitehead and Smart (1970) like Goode (1969) considered

a

sociogenic Factors as’ important in an explanation oF thezr

Flndlngs. That is.'51milar psychoactiye substéates to mari-

'ﬂ varia are Frequently available through simllar channels. o

A'so, incr ased associatlon ulth peOple who define‘drugs
) e\ |

G

Fav‘rably provides lnFormation ‘and the Opportunity for learn—

\\ hat neutrallzes the mechanisms of soc1al control of drug

uég . h as 1mmora11ty and the Fear oF med1ca1 health hazards..
By also consxdered’psychological Factors and suggested
mariJuana and LSD users may Fxmd themselves aversive and
mould’lik to experxence any number oF emotronal and percep-

toal change
SEX
Hughes (197TQ found. signlficantly more users of mard-juana

\
were male at the No thern Alberta Institute of Technology,

whereas, Nozny (1971) Found no sex diFferences in ‘users at thls f‘

technical lnstitute nor at the University of Alberta. Edmonton.

e . o . e » . T ‘/
- © - Al - K . . ‘ . 4
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_ger.shomed a more even sex distributlon,

4 e .
© . . e

Whitehead, Smart.and Laforest (1970) found that ih

. Toronto, Halifax and Montreal for the mare socxally atcept-~

able drugs such as alcohol the ratlo oF males to Females was

°
»

very similar.:v

13,

Prescrlptlon drugs such as tranquillzers. baroiturgles and

‘less acceptable drugs, marlguana and glue, the'ratio waS‘tﬁo

I3

males to.gme Female and three times as many ‘males used LSD.A
The LeDain Commzssxon (1973) reported a three to two,,

male to Female ratlo of LSD in 1970 and in 1972, the use of

-

o - 'GRADE',

whltehead (1969) Found a general trend in increase ln

’ amphetamlnes aldo showed a one to ‘one ratlo._ However, for the_'

drug use in Halifax From grade seven to grade eIeven, with a

-decrease between grade eleven and tmelve. The only exceptions

’had left school before graduatlng and betmeen 60 and 70

" percent of the total sample had ?alled one grade., f_» %

'{to this trend; glue snlffing peaked in grade nine and marlJuana

’use in grade tmelve. Toronto leFered .from this in that it was

not Characteriied by a-51ngle domlpant trend in peak rates,

]

" . GRADE AVERAGE

LeDaln Comm1351on Field studies (19?3) oF speed using

communltles Found that most who did not res;de wlth parents

AN

Simxlar Flndlngs of poor academlc performance and early

school drop out are reported among opiate users and ln
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| - _ ’ . -
.'Henderson s British Cplumbia study (1970) more than eighty
percent had leFt school by age sixteen. Smart, Fejer,'and -
‘White (1972) Found that of those students having an average
‘of 50% or less, 16 3%, used LSD uhlle only 2°8% of those with

an aVerage over ‘74% claimed to use Lso. They also found that
|

‘the- greatest probortion QF users oF barbxturates and tranquil-

[ ]
.izers mere among those who had an average of 40% or - under and

3 a .

’solvent users did not do as well in- school as their peers.
Nispipski s (1972) sample ‘of adolescent multiple drugn
users From Alberta Hospital Edmonton mere Found to be one

to two years behlnd in school and a hxgh peroentage had

o
-

. dropped out of school. f 'u- PR :’ e

Nhitehead (1970). ih 8 reviem of studiesg had - Found a’

s

fvery s;milar pattern oF poor aoademic perFormance to thosevj:‘;

o 4+ i}

1Found by Sm rt Fejer and white {197¥) For Halifai—hijh—Sthooi***f——
1students mho used LSD. barbiturates and solvents. Both '
~studies showed aoademic performance ‘was not slgnificantly - ;f

related to the use oF aleohol among high school students.

o) M Y i -
- . . - - B
o
B

T f ' SDCIAL CLA&S
Nozny (1971) Fbund no differences in the social class of
narijuana users. potential users and non .users mho attendad
either the Universlty of” Alberta, Edmonton ar Northern Alberta SRR
‘Institute of: Technology. S f S . . ’C;;
. Smart,: Fejer and Nhite (19?2), and Nhitehead (1970]

‘*wreported no relationship mas Found betoeen social olass and

_the use. of alophol or hallucinogens. They found a, h;gh :

- , e
‘ proportion oF students mho used barbilurates and tranqullizars S
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came from homes - where the Father was either a proFessxonal
or skilled. worker, ‘but use was,_ highest amang those studentsb
" reporting “no father" or "Father not morking. Similarly.
use of solvents was highest in this latter category. but,
othermise, users showed a noXmal class distribution. _

The Commission survey (1973) reported thatothe majority
oF "speed' users "had a middle or upper middle class origin.

The macDonald Commission study (1971) of a non-high
school sample oF heroin dependents in a British Columbia

~prison Found that over Forty percent of the subjects came

fram homes where the - Father or Father‘ﬁsﬁ:titute was a %ﬁ
' proFessional a white collar morker or a~skilled laborer; ‘

Five percent oF the Fathers had bean unemployed or engaged

o

in unlawful_pursuits, but. otherwise, occupational distri-_
5 ; b |

.,oution reSenbled e normal population.

SDCIAL THEDRIES

) “u . : . o -

The'coqcept of . alienation is one oF the major themes

appearing in the literature on’ drug use.' This social theoret-
ical orientation is. exemplified by Crook (1970) »He blamed
Jtthe major social institutions For Failing to~provide sxtuations'
‘; and. opportunities for meaningful ‘and satisfying social particx-‘
o pation by the young._ Adolescents Feel and rebel against this
.;denial .of meaningful participation. He stressed the,psycnqr

flogical problems oF the aFfluent mho cannot find satisFection-'

in current society.

-i Crook,regarded parents as also alienated due to the shift N
- T8 "‘." ’ 4 oot . 2. v . T
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o

to urban, lndustrxaliZed sacxety which increases the potential

A JEE—_

[

oF génerational conFlict. Further conFlict arlses out uf

parents"attempts to 'live' through their chlldren._

Alsc. the educatiun system was: regardedlby Crook as

,dehbmanleng and yet the young are not assured security.

They reJect the bureaucratlzed 1ndustrialized 5oclety and
the 1ntellectua1 approach to liFe.«'IF‘they'do not opt for Q'

o

political activities, only drugs remain as a retreatist ‘modes

Similarly, Grinap&an (1971) and Kenxston (1968-1969)

vlemed a "generallzed reJectldn of prevalent and dehumanxzing

American values" as DIBYIHQ a rnle in psychnactive drug use.

, The alternative value-here. is For internal experxence. truth

=3

and meaningFul experlence.: Grlgspaon added that a lack of

' commztment to past stable traditions leaves students mith a.

o/

16
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o

-

v

: prchund uncertalnty abuut their Future and generates the o

; experience of vague anxiety.j

1

regularly uses marijuana and probably LSD and For whum drug

caaual and 'Frequent' social user. Erlnspoan ccnsxdered it
is aithin the flrst group that psychopatholdgy exists and
Frequently it is the same group For mhich drug use is most :
dan;erous. PsychOpathorbgy may be. 1n the form oF marked
anxxety, severe depresaion, cpgnitive dlsturbances qr

depersonalxzatidn and these dlsturbances bnth play a role fh

mntivatlun to use drugs and also enhance the rxsk of use.

- Suchman (1968) paralleled this view but rather than |

,'g-\. ST
N i

A use becomes a central Focal poxnt and the ‘cccasicnal " or -

s

‘Both authors distinguxsﬁed between the "pdthead - who ?/;4¥

-~

a
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‘ reFerring to the "absence" of a value system. proposed the
.emergence of a new value system and refers to the new outlook
‘on life as the"hang-loosé ethic.” He sees the youth oF

ltoday developinQVnew behavior patterns and values mhich are.

For the most part contrary to the established order."Dneaye

of the Fundamental characteristics of . this ethic is that it

is irreverant.. It repudiates or at least questions seriously

.such cornerstones of conventional society as christianity,‘

my . country right orf¥rong. sanctity oF marriage, civil dis-

obedience. the accuéulation of wealth right or even compe-" -

', tence of parents. the schoo;s. and the government to head and

‘make deciSions for everybody-—in sum,,the establishment.

Suchman through a questionnaire found that the more a

student s selF-image tended to be rebellious. cynical anti-

17

A

establishment. "hippie' and apathetic, the.more likely_uas

s

"that -student to use marijuana.v

Hughes (19?1) examined the applicability of the 'hang-

".lloose ethic" For understanding marijuana use in a. Canadian

“ setting (No‘rthern Alberta Institute of Technology) His'

questionnaire, designed to- ‘measure adherance to the"hang-

'loose>ethic" (as oppdbed to the Protestant ethic). consisted

of items about Family. aspiratiuns. activities. and some

o)

'ibehaVLoral. attitudinal value and personality (self concept)
‘ 'j.correlates of the “hang-loose ethic.-f As predicted marijuana

'users uere significantly diFferentiated from the Non uSers.

\

“by items considered correlates oF the 'hang—loose ethic' and

were Found to be male. urban. agnostic. experienced Feuer e
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close relationshlps and actlvitles mith Familles. Felt they

were ‘mare, populan mith the oppos;te sex. end favored havlng

\\\\\:~good time. ‘ iu S
‘ ' Kleber (1965) cautioned “orientation*to subculture or

'¢ coun erculture values may. reFlect adJustment to a soaller

~Jhis bears on the’ problem of 1nterpretation and,

B diagnosis of oung drug users on standard psychological tésts

that . equate mhat f”y be deviant as pathological.

, Grinspoon (19?1)1 _nsxdered concepts of deflance and

'adevlanceﬁas becomzng;increa ngly 1rrelevant to marijuana

~

use.1‘d~' : ,U"' 7‘ o \\§l

H B. Becker s (1968) model mith

ecifxc referenca

- to marijuana. took issue with the premlse th‘ a psycholog-

ical need or problem motivatés the regular user. ‘ vconducted‘

interviems mifﬁ'FiFEy regular users or marx;ua
that the chieF motive mas pleasure. not a wish to escape From
. the psychological problems he" cannot Face.l It mas must used
. he ‘found, as a casual non-cquulsxve pleasure giving recre-i,
ational device. Becker considered that habitual marijuana
use comprises ‘a 'learning prooess.? mhere. by associatlon

' ulth other experienced users. the-nSophyte learns to recognlze

' the presence of symptoms of mari jua a use and define them as

»

- pleasurablen In the course of thls process. he develops a

notivatlon‘%o use marljuana nhich was not and could not h va4

been present when he began uso.
V This model nay. of course. not apply to other drugs. nlth
the posslble exceptlon oF°LSD.' Goode (1959) asser&ed that
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marijuana may be a unique drug in that its use is "sociogenic,_
that\is. its use is group dependent and the “usingo group_
shares an identity and its use may.atherefore, be accounted
For by Becker s model '

Becker 5 model exempliFies the “contagion' or “infection'f
theory and the signiFicance oF association with users in ‘both.
initial use and choice oF drug using pattern.' With respect
to youth this points to the\possible importance oF the peer
group influence or pressure. g ' e

Fort (1969), rather than- oFfering the concept aof deviance
or alienation as an explanation of drug use, regarded it as
the successful modeling by children of adults in a 'drug
prone' nai:.:l.on.:_f-%i B ' '

Simon -and Gagnon (1969) Similarly stated "kids are not o

in»revolt they are acknowledging how ianUentiai a—mode%—the——————
' older. generation was., " o H:=; N :
Grinspoon (19?1), in a similar vein. suggested as the
' external world becomes more cromded and consequently both

~

‘\\-\\esthetically less interesting and more restricting, there may
_-nbefincreased interest in exploring Facets of the internal morld.
A And Finilixk\the LeDain Commission Heport (19?3) considered

"certain conditions of‘medern 1life: conducive to non-medical use.

~——

Among them is the bomba t df\tng_nervous system by stimuli

e

" of all kindsi Thijgleads,‘ o desire to seek relief by: uith-«:-

.o B —

Meind. C T

-fdramal or insulatiA“ of _af

The above socioli

ful considerations emphasize that T

-the drug user emerges out of a particular set of social
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relationships. There is a tendency to either deny the

aappropriateness of the concept of deviance or to locate the
deviance within the social processes and social structures
‘rather than within the individual -’Further; the choice of

| drugs is mediated by social and environmental inFluences.

- PSYCH OLOGICA L THEORTES

i
A psychological’approach to psychoactive drug use gener-‘aiﬁ
ally views the repeated usage oF psychoactive drugs as indic-
ative of underlying personality problems or psychopathological
The dif?iculty of disentangling the problem of which sgame First;
the drug or the depression or personality disorder, is apparent °

in most studies. Lo o o S o

The concept oF "social career" was. provided by Becker .

- (1968) in a "sQC1ological* explanation of-drug use, fk"—tuoy
conducted by Blumer (1967) raises the questfgn of what addi-
tional Factors determine selection of an individual into a .
particular 'social-career¢ Blumer noted in his study of
juvenile multiple .drug users, that within a lomer class -
_neighborhood there co-existed a variety of adolescent drug |
using patterns. He concluded there were a variety oF "careers“ '
along which one could pass . c{ l a
mith speciFic reference to heroin, the Leodin Cbmmission‘
(19?3) concluded that - its use is’ oFten only a part of a complex
foF delinquent activities and attitudes. A variety of person-“

ality and chance Factors determine selF selection into a. par-

ticular Friendship group but these have not been adequately -

e



explored to date. LindeSmithv(1940) accorded gteat importance

to chance facggrs in an explanation oF’heroin use and argued

‘that the desire to try hercin was motivated by a lack of

.-_ot er activities and gratiFication 1n other areas of life.
In the following studies specifit psychopathological
vstat s or more general personality disturoanceeiaré_poetolated
as a explenation for use of a variety of psychoactive drugs.
a aterson (1970) recogniZed the existence of a group of :
young people in Edmonton. uho *do drugs,” i. e, used anything
availa le or oFFered to them., This group 1s distinguishable
from ad lescents whao 'experiment' ‘with drugs .or from tho;e
with "s tuational" problems._ | |

Th young people who “do drugs" have a sxgnificant degree_

- oF psych pathology (e 9., manic, depressed or suicidal states)

21

ividue%e—aee—gene;ally_:ehellinus;tnmarde;authoritv
Figuree;' dropouts' or 'underachievers“ in school withdran-
1ng ﬂoo our society, oFten lonelf and they find considerable

. suppoaTt apd need satisFaction in a “drug culture.

Strict legal enforcement and lack of awareness among

" adults¢May only increase their estrangement From “our™ society.

. Rather these indivxduals. who are identifiable,fshould ‘be

recognized as’ in desi

ate need oF help. aThey‘are generally

still open to help From a non threaten frusted adult

(Patersoh. 1970) ,‘

i Nispinski (19?2) examined the Files of thirty-seven, uale,

,multiple drpg users (one to fhree years. three to Five psycho-'.~

ectiVe substances) betueen the ages of Fifteen and nineteen.<
.° - [ ) N : .-,1.'<: :
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from Alberta Hospital, Edmonton. This was also the institution =
‘From'nhichseame the‘H;spital‘moltiple Drug_group'of the present
Vstody, although both males and Femalesviec§“5ampied, fhese are
generally the.indiyiduals ﬁaterson-(1970j'refers to as 3doing
drugs.™ . 1 L IR _': ' '

The majority of patients entered voluntarily with the
Folloming symptomatologyl depression suicidal attempts, sleep,<
disturbance, onxiety and a history of illegal drug use. If,

. however,~they entered on certificate, tney presented:the
‘Follouing"synptomatology: 4psychoses with hailucinations,
'peranoid\delusions, conFusion, suicidal attemptsuandfinqppro-‘t
priate behavxor. The patients had experienced poor Family
'.relationships, had a histony of broken homes and/or Foster

‘ home placement.. The Minnesota MUltiphasic Personality

pInventory results of the patients indicated they had poor
5 planning ability. poon.concentration shallow social'relation—

ships, were moody, resentful and acted out in'an'iopOIsive'

manner ‘-They -were generally self absorbed and Felt°a11enated '

misunderstood. Tne concluding picture was oF adolescents

’ nho havi;g experienced poor Family relationships, would quit :

- school, and consequently Feel anxious. depressed, confuseda
gabout their position in the morld, and alienated ?rom others. .

Levine (1972) fhund, in his investigation of Toronto_

. fspeed users, . that one third to “one half shoued evidenc; of

personality disorders. The Sour basic themes Qdentified in

“their. lives mere: unhappiness, as manifested in feelings

,oFAdepression, existential dissatisfaction and anxietys
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escagism From the unpleasant reality of their lives; commun-
alitz. an ethos of sharing and antimaterialism which appeared
to %e related to their need for company, and social disintegra-

tion, as evidenced by high ratesiof broken or unstable homaa,_
parental drug use and crimino-—legal involvement as mell as:
poor academic and occupational records. The investigators
concluded‘that those attracted to dangerous chemicals'are
emotionally unstable Eriori. | . R
Hésearchers Pittel and Hofer (1978) suggested that speedf

‘users are recruited From among those persons mho:haveybeens

tv depressed diSillusioned or~disoriented by their use of |
hallucinogens. They postulated that psychedelic drugs are

‘used to compensate for long-standing impairments inAego

functioning. Drugs lead to further impairment 6f ego func-

. . s . .
Amphetamines may be used tq counteract increasing anxiety and

: depression and the sense of pervasive emptiness that results
from" continued failure, due to hallucinogen use. to deal mith;m
/persisting, exacerbated personal problems. R .'-“ o 5;\*u
| _ ExtenSive investigations were conducted in the state ‘of
'Vermont by StePfenhagen. Leahy, McAree and 2 heutlin o
(1957-68-69) The First study' of High'.schu 1 .Stude_n'ts‘ is of
) interest because marijuana users were disti guxshed from
potential usars.‘ those who would use marijuana iF given the
opportunity. The'study also attempted to separate pre-dis-

) posdng Factors From the eFFects of psychoactive drug use.

The researchers Found that the Fathers af mariJuana users
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show a higher educational level, hence they attributed meri-
juana use~to-the greater intellegggal'stimulation and curlosity .
of this group.., | . . o
Using an index of emotional stability they Found a marked
degree of emotional impairment in the: gotential user and user
groups, the latter being the most unstable in comparison uith
the control group. They advanced the thesis that drugs per se
\are not the problem but rather a symptom, and the psychological
makeup of - the student is- the predisposing factor to drug use.
The problem 1s .one then of mental. health They concluded that
unless society provides structure for the adolescent in his
'search for an. identity and the development of a value system,

\“»he may turn to drugs as a means of finding the answer to the

;4~questien—ﬁmhatfis:}iFe~all~abou‘ -
m:Aree. Steffenhagen and Zheutlin (1969) conducted a
study oF college students during a period from 1967-1968
using ‘an objective, quantifiable test. They found that dkug
usage Follomshdifferent patti;ns and these: patterns may be d
associated very clearly with personality characteristics as
measured oy the Minnesota MUitiphasic/Personality Inventory.
“A marijuana group could not be differentiated from ‘the control .
'“ non-drug using group on the Minnesota MUltiphasic Personality
Inventory, uith the exception of the. masculinity-femininity
.scale which is an 'in%erest' scale rather than pathology scale.
This was interpr ted as reflecting the increased sensitivity
and aesthatic appreciation oF the 'marijuana only* group._ For

the 'gross-multiple' versus 'control‘ comparisons. saven

LI




_.scsles F; Hysterla, Psychopathic Devl:te. Masculinity-
,‘Fenininity. Schlzopnrenia; Hypomania  and Soclol Introversion,
differentiated the two groups at the()OS lgvel of confidence.
‘Also, there was a gredter tendency for the gross-multlplo
group to snoke marijuana alone.0 In terms of pathology then.
" .the schizophrenie:scsle distinguished the”gross-multlple
group, (.01 leCel) which, rat%er.than reflecting overt
psychosls; was interpreted as representlng.suchOsch}zold
personaiity characteristics'as withdrawal and poor inter-
personsl:relatlonships, aloofness snd an inability to eaxpreass
emotions. - |

., They concluded ‘that the potent;ally more disturbed indi-
vidual seems to be attracted touards the potentially more

dangercus forms of drhgs. posslbiy as ‘an Attempt to ease their
o

25

Feelings ‘of loneliness.

These f;ndings are in contrast ‘to the unusudl findings
‘of Kleber- (1965) who suggested that those with mare serious
) personal problems are least likely to persist in hallucinogen
'use because of unpleas%nt hallucinatory experiences. The

Flndings of McAree, gt al, (1969) have'imolications for treat-

- ment as they suggest marijuana usagg may cover normal’ adoles-

~

,cent development; uhereas. gross-multiple drug users may need

a

®

‘o.therapeutic intervention.’ ,
A 1967-1968 study by Steffenhagen, et al égeported the

_slnllar finding in a group of mapi juana users. 66 percent of

“uhich reported use of other drugs.,that lncreased marljuana

'smoklng 1s,sscociated with, the tendency td snoke dlone., Use

. o
. 0 .
- A . < . -
6, - - : . o
.

° . . : S .-
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'-Finding contrary to Becker 8- thesis, and the authors consider.

‘"smoking marijuana is not only a Function o .SDCLal Forces';'

\
\ o ¢
\

.(Sterrenhagen. et al 1957 68)
;: # Researchers with a psycho-analytic orientation emphasize'
the themes oF sex. and aggressxdn in an explanation of psitho—_af
;aactive drug -use, Nelpton (1968) described ten yolunteer
.‘chronic LSD users over the age of 21 " Dn éll psychological
tests the major problem oF every . subJect related\to sexual
identification maniFest in either pthlC avoidance of sexuality I
" or an intensa preoccupation with homosexual-sadomasochism.; ‘
”ﬂ: Edmards, Bloom and Cohen (1969) matched thirtm male S
'psydhedelic users (LSD omT, sTPR, etc.,) and thirty matched
z.controls and compared cesults on the Resenweig and Comrey

‘tests.1 The drug dependent group demonstrated aberrant traits
only with respect to hostility. 1t appeared that this propen-
‘sity is unrelated to degree oF drug dependence and may reFlect‘
a predisposing state.. People who have- diFFiculty handling

<Q
their aggressive Feelings may tend to become ‘heavy drug users.

How this aggression is expressed appears to change with degreef
of dependence, becoming more extropunitive and obstacle domi—
‘nant with increased use. The hostility‘was expressed as [:'

greater cynicism, psychopathy and aggression.

The abave studies emphasized the aberrant personality

5" L
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characteristics of users aof psychoactive substances. The

[

studies of two 1nvestidgtors, whose Flndings minimiZed the
'abnormal characteristics of drug users, will be presented
Neckowxcz study (1973) of drug users included a large ‘
battery of tests. including tests oF personality traits and
social attitudes. The tests were, administered to tmenty-tmo
male non- medétal druqg users and eleven. non-drug university |
‘ students. " Dn dhe Calif'g\ia Personality Inventory (L‘PI),
vthe users scored s;gnificantly higher ‘on the Flexibility and

Capac1ty For Status scales, but srgnigicantly lomer on the

<

Socializat1on scale.. They scored’ higher, although not signif-
_icantly, on Social Presence, Achievement via ‘Independence and
'?ociabxlity scale, but, lomer, although not 51gniFicantly.

on the Communality, Responsrbility and Achievement via
Conformance scales. He concluded college mariguana smokers

may reject soc1al conventions but adopt a broad moral per-

L spective rather than being immature or characterized by

Features of a mental health- illness continuism.' Unfortunately,
it is difFicult to assess the;results as the‘grdup uas,hetero-
geneous. The marijuaoa”users-had smoked for three.to[tiveﬂ
years For a median number of four years, however, some
»admitted to taking LSD and amphetamines. »I .
weckomicz et al (19?3) attempted to replicate the
- above resultswwith enlarged marijuana and non-drug groups
of twenty-Four subjects each : mpst subjects in the marijuana _
group had smoked at least once a day For three years. Thef

l
investigators also Found marijuana users ‘scores to be signiF-
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- scale and lower, although not

'Impression. Aéhievement via Con

~

icantly lo}er than the non users on the Socialization scale..

but ﬁailedoto ;Each the level of significance Found in “the ear-, .

lier study an the Capﬁcity for Status and Flexibility scales."

\

which were higher for thef

group,uas more Self Accepti

. “icantly, on the Achievement via Independence, Social Prssence

ignificantly. ph‘the Good

rmance and Responsibility

arijuana group. Similarly.-the drug

n

’ and higher..although not signif—

scales. Results on the Communali y and Sociability scales were

marijuana users scoring

reversed fram the earlfer study wit

slightly higher on Communality and slightly lower on the Socia-'

-0

_ \ .
bility scales. He suggested this may have occurred because.

unlike the earlier study. students completed the test at home.,:

This points to the necessity For observing standardized test

‘conditibns. Again, the ”marijuana usars® formed an heterqge-

Q

line and. pSilocybin and experimental heroin, cocaine. and°
amphetamine use, although none were."addicted" to the latter.

In summary, the fesearchers characterized coliege mari-

S -
FO

'(University of Alberta. Edmonton) and a technical school

a

juana users as social deviants (lower Socialization, Good

Impression. Achievement via’ ConFormance and Responsibility

®

scale scores).but as capable of_autonomgus growth and a "brqad

moral perspective"“(higher.Capacity;for §tatUS. Flexibility.

 neous group and most were involved with heavy use oF -LSD, mesca—- -

g

e

Achievement via Independence and Social Presence scale sc:or.‘es).,_u

9

.. . Wozny (19?1) administered a battery ofopsychological and

sociometric tests to Ss dramn From a University podulatfbn

a, .
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i , . S _ . - - .
'(Narthern Alberta Institute of Technology) He det;ﬁ:; his
"groups as Marijuana Users, Potential Users and Non Users...
Dnly two of- the eleven psychological tesfs yielded signifi-
cant results.t Non Users were found: to- be ‘more biophilus (open
minded less social vauiescent. less,authoritarian and more
rejecting of institutions) than Marijuana uSers as meaaured

by the Life Drientation Test.j ‘On the Social Acquxescente
\_Test. Potential Users trended toward higher soc1al acquieﬁ-_

s
‘cence and marijuana Users mere signifitantly less acquies-

cent. Covert anxiety was Found to be. more maniFest in
Potential Users thar. Marijuana Users.‘but measuresiof overt
: anxiety did nat significantly diFFerentiate the groups. No
di?ferences were Found in I. Q., anxiety, agreemen% response,
perceptual complexity and authoritarianism. - t. . '»; e
‘ - n the-present reviem, the ma jor concern has been with
th'des:.rable concomitants of heavy psychoactive drug use
~and the motivation to- use these more dangerous drugs. - McGloth-o
lin and West's theory (1968) based on clinical observation,
;described the amotivational-syndrome as an insidious‘effect.
specific to marijuana use\ This may be of particular relevance
_to ‘adolescents. MCB lin and Nest suggested marijuana may |
contribute to ‘the development of more inward turning personality
characteristics.. Foronumerous middle—class students the subtly
progressive change from conforming, achievement oriented
behaVLor to a state oF relaxed and careless driFting has

_ Followed their use oF significant amounts of marijuana. They

acknouledged that it is diFFicult to parcel out social Fac-

[N
[

[



‘tors,'as well as the occasional use of LSD but added it is
[

possible that marijuana may contribute some characteristic

30

personality changes, especially among highly impressionable .

" young persons., Such changes include apathy, loss oF eFFec-_,m
‘tiveness,.diminished capacity to carry out long term plans,

| concentrate for long periods, Follow routines or successFully

master new material Verbal Facility is oFten impaired both .

in speaking and writing. Greater 1ntroversion is exhibited,

<&

vbetter goals are ignored and there is a strong tendency tonard

| regressive, child-like magical thinking.. mariJuana users.

_report a great subjective creativity bot- shom less objective

productivity, and while seeming to suFP%rfless ‘the Frustrations
oF liFe, at the same time seem to be mithdrawing from it._;;_:'
MCGlothrin and west (1968) summed up that "recent obser-i
vations indicate that persons attracted to regular use oF
marijuana are typically rather passive and non-productive
individuals, and prolonged use tends to reinForce these

tendencaes. | Abramson (1967) also postulated that marijuana E

‘has a- stultifying eFFect upon motivation and, thUS, is associ- '

‘ated mith dropouts.“ SteFFenhagen, et al, (1967 68) disagree,
based on their Findings that student drug users were well
distributed in terms oF academic standing._ They concluded that

‘ their research mould indicate that drug use is not necessarily
causally related to academic Failuro. '-” _ ;

And Finally, it has been suggested that boredom may be a

Factor in an individdal '8 motivatiés to use psychoactive ' @ |

drugs (LeDain Commission, 1973). redom as an explanatory
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, late adDLESCEﬂt may reflect a maladaptive control oF unac~4'

©

| the*t%nsion and boredam that results From unsuccessful subli- -

i Frequently quoted reFerences mere to the earlier inveatiga- ;*

,\

.

L.

*

a symptomcof patholOQy. that is, the need for excitement may

be. characteristic of psychopathic individuals of':.f1¢¢t a
more éeneral alienation experienced by yguth.‘ ""(t[

Grinspoon (1971) considered boredom, especially in the

ceptabrt sexual and aggressive impulses. Drugs may relieva

i

_ mation of these impulses. -

<

‘socxm.-psvcﬂotl_oslcu 'THEURI"ES E

increased marijuana use during the mid-1960 s. the most

tions of the Chopra s of India (9§Sll\_§§nabud oF mprocco
(1957) and the Mayor s Committee on MariJuana in Nem York

(196&) ‘These earlier studies reFerred to ghetto duellers,

generally an alder age group, or to a culture oF deprivation,f

including malnutrition. mariJuana was used to escape pain,,'

personal Frustration and anxiety or depression. 1t is Agff

A

: apparent ‘that the indivxdual motivations emerged out oF a ﬁl

particular social context. Same oF their Findings mill be

preaented uith a viem to the possible communalities uith

o o
current adolescent marijuana use. ~The Mayor s Committee

' study in Nem York Focused its attention an the Harlem dis- B

trict and qund most marijuana users ‘mere unemployed or

,employed part-time. Research conducted by Allentuck and “l

o

concept is ambiguous, homever. as boredom may be,rebarded'aav,

T



Bowman (1942) For ‘the Mayor's. Committee study on marijuana

-.ing some who had previously used marijuana. Follouing

the series of 77 subjects, but no two of the nine. developing

cases were similar. They concluded however, that marijuana

"'mill not produce a psychosis de novo in a mell integrated

~stable person but only in an unstable personality.

& .
The’ Chopra s of India (195?) Found the habitual use

~of cannabis almost entirely conFined to the lower 'strata

“of society. In an examination of 1 200. regular cannabis

users, only 13 were classiFied as | psychotic, mhich is about

the usuaI rate oF incidence of psychosis in the total pOpUd
¢ A\ . .
lation in mestern countries.'

’

9

| Benabud (195?) stressed that the major problems with

rgcannabis in ‘Morocco existed among the urban sIum*dmelLers___;_

and noted individual psycho-pathological factors ‘as prominent

causes oF excessive indulgence. Benabud described a specific

szndrome called."cannabis psychosis," mhich occurred in Five

o

'.per 1000 regular users. but stressed excessive use and

environmental Factors as contributing. The symptoms said

'to be characteristic oF the syndrome he described are. also

common to other toxic states, including, particularly in

IMorocco. those associated with malnutrition and. endemic

inFection, 15‘ ‘ .
Both the moroccan and Nem York studies described tho

predisposin personality characteristics of regular users
.? : |

&

o 32

"included a series of ‘exacting studies on 77 subjects. includ-'

,ingestion oF mariguana, nine psychoses were_precipitated inxh

)

o
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and there are parallels even though they were individuals pf

diFferent cultures. Basic perspnalitiespuere described as - \;“

inadequaﬁg,,insecure. emotionally immature with tendencies
touard passivity. Further, the Nem York study referred to -
‘regular marijuana users as lonely, socially ill at ease, and
poprly adjusted sexually. ‘The" Mproccan study emphasized thev
prndromal schiznphrenic conditipn eF ‘users.

©

s~ Although the young middle class ycuth currently using
mariJua:a and cther psychuactive substances do nqt suFFer
economic deprivatiun, the stress an adulescents to Furm a |
stable identity may. have some parallels with the problems of
the o}der,'unstahle person Frpm a ghettn. whp is motivated
- to uﬂ% mari juana and whp may also react to its eFFecta‘
adversely., The social climate of insecurity pf the earlier'

disadvantaged user may have similarities tu the experiences-

‘“”‘~mef-a developing adclescent in a rapidly changing world.

Earlier reference has been made to King (19697“uhu~sppke ~4n”ek

oF a sense\of crises during adolescence which is heightened

mhen the structure of spciety is iﬂﬁa‘state of.change,_-?or“

T N ““v"—-...,

those adclescents who feel a sense of crises and act

- -l LS. -
- —— - ”

defensively or destructively. drugs may represent one wqy‘ﬁ$.

responding to crises by withdrawing.;

Q

— -

Blum (1972) in ‘a mere current” study eF middle claSB
youth considered social- psycholdgical Factcrs or the rple
Family influences play in drug use. Blum describad the »

high risk Family (1. ., pne in_mhich the children have

3

higher chances pF becaming drug users) as one in which parents-

R L . . ) RN

33
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are u certain in their roles and the mother tends to be

dominant In lhese families the parents are permissive.
hesitant to convey their . values.‘unsure oF their values andc
there is a lack oF religious belief .Further. there is not

”a prDDer balance between’ aFFection -and discipline, emotions _f
‘are not eXpressed freely and problems are intelleotualizad

Blum described the hfgh risk family as hostile>tomard author-

ity and demonstratlhg a progressive leanlng on polit;cal '

social lssues. There was also a‘heavy reliance by the parentsv

von dfugs. The ‘low rxsk Fam;lxes, by contrast 'were desorlbed

_as exhibiting a very strong, warm,'uell 1ntegrated pattern
of family life, mith a good combination of aFFection and
“discipline. The parents were- seen . as conFident in their
’roles as spouse and parents and olean as to the values they
wanted to transmlt with emphasis on Faxth in God, respect

for parents, selF control toleranCeoand,raspect for one

e

’another. Nlthln this struotuqe chlldren uere given consider-\~

’able*Freedom and personal - responsibility.v—The-low risk e

/

ffamil! produced a Chlld who Iiked himself and wasaresistant

vfto peer group pressdre. h V
Further supportitor ‘the thesis that unsa;isfactory
Fam111a1 relationships may pre-dispose ta drug use comes
V,From Ehein (196&) thh regard to opiates, LeDain Commxss;on
(1973), amphetamines; Groves (1973), hallucinogens; and
GLSmart et al, (19?2), volatile suostances. ' ”

V'%h\ A stable_Family4apparently,1ﬁsu1ates an-adoiesoent from

,\an°increasing;yAunstaole environmeht'andrprovldes alternatives

34
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tpvdrugs~as a solution ‘to .problems. ' '

P

co Value sttem and Attxtudesv' °

_ Nardell s (1974) study of Universxty of Alberta resi-
dent students Found four Factnrs were particularly relevant
to .high. drug usgbe—-high liberalism, high secularity. low

academic resppnaibility and low vertical mability. In terma

of the original questlons, the resident drug users were less

moralistit (particularly about vlrginivy).Amore alienated
in their view of God, more-likely 'to endorse the “have a

‘good time and get by" attxtude toward cpllege. and more

"1ikely to come Frpm a more aFFluent Family but uere them-

selves mqre academically irregponszble and lacking ambitlon.y

- The author cancluded the re3ults point out the:importance

B

oF variables examlning students” belieF systems because these

'varlables appear to be lmportant ?or predicting drug use.
One major canclusion of Riggs (1971), From her study of

perspnality characteristxcs. Was - that tegular drug us1ng

RN

students could be slgnificantly distxnguished Frnm pccasional.

“and. non-drug using students by thexr more poaitlve or favOr-_

able attitudes toward drug usage.. . .
6 .
‘Armstrong (1970) attempted to measure the eFFectiveneas

of the lecture in drlug education‘on attitude change. The

attitudes of the experimental group uho recexved the lecture.

‘-changed in the desired directlon, This attitude change could

.. be~significant1y dlatinguished From the control group who °

did not‘recetve.the;}ecture. The occupatlonal role . I

E .3'5 '



(counselor. policeman) aof the lecturer was not. Found to be
a sxgpificont factor, houever. his/her expertise was

corisidered an ioportent variable.

A

FRAME OF REFERENCE FOR MULTIPLE CAUSATION APPROACH

Chein (1968) established a research based theory of

multlple causation which considers_both,social-psychOIDQIcal.

individupl.'enda50c1alvFactors.es necessary to explain any
misbehavior;'in this case_dne invo}vingja chemical'agent. |
For this reason;‘ors_con;eotua}ization mill be presented,a£
SOT? length, | | |

Chein pfoposed'a scheme for understanding drug behaviar

_that Focuses on the Functions of drug misbehavior rather

ghén on the chemical agent. He.argued that pre-occupatiod

B

“with the chemical is a Failure to deal with the problem and

the consequence o£ tbxs Fixafion is the False Uelref that

drug misbehavior is highly contagxous, that is, that anyone'

coming into contact uith ane who mxsbehaves must be highly - °

seducible under the hyperattractlveness of the ‘dr'ug effects.

Chein s schema,examined the Functlons of drug misbe-

‘;havior Ha terms of tﬁree classes of Functxon: (1)»thosej
,essociated with4the,drrect psychopharmacologicnl orooeriies'

' of drugss (2) those associetedimfth°active idvoivement in

drug misbehavior and; (3) those associated uxth meanings of

"_drugs and drug mlsbehavior not subsumed under’ the first tuo

~

.classes.f .

36
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ClaSs I. This class includes/(he ioea that drug depen-
dence is an escapist or retreatist response to paychologically
stressful situations. Either when failure is anticipateddpr
as a means of coping with stress, drugs offer a means of
preserving self e;teem.' whether one exploits the Function
oflmhat’a drug can do for a user dependsfonfwhatfone neads,
on avajilability of other ways of realizing these Fonctlons,
ano other motivations,‘particularly the presence of counter-
Qailing mbtivations. 'ﬁ | ‘

. Under this:class. Chein'postulated that various’drugan |
may be chosen to pharmacologically mask or mitigata an |

individual s ineptitude or diFFiculties, but this problem or

need must be present For the drug to be” relevant. For example.

'heroin—may'be choSen iF one needs a detachment From ane's .
troubles (a mode of alienation) or to make-teﬁsion tolerables :

: alcohol may be chosen to lessen inhibitions that are dysfunc-
‘tional in a particular settingx and marijuana may serve tq
‘make a dull event more interesting. .Conversely, certain;

_ drugs are inappropriate solutions to'certain‘problems;' For_

'example, alcohol mould be inappropriate iF the management af

37

‘one's aggressions were the problem and if the problem was the o

o

' ~drabness oF one‘s total existences. rathernth_a_n a tempo_rary o

situation. marijuana would be an inappropriate choice.
Class'll. To give a complete explanation requires that

one seeks other Functions oF drug misbehavior than thosa oF

Clasgvl. particularly thosa assoclated uith the second clasa '

| of Functions. i.e., moda of llFeVoF a drug-user. Tha heroin

Y



’-tions can be categorized as follo-s:

.

addict is lllustrotivex he develops out of o‘set.of~deorih
vetions uhich have denied him a respected identity and given
him a sense of emptiness or inconpetence. His family has -
- either frustrated and rejected him or overindulged him, and
school and soc;ety have not provided him with & sense of
adequacy nor a vocation or career. nor with opportunities
far. involvement in legitimate and ‘meaningful, sustained -
activities. Life as an: addict can serve a humanizing
gFunction by oFFering an identity in a subsociety in mhich he
can feel he belongs. An individuel residing in a cohesive
family, end hot subjected to these conditions of deprivetion;
may not turn to heroin use. despite its availebility. )
Class III. Chein regarded the third class oF Functions.

i.e.. special meanings associated uith a drug not subsumod

°

e

funder the first two classes. as playing an important rple?-

in the contemporary drug scene, THe third class of Func- s

1. Orug qisbehevior, because of its illegolityvand
disreputability, is one -ay of misbeheving uhich
.can'be chosen by a delinquent subculture to

' serve the Function of expression oF deﬂionce or ,f

U hastility.

- 2. Invalves a stetus conferring function through actions

o

and experience valued by a person s importent refer-

ence group.- Extraordinary experiences may he attri-
‘buted to o drug: For example. personal ecstasy or -
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.,
'

religious Experianéés. For'uoma. uh‘n thu psahiscd

axparianca does not aventuate. thurn is an lnvcst- 5 1}&

- rf "‘"d
ment to claim 19 did and/eor to fuar the Fa&lurn was gt T
within himself. o it e

e a . : PRI o

3. DOrug taking assumes meaning far those dislllusionud C
_with the hypocrisias of current suclety uho see drug P

‘use as tied up with ‘bringing alout a bettpr wcrld.

~“ Ehein 3~Praad cancnptuallzation anﬂ that of King (1969)
are consldarad @ valuabla Frames nf‘ ref’erence to which data, .5,,

hypotheses and factors. assncidted ulth the adnlescent psycho-«
active drug usersfvmay be relatod. 5' g o L j{' tﬂv‘ - T

The synupsls oF tNe present reviaw suggasts the saciai

'cd%cepts of "1dentity crises Qnd alxenatiun” and 'so:xal

learning“ codtrzbutn go the understanding of’ non-m.dlcal.rl[ .
drug use, Further. it may also be nec“sary to ungerstand ‘ﬂj! *

B O
PR

the role 1nd1v1dual Factors play 1ﬁ the select;on of 1nd1v1d- ; L.

2

©

9
vals: wha choose hot tn use drugs-éhd those who proceed thw":
- more dangérous drugs, ngen the samé/social context. For

_ some,'ti "Family is consxdered the sola facto: 1n thc

determinanca of drug uie.
[«]

The theoretical models o# both King ahd Chein indﬁcated

the roles social opsy;hnlogical .and suc;al-psychalugical
Q.

Factors play in the complex phenomenoq nf drug abuse and

- . c
i - °

therefnre, pruvide a valdhble frame of refercnca._.

o
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“ METHOO AND PROCEDURE

Ay

THE' SUBJECTS

"The subjects of this study were drawn“From'the Adolescent
, . - .o \

"Unit of the Alberta Hospital, Edmonton and two Edmontcn high
schooisl—one Catholic and one Public. The partic1pants ranged

in age From 15 to 20 years.

oy

The subJects From the tmo populations were qualitatlvely
classed; according to the extent of drug usa ‘in the six months
pfior;to, and 1nclud1ng time of testlng, "into - the,Follow;ng‘.

categories:

1;A)A1cohol Only group—-those mndividuals whose use: Bf

alcohol ranged From once tﬂ twlce a week ﬁa once to

Le &

N tmlce a mpnth‘ Use of bny other psychnactive suba’

T

stance excluded Ss From thls classxficatiun.
2, Marijuana Dnly group-—thuse individuals whose use .

of marljyana ranged From once to twiae a; wg%k to

'y,,'.

once. to twice a month. Alcohol may nt may not have
Q

3‘  been used but use oggbsthoactive substances other .
?~; then mafljuana or alcohnl more ‘than once or twice,
ggﬁ?excluded Ss F:om thls&classific;tlon‘ ; o

3,, MUltiple Drug group——those individuals who have used

Vel jmure than one psychuactive drug From once to twlce &D

Y R
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week to orce to twloe a month Alcohol‘may or may
not have“heen/used but members oF this group must

~ have used//t least two psychoactive drUQs in additlon
tofalcohol ' :

4, Non User group—-those indxv;duals who have not used

“

alcohol or psychoactlve dgugs more than onCe to thce.

CaFFelne and c1garettes were excluded from con51deration
F \

in the above classification.
- A total high school sample of 183 5ubjects and 51 hospital

' subjects was tested. | 4 ' e

o N4 : ‘-. ke

For the purpose of data analysis,‘it was necessary to’
.reduce, by random selectlon. the number of subjgots in. the .
high school Alcohol Only group from the 103 subjects to 25

‘ subjects.- This resulted in more simllar numbers oF subjects .

fed

in the  four high school g%oups. L N . | L- C ~
The origxnal sample size was, however, used to deternine

incxdence rates withln each group when randomly selected From

a populatlon. Further, For this purpose, Frequent-users

(de?ined'as use once OT twice 2 month) and heavy users

B

(deFined as use once or twice a week), within the- Alcohol

groups and MUlt1p1e Drug Qroups, were distlnguished.a .
The resultant groups For comparlson on psychological and QT
social dimen51ons were as Follomsa - - L S . e gﬁ

. . En 2 ¥
1. High school (Normal) Aloqhol Dnly (NAL) - 26 subjeots“g

2. High s;hool (Nonmal) Marijuana Only (NmA) 22‘sub3eots ‘
“5.;’H1§§>§§hool (Norm&l) multipne Drug (Nmu) 25 subjects
:a.f‘ngh schooIQ(Normal) Non users (NNONE) 33 subjects

‘a.._

PN . . B LU
.° . . - [ ~ Yy !
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5:" HnspitalJf‘u~‘n‘ T &lcbhaf Dnlyo(HAt) "°ﬁ3-subjacts
, ' : o '

f“Marzjuana Unly (HMA) -4 subjects

. 7; Ho pital"? a "u'sﬁ7uMU1tapIe Drug (Hmu) 26 subjects°
”'rfé.. Hos itsif ' f N “ﬁ’_ Nun Users (HNQNE) - %.subjects i
° s . -% oo ’ o - B
,, D _.RE'S,E_ARCH” ‘I‘NSDTRUMENTS"»D ; <7 - ) o
» o . * e ol s CT e e T K R c,
Qt“AII grouﬁs ‘were tested on the Fdllpwingobabteryt o ° 'f®°°n,:
Lo 1. '°Caliﬂgrnia Persnna;ity lnyentory (Eough 195?) .
'“o o 24 Questionnaire~nn s%udents‘ opinlqps. g c-éz” QF-%;.
L te e T SR
4; Callfornia Personality Inventorx o .”’, . ;.D o, c.i o e

- ° a o, £ ) : R

° The Callfornia Personallty rnventory Far persoﬁaiity'ﬁ‘on”=°

o © 5 @ o . °

<,

social and personal relevance. Tmn reliabili _es using :

s

the test-retest”methnd resulbed i correiat
as higﬁ as thosé generally fbund in perso easurement

“(Gough 1957) hather than a iest of . abno }-ehevtbr used

-,;primarﬁif in psychxatric éetﬁi gs ; 1t is an endeaudr to mégsurenj

6’ @y

pervasive characteristics and‘ in add&tiun, to assess Favorableit'

'ﬁand pasitiwe aspects af personallty ragher than ahly the

; morbid and’ patholagical f{iﬁ;f; :3 ;? ; r og‘;f: o

v

Behaviorial domains in which research with the Califerniafﬁ“

o

it, Personality Inventnry has proved particularly proﬁitable, gre
~°} in the aress of predicting schokastic achievémeﬂt (Gdugh »1953

196&) and those involviné the socializatidh-asuciadizatlon ";

(delinquench ‘eantinpum (Bough. 1950) "._,Q;%;~~

ac

OQ.Scale construction 6?°the California Personality Inventorx e

o
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o

o

‘o

ik

o

' uas based on the “empirical technique. . The correlation of

R

;,selected 1tems by an 1ndiV1dual characterizad as "high' on
‘a particular tralt uith the critericn dimensicn -or trait was

ﬁthe hasis Fdr scale ccnstructlnn. Approximately 200 oF the

1

. items were derived Frcm the Minnesota MUltiphasic Perscnallty

Inveptcty; Extensive crcss-validational studlgs on hlgh *

'°§chool students, Fet each scale, . have been conducted.

The nurms used for the pvesent study were from a sample

c -

oF 3 572 male and - a 056%Female high schnol students Frum a

’ wide nange oF sccio-econpmxc groups and gecgraphical areas

< . ° a©

KUnited States). ST E e e

The scales ‘are designed ta measuré\the Fnllcming aspects

<, @

;cf‘ interpetsonal behava' I ‘( R o :
:CIESE ?- Measurés of Pdise,x;scendéﬂqy aﬁa”$elf-essucEn€ef
o 1. pd;é;'olocmihance o e ' = o
EﬁZ{ it; ;(J;elCapacity For Status cd
”73}4 Sy - soeimbility . o L
e ac"sP o - Social" Presence A~§: ._ s n_m;
' S.evés Ll .Self-accectanee R OI;:.? . 1‘[ de}.
3 ”ﬁéis ﬁb'_ ;“iSense of well-being T L -
; ii: Re - hchesponslbllity .
~§é1§§s?if.u Measures c? Sccidﬁ&zatinnL maturggy 'Jhu?
e Resgonsibillt! [ IR o
. 8. s6 Socialization:: R | i
be;: 5¢; ;, SelF-control ;;g'_f;_'r - fh.gl‘ﬁ v -

o
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‘a4

io. To T&lefance
11. Gi Guod Impression

‘1?.‘ Cm . Communality

Class III. Measures oF Achievement Potential and Intellectual o

Efficiency
13, Ac f Achievement via Confcrman:e .
14, Ai ;;' Achievement via.lndeJenqgn;d’*f T
15. 1Ie f Intellectuai'sfriciency o |
, N ‘

ltlass IV. Measures of Intellectual and Interest MOdeg

i

16% Py Psychological Mindedness '?

17, TFx L Flexibility
18, Fe : Famininity

-;nF use For a population (LeDaih Commisszon Repurt 19?3)

3 oo v ST . [
02. Duestionnaire on Students’ Opinions2 - S \ '

A survey. particularly if ‘used on a randamly selected

semple. prnbably q;ovides the most valid inFormatinn of extent

Hughes (1971) used a questionnaire developed by Bogg in

1968 in response to a. request by the American Government to

_survey’michigan high school attitudep related to drug use. nThe

writer included many oF the ‘tast items From this questiunnairg,

| ot attitudes and possible behavxoral correlatas. Hughes used,:

"the queetionnaire ta examine the applicability of the 'hahg-J

o
. e

G

2The resultantoquestionnaire was examined for. accept-

ifabiiity and the appropriateness of the items by ODr. Paterson o
and Dr, Scott, Department of Educational ﬂ.ychulogy.

University nf Alherta.
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loose ethic" at the Northern Alberta Institute of Technology
-and Found that the vocabulary oF some of the items was diFFi-
. Cult. For this. reason the wording oF speciFic items was

) altered For this study o |
h For the present study, items relating to extent and pat—
“tern o oF drug use were selected from the Smart, et al, (1969)
'Questionnaire For High School Students.A This questionnaire

yialds a more speciFic assessment of drug use behavior than

AR

' the Michigan survey. -

The present questionnaire also incorporated iteﬁs from
a Survey af Dpinions of Youth developed by Riggs (1971) Her

‘questionnaire included material from one developed by Unwin

‘(1968) to determine attitudes of Canadian High School Students‘

toward drug usage and other items oF social concern._

The first nine items of the questionnaire were intended
to provxde indices on the pattern of drug use, Rsqunses tb
‘selected items ware the basis For assigning respondents to
“Aselected groups: Non' Users. Alcohol Dnly, Marijuana Only or

'-MUl%iple Drug Users.'. . e

“.To Facilitate discussion Following analysis oF the test

data. both the . CaliFornia Personality Inventory and Dueetion-_”

";naire items were appropriated to one of the Following sectionsl

1. Demographic InFormation-—nine items\designed to- yieldnv

inFormation about the subjects—-sex, agg. etc.,tsocio?_

economic status and religion,

e

2, Specific Drug and Non-Drug Related Behavior-1pineteen

'itemseintended to provide inFormation on the various’

Lt
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from several different classes oF grade 10 1i and 12 with spare
periods throughout the day over & one week period. In e;tect‘
this mould pdeUCE a near ranhom sampling oF subjects. The
California Personality Inventory and QUestionnaire were adminis-
tered to the students under standardized test conditiona.' Stu-
dents were not given prior notice of . the testing, mhich insured
against such knomledge acting as a selection factor.

The subJects mere assured anonymity with regard to their
responses.- The tests were coded for identiFication and the
two were’ collated by using their corresponding indexea.

The hospital subjects were. all the adolescents admitted to
the hospital mithin an eight month period. They resided on
either an adolescent unit or on a general ward, .They-mere'

| assured anonymity, although. For most, this was not a concern

‘as their drug use mas generally knomn to the. DroFessional

staff‘ at the hospital , | '_ L . o
DATA‘*ANALvs‘xs*_' ST e

Une-may analyses oF variance [unequal N's] was perFormed

'\° an the continuous dependent variables to. determine differences

: betmeen the groups on the resultant psychological and social
dimensions@ Tbe ScheFFe multiple comparisons of observed : R
E means was perqumed to determine ‘which pair of group means
were significantly diFFerent. ' . o L
A chi squa‘e analysis was - performed an - the discrete depen-

dent variables to.determine diFFerences ‘acrass. all eight groups .

on the resultant psychological and social dimensions. Where .
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‘these differences were toundfto oe signiFicant at the .05 levef
',6# significance; the chi square analysis’was perforﬁed on seven'
selected groups to determine diFFerences between the specified
pairs on the psychological and social measures. The selected.
chi square comparisons oF paired groups were as Follomst _

SR I AHigh School. Alcohol Unly against High School Marijuana
C(NAL x NWA) o o
2. High School-&lcohol Dnly against,High Schoo} Multiple
. A‘f"(NAL x Nmu) s ' ]:;/ .
A.3. yHigh School Alcohol Only against High School Non Users
. (NAL x NNONE) _ |
a, ’High School ‘Mari juana against High School Multiple
(NMA x NMU) | | |
= High School MUltiple against High School Non Users'
©(NMU x NNONE) | | '_A" R
'6.‘»high'5chool MUltizlelegainst Hospital multiple (Nmu x HmMU)
7;_fHospita1 Alcohol only against Hospital multiple N

© (HAL x HWU)
vaurussrs

“The major hypothesis deals with the personality variables

o of the CaliFornia Personality Inventory. The . majority oF '

:studies on the psychological correlates of drug use in the pres-”'
ent elected review aof the literature concluded heavy and mul--

-ti:§§ use oF psychoactive drugs uas symptomatic oF personality .

, disturbance.' MUltiple drug users could therefore. be expected

‘to resemble other groups demonstreting personality disturbance.

48



The minar hypotheses deal with the sooial and social-
psychological variables of the questionnaire epecified es‘
Activity and Interest Driegtation, Family, Social and Eeer
Relations, Values and Attitudes Towards Drugs. .

The majority of studies in the present selected revie;>
of the literature on the social and 5ocio-psyohologica1
correlates of drug users suggest drug usere are characterized
by their alienation From/and rejection of traditionel ‘mores:
and-inatitutions. ‘It'is suggested that the greater involve?
ment of the multiple drug user in a “"drug career"”. implies a
greater sharing of thoee interests, values and attitudes
cheracteristic of that particular group,aCQuired through
social participation and learning.i Conversely. the attitudes
'oF the Multiple Drug groups mill diFFer from Non MUltiple.

Drug groupe,

Major Hypothesis

o

The major hypothesis ie that, uith respeot to the
personality variablee oF the California Personality Inventory,
the High School mUltiple Drug group mill-tand to resemble the
Hospital Aloohol Only, Non User and MUltiple Drug groups end

49

‘the groups ‘will be characteriZed by deviant scoresg The High ‘N‘

School Nan User, Alcohol Dnly ‘and Marijuena Dnly groups will
" be oharacterized by normal scores and will diFFer From the
High School MUltiple, Hospital Aloohol Dnly, MUltiple Drug

o

and Non User groups.



“m1nor'Hygothasis -

*

Hypothesis 1 The High Schoal and Hospital Multiple

Drug groups mill differ. on the variables Specified as \

,Activity and Interest Drientatlon. From the High School and

Hospital Non User, Aloohol Dnly and Marijuana Dnly groups, .

uith the multxple Drug groups rasponding in the more 'hodo~

pnistlc' and - "secular‘ and "lass-academic" directionp

Hypothesls II The High Schnol and Hospltal MUltlpla

* Drug groups wihl differ from the High School and Hospital

Non User, Alcohol-Dnly and Marljuana Dnly groups on the' variv

ables spacified as -Family, with the Multiple DrUg groups

-

vindicating less cohesfva family relationships. Ce

~

Hypothesis 111 . The "High ‘School and Hospltal Multiple

: Drug grOups uill differ From the High School and Hospital

ZNon User. Alcohol Bnly and marijuana Dnly groups on. the vari-

ables specif‘ied as Social and Peer Relations with the u\ulupie'

Drug groups 1ndicating greatsr peer group orientation.

Hypothesis IV . The High School and Hospxtal Multlpla

Orug groups. will differ. from the High School and Hospltal

Non User, Alcohol Dnly and Marijuanq‘groups on the variables
specified as Values, uith thé Multiple DOrug groups responding
in the “less tradltional' direction. »

, Hypothesls V The High School: and Hospltal Multlplo
Drug groups mill differ From the High School and Hospltal

Non Usar, Alcohol Only and Marijuana Dnly groups ‘on the vari-'

o ables spacified as Attitudes Tomards Dr ugs uith the Multipla

Orug groups 1ndlcat1ng the most Favorable attltudas tonards
[



drugs.

ﬁnr the di

e

screta dependent variables, ‘only sgvenfselacted

chi square comparisons are possible. Therefore. the minor

hypothgses For
High School Alc
(NAL x NmA), Hi
(NAL x NNONE),
Multiple (NMU x
comparisons of
ultiple (NAL x
thool MUltipla

Huépital Multip

these .variables invnlvet the comﬁarisons of

ohol unly against High School Marijuanq//

51

gh Scheol Alcthol against H}gh school Non Usars

and High School Multiple against Hospital

Hmu). will not differ significantly; and the

High Schaol R!cohol Only against,High School
Nmu). High Schoul Maxijuana against High |
(NMA x Nmu). and Hospital Alcohal Only against

le (HAL x HmU) will differ significantly.
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CHAPTER IV | o o

RESULTS -
»INTRDDUCTIDN,

Because of the large numher oF dependent variables.

they were divided a rlori, into the Folluwing gruupingsu
1) Demographic Informatiaon (9 variables)z 2) Specific Drug-'
Related Behavior (19 varlables): 3) California Persanality
Inventory (18 varlables); A) Activity and Interest. Orientation

(9 variables); 5) Fami (8 variables); 6) Social and Peer

‘Relations (10 varlabl“ ) Values (5 variables); and 8)

Attitudes Towards Drugs (8 varlables)
The data mere analyzed by the’ chi square method “and
.analysis of variance. mhlch was. Followed by the Scheffe
multiple comparison of means, The results have been presented..

in sections, under the a griori groupings. to Facilitate per-

usal, Further. to this end each section beglns uith a8

Pid
summary oF both the analyses of . variance and the chi aquare-

L o

o analyses for the variables oF that gruuping. A complete
.summary of these analyses appears in APPENDIX B.

A summary of the Findings For the Demoggaphlc In?ormatiun
and Speclflc Drug-Related Behavlor variables, whlch pruvlde

some definlng characterlstics of the groups. has been presented,A
_ - :
~ at the end oF these sectlona. ~The hypatheses. regarding the

e
i=3

52
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5dependant variablas of the remalnder nf the group}ngs. uere
dealt with in the summary of each sectlon. This also lneluded
a summar@,of the significant prubabllitiea af both the chi

" square analyses of the selected cumparisons and the Scheffe
comparison of means. .

Dne-may analyses of verlance [unequal N s] were perFurmed
on all eight groups for the continuous dependent variables and
Folloued by the Scheffi multlple ceMparison oF'me;ns. Alﬁhough
summaries of . the analyses of variance have been presented at the .
beginning of each section and APPENDIX B, because nF the large
amount aof data.'tables were presentedqfor only those analyses
which pteduced a significant F-ratla; Only the probapilities
of the significant ScheFFe multiple comparison of means were

]

presented e
| o

The disckebe‘dependent variables were analyzed by the chi

squa}e method:QEAgain. summarleaéef the results have been pre-

sented‘at the s K;, ffdw, a:egti@@& For eqph grouping ‘and

‘...'

&h rgaeheﬂ srgnifxcance

he’ Faliouing groups:

otma ,;'Users (NAL x NNDNE)
j‘lﬁiblawgamst Hospital Multiple (NMU.x HNMW) -

3) ,

b
4) 'Notﬁaii;lcebol against Norma; MUltiple (NAL x Nmu) :
'5)  No jg,,ﬂjuan. ageinst Nurmal MUltipIe (NMA x Nmu)
6) '




Q
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and selected chi squar. valuns havn'baun ptasantnd and are to
to found in APPENDIX cC.

The axceptiondﬂto this general format of presentation of
the results were for the variablgs "Sex," "Grade"” and the

o . N
California Personality Inventory variables. ﬁlthbugh the anal-

pyses of the variables "Sex" (discrete variable) and "Grade”

¢

(bOntipqus variable) were not significant, the results were
presented in the Demographic Information sect{on in order to
present the demographic characteristics of the sample. nThé
results of the analyées of varjance of each s;;le of the
California Personality Test were presented in TAGLE 15 and
Figure I (ranked means and signiflcant ScheFFe comparisons
of. means) f’sa

Appropriate group comparisons wese made ,for those dependent £

variables pertainlng to anloy th&g* graups or to 6nly the Non=

Drugagroups.
L] K .ﬁ .

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

The %hl sqbaré anélysaé of the dié rete,dependent,vari- '}
ables "Sex.” “Father's Status.f "mbt;er's Status,; ahdb"Haif;' s
Day Student" did not ptoduce slgnificant results., The results
oF the over-all chi sguare ahalyses oF all of the discrete
Demograpbic InFormatlun variables appear in TABLE 1. v

sThe analyses of variance af the continggﬂf dependent
variables"srade' and “Father s Financial Succegs“ did not
produce significant results, The results of the analyses of

varianca oF 2ll of the continuous dapandent Demobraphic

Informatipn,variablas appear in TABLE'?. o

sy ' - .=

e

¢
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\l\‘ / "“I(‘ . ) :
e '
" " TABLE 1, ‘
CHI SQUARE ANALYSES DF THEDQISCRETE
: DEMDGRAPHIC INFDRMATION VARIABLES
= -
L R ',, Degreeseof ChinSqoare' ’ L N
Var%fole % ~Freedem  Value ‘. Probability
Sex . . S0 o sa3 n.s.
Age’ - . I 14 24.42 ¢.02
Family Religion ' et 2807 - 53,32 . ¢.002"
Urban Livifig-Nag.-of Yrs. o35 : 51.67- - .03 -
Father's Status - S 128 : 1 26.90 ) Nes.
flother's Status: “ e oo, 28 . 0 36.81 . k m.s, e
Half-Day Student o R - - %1.25 ' .8,
. .TABLE 2 . ’

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE ofF CONTINUUUS
"DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION VARIABLES
¢ B - : ' N » . 1° . - : .

»

\_ e I Degrees of . - ’ ' }
Variable .~ Freedom ~ F ratia Probability
Grade - . = BTN 72YY- DT TS 7SR S PR
Fathér"é’?inancialw*, o “t ‘ iﬁ*f¥~ - - .
Success’ . R 7/148 . 1.38.. - n.s.
- The contingency table For the nan- signlflcant variable

| "Sex" has been presented in TABLE 3 in order to desorlbe the

subjects of the sample. Although 57. 1 percent of the Ss

vare males and 42 g4 perognt are Females, ‘the ratio of males

to Females is simxlar throughout the eight groups. ; f i

‘,/ g -
o



TABLE 3

) CONTINGENCY TABLE FOR OVER-ALL CHI SQUARE
QI ~ ANALYSIS OF VARIABLE "SEX"'. ..

- Sex ; gmale\% e Female‘% ' '?.* TOF.

Group NAL: 13 (52.0) . -2 (a8.0 o 25

NIA 16 (72.7 6 (27.3 C22

Ny . 14 (56.0) . £ 11 (a4.0) . :25

. NNONE : 19 (57.6. 14 (42.a 33

CHAL 9 (69.2 ~ 4.(30.8) 13

HA 2 (s0.0 - 2 (s0.0) - 4

HIU : 13 (50.0) 13 (50.0) 26

HNONE 3-(37.5 g (62.5) . -8

’ /// y = - - Q - - : ‘

/. TOTAL - BT o . L
_and-TOT % - | 89 ﬂ57‘1) B 67 (42.9) - 156(100)

§?=5.12. di?.:?,—#g.ﬁafv‘ .

Although the gro ps did not leFer slgnificently in
'ltheir "Grade” dlstribulion, the _means Fromvthe analysis of. ;‘
| varianee have been pr 2sented in TABLE 4 in order’ to describe
. the subJects of the s?mble. A mean of one is equivalent to
: grade 10 two is equﬁkalent to grade 11 and tnree is equiva--

lent to grade 12, / : o '. u e$'f
' ’;. The over-all chl square, value for the variable 'Age'a
:'uas 2& 42, d.f.=14,. (o <.02) and has been presented in TABLE 5
The significant selected ch1 square comparisons For lteTs
"15-16" and "17=- 18' years af age were gruups: NmA against _/
NNONE (ch12-6 14, d.f.=1, pe 01). presented in TABLE 65 and

* NmU agaznst HMU (chi2

=5, 68 d F.-1 p (.02), presented ln
alr.TASLE 7+ A higher percentage in the NNMU. and NNDNE groups mere
"5 te.16’years af agef_mhereasre:hlgher pereentage of the NMA
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o
o ?

, .amdemufg%odpsgheré°"1%“to»{é years of age.” ' - L
¥ ) S ST . o '

I . ., TRBLE.A4 - - . |
' ANAiv515°uF'vARIANCE‘hF'thIABLg “GRADE™ R

© @ e ‘0, o . . o

- M

: SER ¢ e L ‘,‘ T“‘Vﬂsﬁ“~;<g;m\.A  S‘tandard - ‘
Gfoup ~ No." ‘NMean- . ; Variance '”"“f"~Qau1at;on o

o

Lt . . . . 5 e . . .
NAL ) e 250 01,92 T 0,58 , - 0.76.
NPA .o - - 22 0 2,23 _ 0.66 o.8%. .
Ny - - 25 - 1.80 : . 0.50 I P I
NNONE © 3% -+ 1.8 - 0.56, - .~ e 0475
HAL . . _ 13 - 1,92 1,26 L 1\12

HMA - k' '4\ -31.25 .. D.25° _ - 0,80
HMU ' w26 1.77 oo 5 1.86 S 1.36 .

—

 Total 16 1,86 - 0.,92- 0,9

,_ .Ev‘.r'ati'b?“ ‘.?a. d°f.’=7_/1_48,“f‘ p < ,1b co R
.« T TABLE 5 R
. CONTINGENCY TABLE FOR CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF VARIABLE “AGE®

o * ) S

 HAge . 15;16 years % 17-18 years %' "19-20 years % -Tu}al¥

rp—

25

22

25 . .
433

13

a4
8

. Group NAL
o . N

~ o - NMU - ]

- NNONE - |

HAL ./
HIMA. /

HMQ -

- HNONE ;

-

N -
A - AOFPD D

(e,

(Ve

56 , 11 (aa .
‘ oA13-.(589) - °
64 9 (36) -
“9 (27) .

30.8%;

'

- 4
3 (7.5
4 (50)

Van" oY

Lt any 2 o snam

K
o
o
B
v
-
L NOQUBEMNo

R - -1
o
| S, W

 TOTAL and ) R Tl o
. TOT. % 76 (48.7) . 67 (43) 13 (8.3) . 186

/

o 1,3:24.4é,;g;g;;14.”tp <.02)

) ?.q



fotal oo

. was 53.31,

‘groupss

e 58 .

€,

L TABLE 6

CHI 5QUARE°ANALYSIS oF ssLacrzo " TEE
" T GROUPS.NMA x NNONE FOR L LRI
L VARIABLE "AGE®® ... - - . oo

" Group. NMA B S |- R N
NONE 23 .

Total

2 =6 !A“.A"‘.d.ﬁﬁ.z'i.“' (p <'0‘,2:}:°‘ . .\. o ' - ,‘.. ‘.-

3y - ' . . ) v__i};/;
TABLE 7 - . N . Lt e &ﬁf?
R .CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS DF SELECTED - e
' . o GROUPS NMU x HMU FOR .
- VARIABLE "AGE" '

Grnup Nmu R Y- R TR 25

o . . c{s_é_ v' TR
. 2- o a0 -X ] « _~. N N ,- : B ‘
e X =5,6 »,-«._d F =1 .o (p 4 . 02) o

o

w

€< .0

The ovar-all chl square valua for the variahle

"Religaon*
d.f. =za. (p €.003). B

The significant selected chi square cumparlsans mare'\

NMU against HMU For ltems.“Catholic plus Protestant"

and "No Religion®: (ch12=9 36, 4 £u®1; p <.002 and cni?=10. 35,

d,€,=1 P & 001); NAL gainst Nmu for itema “Protestant' and



.

~CatHolic" (chi?

2.3.69, d.f.=1,

for: items/‘Prdtestant‘ and 'Catholic“ (chl .
P, 05) / The NNMU. grdup had a signi?icantly higher percentage
bt QF Ss of the ”Cathnlic and Protestant" religion ‘than the HNU
.gteup, ‘which mas uverrepresented in the 'Na Relxgion“ ltem.
;The Nmu greup hed a signiFicantly higher percentage of "Prat-
'éestant" Ss than the NAL and NNONE grnups mhich had a higher
’"Cathelic“ representatidn. ‘
»9._The significant nver-all chl 3quare velqa Fnr the dis-
crete dependent variable "Urban Living-—Number of Years" was
§1.67, d.f.=35, .(p <. 03) ‘ |

X

Dnly the chi Square values for the selected cumperisens

_ of the NMU against the Hmu gruup for the items 15 years' and

%510 years”;mere significant: (ch12-7 28, d.f.=1, p<. 006
and chi®=7.64, d.f. duf.=1, P <.uoa) Mast §s in the NMU group
"'had lived in the city ell their lives whereas a signlflcant
percentage oF the‘Hmu gtoup had lived in the city for nnly
5 to 10 years. _ - -
~ ,

In general over ‘one halF of the Se in each of the:r
"remaining groups had lived in the city most of thein llves,

‘ mhile the re@aining one’ halF wete distributed over the "5

- years® and 210_years' responses. .
: Summarx o | ' l.-t-_ . - : l‘: R
"A summary oF the significant results of the selected

L%

A & chi equare compaeisons has been presented 1n TABLE ‘B,

B

=4,06, d.f. -1 P ¢ .04); and NMU against NNONE

,._/ . - . R
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|

vAnalyses of the variables.”Sé&." "Grade.; rFather's

.FinancialTSUccess;"’"Father's.status." “Mother's Status"'and

"Half-Day Student" did notbproduce significant.results. ‘The
sample-was»composed oF‘57 1‘percentumales and 42,94 Females.
The "mean grade" was 10.86., 4 |

The results for the: variable "Age“ indicated a signiF-
icantly high percentage of the NMU and NNDNE groups to be}
“15 to 16" years of age and oF the HmMU group to be "1W to 18n
years ‘of age (TABLE 8). o
' The results for the variable "Religion" shouwed a- signiF-vv

.icantly high "Catholic"’representation For the NAL and NNDNE

categories‘uasl

groups, against g signiFicantly high ”Prdtestant“.represent-
ation For the NMU group and "No Religion" For the HMU group.
The NMA group did not diFFer signiFicantly from any of the |
groups (TABLE 8).

For the variable nUrban Living-Number of Years" only
the Nmu against HMU selected chi square comparison reached
s*gnificance,'with a higher percentage of the NmU group than,
the Hmu group having. lived in the city all their lives (TABLE BJ

*

o spscxrlc DRUG-RELATEQ BEHAVIDR -

kY

Egidemiglogz : o S o .
Of-the total high echool sample of 183 Ss (only 103 Ss

gused_in data analyses)._thehincidence of use for the following

1. Frequeﬁt; AN ;(once to twice a month}——32 8%
.wgﬁﬂzg-'f;ffv' _ca to twice a week)—-ZS 5%

RN

.61
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3, Frequent Mari juana (once to twice a month) -
4, Heavy marxjuana (once to twice a week) | | } 12.0%
5., Frequent ma{tiple (once to tmice a month)—-ﬁ 0%
”6;'~Heavy Multiple (once to twice a week)—7.7%
7. Non Use-—18% , ‘ : S o
For the 51 Hospital Ss the incidence of use for the |
_.Following cateqgories wasts ‘ _
1. _Frequent Alcohol Unly (once to twice a month) }25 o B
2. Heavy Alcohol Only (once to twice a week) '
3. Frequent Marljuana (once to twice a month) |
4, Heavy Mari juana (ohce to twice a meek) }7 o%
5;”~Frequent mUltiple (once to twice .a month)-—15 %
6. Heavy MUltlple (once to- twice a week)-—35 39
| 7. ~Non Use-—15 8%
‘Tha Specific Drug-Related Behavior variables have been , ‘Vﬁ‘{
- examined For the purpose of deFining some oF_the re}evant_ |
characteristics of. each oF the groups. . |
The chi square analyses of the discrete dependent vari-
‘ables *Non Use Reason" (four Non Drug groups). “Motives® and
"Drug’ EFFects"-—three questions (Four Drug grdups) and "Father
Smoke/Drink AlcGhol® and "Mother Smoke/Drink Alcohol® (all
gfoups) did not prodUCeesignificant'diFFerenoes;
a The results oF theiover-all chi equare analySES oF'all
of the- disorete Specific Drug Related Behavior variables have
beer’ presentad in TABLE 9. - < 0! _‘
| » The analyses of variance of . the con;inuous dependent

' variables "Drug EFFeots” (three questlons) for the four "Drug
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’groups did not produce results. ' .
“TABLE 9 : ‘ﬁ
CHI SQUARE ANALYSES OF THE DISCRETE SPECIFIC
DRUG~RELATED BEHAVIOR VARIABLES
- * . ) - ) ) - ) 2
' ~VVI B : Degraeaes of Chi Square .
Variable . o Freaedom o Value Prubability
Intend Try Drugs 9" 21,65 ¢.01
Non-use Reason : 18 19.87 . ones,
“Length of Use @ 12 30,39 <.002
Intend Continue = 3 13.98 ¢. 003 '
Motives Set I .. 6 - 11.39 <¢.08 (n.s. ) oo
L b ) 6 . ° .10.60 N.s.
‘Motives Sat Il (a " I - R - 5.28 NS,
b 6 | : 1.16 N8, - "‘_'.
Drug EFFectsn (marij. Exper.) 15 . = 16.88 = n.s,
S (LsD Expar.) © 4 ‘ 4,34 . . N.8.
(MBre Aware Problems)  ‘9 L 14.91 . ¢.09 (n.s, )
Mother. Smoke/Drink Alcohol . S . 2607  n.s.
Father Smoke/Drink Alcohol R 36.45 . nN.s. .
Smoke Cigarattes - T 0 39,95  "¢,000001

_ The results of the analysas of varlance of all the continu- .
ous Spaciflc Drug-Relatqd Bahavior yariablas hqye been presanggd'
in TABLE 10.. %@% R ":: e ;-”‘ R

N . T - f_ 4
o s

Tha slgnificant over-all dhl squara value of the Four Non

4

~_Drug groups For the disc;ete dependnnt variable 'Intend to Try 8
Drugs" was_ 21, ss. d. r,eg (p( 01).. '

®

» Thefﬁ&gnificant selected chi 9quare comparisons For tha
. 1tam; fﬂ&@ and “undec;ded“ were- groupst NAL against NNDNE
(cni?es %G;IG Fi=1, p <.02 and chiZ=6. 17, dif.=1, p <.01)3
.and ﬁNDNE agalnst HNONE (eht a

?e5. 85, 2_5‘=1 P €.01).

- A significantly hlgher p-rcantaga oF tha NAL and HNDNE

=t
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groups were “uhdeeideq." whereas the NNDNE droup endarsed -
the "no"™ item, The majority of the HAL group also endorsed

the;"np";item.A

TABLE QD

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE OF THE CONTINUOUS SPECIFIC
| DRUG-RELATED BEHAVIOR VARIABLES

-t
Vi

Variable ,'; Degrees eedom - F ratio A brebebility“f
. ' . ~ M . . . - ' ‘ - i
 Gained Freedom " 2/?0 Y & n.s.
- Religious change - 2ft0 - o .25 n.s.
.Problem- changg . 2/70 .69 . NeS.. .
" Number $moke L ?/148 - 14,48 <.000001

- 'The signlficént over—ell chi square value of the four

rDrug groups for the~discrete dependent verleble "Length of

- Use® was 30.39, d.f, -12 (p <.002).

The~sign1ficent selected chl sqdareicomperieons were
greepsn"NMA:against Nmu, Fpr the items "this and last ‘year®

2.6.85, d.f.=1, p ¢ .009)3

and *two to three years ago" (chi
-. end Nmu againet HMU, for the items “last year,“i"two to
three years ago." and "Four years ago™ (ch12-10 2a d,f =1,
p ¢ .001 and chi®=12.12, duf. F.=1, p €.000S)..

. For =& signiflcantly higher percentage oF the NMA group.
initial use was "Thls end Last Year" and For the Nmu. "Two
to Three Years Ago. Fpr a signiFicantly higher percentage R
AeF the Nmu than the HMU group. initial use was "last yeer,
whereas Fcr the Hmu group lnltial use was “4 yeers age" end

“2-3”years ego.”_ It is netewerthy thet;desplte the longer

o . : : . - a. -



peridd;cf use for the NMU than the NmA group, the NMU groud‘is,
'qn theiaQerage. yodng;r. The NMAfand’Hmu grougs are more simi;
lar in age,distribution and Blder“than the Nmu_grcdp;v (see |
"TABLE 5, page 57). © | | _ " R
‘ The significant over-all chi square value for the discrete
' dependent variable “Intan¢,Continue Orug Use" was 13.98, d.f,=3,
’ (p <, 003)
The significant selected chi square: ccnparisdns ‘were
' groupst NMU against HMU and NMA agalinst Hmu Fdr the items
"intend continue” and intend discontinue"'(chi =8.65, d.f.=1,
p ¢.003 and chi2-5 06, d.f,=1, .p <. 02, respectively) A
significant percentage oF the HY group intended to “discon-
tinue" drugs, whereas the NNMA and NMU grcups were similar in
their almost total to intentiqn tn "continue drugs.
The-significant over-all chi square value For.ali grpugs,
except»the NNONE and HNONE groups, qu’the discrete dependent
variable “Setting Drink‘Alconol“ was 26.48,"d.f.=14, (p<.02).
Only the sefécted chi square comparison ‘of the NAL
'against the NIU grobp for the items "before, during or after
;‘;arty" and “when miﬂh close Friends' was significant ,
(ch12=5 91, d.f.=1, p<(.02) A significantly higher percent-
age of the Nmu drinks. "before. during, or after a party®
whereas the NAL group dninks "when. with close friends." ‘
; qu all. groups, thexsignificant over-all chi square
ntﬁvalue Fcr the discrete variable 'Smoke Cigarettes" was 39, 95

Y

d.f.=7,. (p ¢ 000001)

-

The signiFicant selected chi square comparisons for tha

[- 3 o \
R 6;‘ : o . 7 ~
L. X . - h . . . °

. . .
P . 3 . .
. ) ) -
St ca . . .

°

65
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, P i
items "YES™ and "NO" rere groupss NNMU against NNONE (ch12=15.73.

d.f.=1, p & .00007); NAL against NNONE (cpi =5.16, d.f.=1,

0 ¢.02)3 and HAL against HMU (ch12=5 23, d.F.51, p<.02).

A significantly higher percentage of the NNU, NAL and HMY

groups »gsmokes cigarettes, ™ whereas ‘a significantly high per-

centage of the NNONE and. HAL gruups‘do.ﬁot. In general, the
ranking of the group

[

with the highest to 'lowest percentage
of Ss who smoke cigarettes is HMA,  HMU, HNONE, NMU, NNMA, HAL,

»>

v

NAL and NNONE.

. The mgans (TABL_.11) were calculated and the analysis

of variance (TABLE 12) parformed orr the continuous dependent

variable “Number of

| RN -
d.r.;zang: P ¢ .0000

igarettes Smoked per Day“ (F ratiu 14.48,

1).

~ TABLE 11

RANKED* ‘EANS OF THE VARIABLE "NUMBER
- OF CIGARETTES SNOKED PER OAY™

/
//

Group  HMA 4| _HAL NMA NMU HNONE  NAL  NNONE

 Mean  2.25 2.18 4 23 1.09 1.04 .ea"‘:aa .27

( *Rgnked From *mgre than 1 package/per day" to "10 or less"
' 3 to 1 -

°

The Scheffé multiple comparison oF means was performed :

ta determine -which p 1rs of means showed signiFlcant diFFer-'

% .ences.
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) %{' 4“2 n y : .
. . ‘:\‘TA Bke 1 2 ,. o 'u’"!‘ L4
o i ((;':knl"k"' s - ﬁM '\w/*m
ANALYSIS OF VARI&&;%*, “VARTABLE -ﬁﬁ%een
\ oF CIGR&EITES" KED PER DAY"™
. | -..&“‘3 DL A
P . "J . B " — o + - ’
. Source , Sumraf Degrees of Mean
- of Varlation - Squares Freedom Squares F ratio
Between Groups .69 7 9,93 1q$43¥
Within .10 148" 0.69 S
* .00001 R
The resdlts (TABLE 1&); indicated the HMU group smokes

. a slgnificantly greater number of cigarettes than 411 other yg"
groups except the HAL and HMA groups. The comparisons of

the HMA group against both the NAL and NNONE groups reached
fsggnlflcance (TABLE 18). ’ | o Sy
Summary i ‘ . TN A'fj ?ﬁ; :

R summary of the signiFicant rasults of tha selacted R

)
L1
3.

-chl square comparisons ‘and SchaFFe cumparlson oF maans has o
been - presented in TABLES 13 and 14, ntmf; o
The Non Drug groups did not exprass diFFerent "Reaaun’s,a

for No& Using Drugs. Similarly the Drug groups did»not
raport d%ééimilar "Motivations to Usa Drugs,” neither de
thny experienca diFFerent "Drug Effects® (Five variables)
Df the Non' Orug groups. the NAL and HNDNE grnups ware
~more 'Undacldad" abput “trying drugs," mhereas €/a NNONE and;',
- HAL grdyps vdid not lntend.to try drugs."”

‘e
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TABLE 14

”1 PROBABILITIES OF THE SIGﬂIFICANT SCHEFFE CDMPARISUNS DF THE
b : .‘VARJABLE ”NUMBER ofF CIGARETTES SMOKED™

- . . . . . -
P 4 .

. . B o : 2 " : B ) ) R L

Ereater . “ ' e . R o :
Number .~ - " HMA " HMA - -— HNU . - HWU - HMU HMU HMY
,~ smaller ' x ) ,"; \ ‘A,x T ‘ ox_ M . .x ‘. . x ] . * . ) x .
‘Number .~ . NAL  NNONE . NAL CNMA- NMU . . NNONE  HNONE

- Probabillty’ €03 < 007 <.00001 <.006 "¢.002 <.00001 <.04

N

o

The oldest group on’ the average,'the HMU group ("a years" o
E'and "2-3 years") Followed by the youngest. the wa group (- two
,_fto three years ) had used drugs For the longest period oﬁ time.
"l’kt'the time.of data collectlon the NMA group (older than NmU

;7-group; ) <. 07). had used drugs, on_the average. For "one yeer

or less. LT ff' L I T A
T g L. : . - - N ;;r:::‘:-:;‘

Dn the whole. the Ss'of the Drog groups "1ntend to® cont%nue"'ﬁ%p

'vudrug use, mxth the exceptlon f a signlflcant percentage of

“the Hmu group whzch "1ntended to discontlnue use.g 7\~
__?A Although the "Smoklng and Drinklng Behav;or oF the

MOther and Father" did not diFfer begween the groups, that of
e Ss did The NNONE group drFFered SLQniFicantly from other'

~;f groups in the Fewer number oF Ss oF the group that "Smoked o

Cigarettes. A high percektage oF the Ss oF the HAL group

. P

| also did notbtsmoke. e ,""f o co -//
e o with regard to'"Number oF Cigarettes Smo%/d » the Hmu -

'J_ group smoked significantly more than all other groUps exoept e
;'gthe HAL and HMA group., The HMA groupccomparisons only reaohud

usigniFioance when compared to the NAt and NNUNE groups, homever.,
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b

For the Alcohol and Drug gnoups. only the NAL against Lol
NmU grnup dlffered significantly 1n t%e ”setting in mhich they

‘drxnk alcahul. The Nmu group was dlstinguished by the sig-

/

~‘n1F1cantly high percentage of Ss who drink "beFone, d&@ing,

or aFter a party" rather than with Friend;. ?

N
CALI FORN_IA'.PERSAC'INALITY 'INV“EANVTDRY R
The an@)ys nﬁ nariance cF all e;ght groups was per-
: K
- formed on each gcale. A summary uF the results has been pre- .
' sented in TABLE 15 : ,] ,~5 Ce e e T
- e TABLE 15
SUMMARY OF ANALYSE DF VARIANCE OF THE
E CALIFDRNIA PERSB ALITY INVENTDRY *
A
- - ."‘ ) ﬂ -
’ - ¥
1%“?“ ‘W : ) - e - ey
B - Y o, . -
e @ . O : o E o éﬁ,ta_
oe Sew »n Qo -t a.
U O R o0 e .
. X 0 c 4 @ © -0
. . . - g3 . ®© oo . t o ¢
Ll .00 30 . ® 0= ‘ [
',vVarl,\able N> - = o wi a.
- R ‘ : ’ . o AT R
,GRUUPINGI R 5 T U R e
Socxability a.g; 0.99 j1';42v.397 7 1,320 nus.
. .ot "‘w-g- 0916 107.62 : 147 - . _f' . ’
..Soe;elizatinn . B.g. 0.76.107.96. . 7 1.08
S S o W 0,15 100.26 .47 . .- .
. Salf Control B.g, - 0.94° 134.88 T 1.40
BT . uw.g. 0,14 96.63 147 |
;Tuleranca>*¢f\' - B.g; 0 62. .83.39 . - 7. "0.81 . n e v
. o W g 0,16 ‘108,95 1477 R
Achievament via N Z;t: RN -2 S o7 L
Indepandencﬁ L B.g.» D AT ﬁ&&& 61 L ;ﬁ§'33 S N.Se .
Lo s , a_ymg 0.73. ag 99 a7 T,
¢<{' . _ : L R
e : .
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: ] e TABLE 15 (continued)

. ’ oy

, ) _ V@ . pe

- . “ C _ o -y
RN OO0 - —4

B o) . ! [7)] e o La)

K 0% B4 a @B pell |
Variable n> awm Eun ouw wl a
Intellectual ' . - Lo '
Efficiency ‘0.67. 237.88 - 7 1.84/ n.s.(.07)

 _Psychofag1cai

g.
ag. 0.18 122,87 147
_Mindedness-f g

.g. 0.63 89,40 7 0.93  nues
.9+ 0.14  96.25 147 » Rl

GRUUPING II.

o . o ’ : SRR
.Responsibllity - B.g. 0,16 225,58 = 7. 3,29 (.01 ° e
. Good Impre$siq€;'. B.g. 0.40 .566.89 7 6.72  ¢.00001 S
e N W.g. ‘0,12 84,32 147 R Y
Communality B.g. 0.33 471,36 o ¢ -3.80 . ¢.00T
: - ) W.g. 0,18 124.00 147 - R
Achievement via- T ‘ ‘ o Sl
Canormance- Beg. '0.74 1061,20 =~ - 7  13,64.  <.0000
' W.g. 0,11 77.82 147 : ,

GRDUPING 225 SN IR A B

: SelF Acceptance' B.g. 0,82 .1169,93 S A 3.60 - ¢.00
' - Ww.g. 0,48.-324.70 147 . '
‘-Femininity B.g. 0:%3 190.55 ° 7 2.24 ¢.03
sanup:ms v e ¢ | o .
Dominance - . -BJsg. 0,31 436,46 . ? . 4.65  <€,0001 - &
' . . o o W.g. 0.14 93,93 . 147 e o .
Capacity - e ‘ o : T . T
for Status -~ . B.g.e B8,20. 286.21 -7 ‘2.75- €?,01‘£§& C
 Weg: 0.15 103,86 = 147 . T T Ry
:50clal ngsence: :B.9.: 0,12 165,35 ? 2.5  ¢.05."
i i IR w;.g,v; 0.96‘¢ _65‘,1,;5 .,147 L . L
wall Balng . B.g. 8,17 . 236731 -7 3.89  -.¢.001 -
-7 W.o. D89 60.8t 147 - T
N - P ‘, )
e '
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*If the F ratio mas found to bﬁ,signifiéant,”the SchefFE
dmultiple comoacison of . means was performed to’deiermine which f
‘pairs of grojz means difFered significantly From each other.
._lThe mean standard scores. oF the groups are ptesented in
ranked order in Figure I. along with the significant Schaffe
probabilities (also ptesented in TABLE 16) -
_ The rasults are’ ;sported under the Following Four group-
"ingsl (1) those scales For whiuh the analyses of variance
found no significant diFFerences between groups (seven scales);
(2) those scales for which both the analyses of variad }d .
~ﬁcheFfe method oroduced significant results (four Lcal "»‘e;;?k
(3) those scales (two soalos) For whieh the analyses of -
‘variance.’but not .the ScheFFe method produced significant )
B results (i.e.. the ranked order of the group means is similar
C For 2. and 3 but not For 4); (4) those scales (Five scales)
for which tnd?analyses oF vatiance produced significant results.

a 4 ;
but the ScheFfe methaod produced significant rssults on only

v

ong scale (ranked order of the group means is similar for all

Five scales but. dissimilar to the ranked order of (2) and

(3) above) V ~l-‘~ A ' . ,Vi * .
e T SR | T
Grouging 0 | | S '

The analysas oF variamae oF all eight groups did not
| result in signiFicant"f ratios on the Following scalast
Sociability,.Sociali;ation, Self Control Tolerance. Achieve-
ment,ViaxIndaoandence, incsllecgual.Efficiency,:andrPsychorag- t

' ‘ficaismindednass,'

e
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_ The analyses of variance resulted in significant E ratioe
and Schefﬁg probabilities For the Following scalesl Reaponsi-'
-bility (F p<. 003), Achievement via Conformance (F p <. DODU1).

. ”
Good Impresaion (7 e <. 00001) and Communality (F p <. 001)

summary of the signiFicaﬁtiﬁcheFFe prdbagilities is presented

in TABLE 16. For the Scheffﬂ comparisopwof group means on

the Good Impression and Communality scales both the NAL end

R

+ 15

NNONE groups against\the Kmu group compargsons reached signrfs,'wT

icance (p <.05 and p <.0001, respectively) Also. the NNONE

'against Nmu group'comparison reached'signiFicance., For the

&ﬁesponsibility scale only the ScheFFe comparison oF the means
oF the NNONE group against the Hmu group reached significance

(p <.05T. On the Achievement via ConFormance eca1e~thechhefFi_‘

comparig of the ‘means oF the NNDNE. NAL and HAL against HMY
groups all reached signiFicance (p < 0001 .00q1. and .DS.z
respectively) -In addition. ‘the ScheFFe comparisons oF the

- means of the NNONE. ‘mgainst Norma u - (NMA and NMU)
&1

and Hospitaf Marijuana group. a11 reached sigq‘ficancs (p <, 001
P <.0002 P < 05 respectively). (Inspec!ion of Figure I
reveals that on these scales the NNON&%*NAL and HAL groups had
the highest scores. the Hmu group t\.'gouest scorae, uitﬁ the

' Normal Drug groups' scores Falling in between)

¢ o R S )

The analyais oF/variance resulted in signiPicant F ratios.

but not ScheFFe probabilities For the Follouing ecalesl Self

Acceptanoe (F p &.001) and Femininity (F p < 03) .Exam:nation ,

. N
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1

of tha~variances for the Self Acceptantce scale revealed a
significant overlap in the distribution oF scoras For the
eight groups. This is the most llkely explanation For the
non-significant betmeen group mparisons,

, - On the Femininity scale there was homogenoity of'Qhri- ‘
ances, howevar. the group mean difFaruncaa mere not-larga
enough to yield significant between group comparia?ns. ouan
‘though the F raﬁfb was significant, In addition the conserv-
ative natura of the Scheff@ method would tand to raduce tha

probability of Finding significantxalffarencos.

Ty Figure I shouws the ranked order of the‘groupa maanaf.

jscores For Grouping I1T1, - which gdnérally were not diSsimilar
to Grouping II. ' L - _ . |
. o .\

Groupi g IV

-

The analysis of ‘'variance resulted in significant E ratios

;'.on tha Folloming scalesx Dominance, Capacity for Status.

Social Presanca. well Baing and'FIExibility. Howevér. only
the Scheffa comparisons of the meansg of the HNONE against

77

'NAL and NMA groupa on the Dominanco scala reached significance.'

P <. 05 and p <, 05 respectively (TABLE 16, page ?6)
Figure I shows ths ranked order oF the mean saores of
‘ the HNONE andgEQL groups For Brouping Iv mhich are aimilar.
»but diFFarent fram Grouping II and III.

&

Summary ' } 5 v
Tha major hypothegis was. not supportad. The %igh School

fmultipla-and tho four Hoapital groups_diQ~not‘oiFforv‘

: IR . . b - - - . .
codo s L et e e Selmeee .. — P
o . . . X P . e
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’ significantly From the High School Alcohpl Dnly. Mari juana
'and Non User grdups on: ali of tha denendsnt variablass'
Califarnia Parsonality Invantory (18 scalas).

" The analysis of variancg produced significant results on

- twelve scalas.: However, the Schoffa qultipla comparison of
paired means only produced aignificant probabilitiaa on the
Following scalssn Dominance (NAL an& NmA against HNUNE)!
Responsibility (NNONE against Hmu); Good Impression (NNONE
against the two MUltiple Drug -groups and NAL against HMUJ;

.‘Communality (NNONE and NAL against Hmu); and Achiavamont via
ConFormance (NNDNE NAL and HAL against Hmu. “and NNONE against

o

»NMA, Nmu and HmA) _.‘vg T ) ,; L

RN Acrqvxrv AND INTEREST DRIENTATIDN C BEEERY

. )
' iy -

“ The chi square analyses@ aLI of‘ the discreta depandent

__Activihy and lnterast Oriantation variabies reached the level
of significance. The results of the ouor-all chi squara
ianalyses of these variables appear in TABLE 17, °

The analysos oF varianca of all three of the continuous “
Activity and Interesgt Orientation variablas did not pruduca
significant rasults.. The rasults appaar in TABLE 18.;,

The significant over-all chi square vaiua For the uiscrate
dapendant variabla "Political kctivitias" was 37.7s6, A f.=21, Jw
(p <. 04) Dniy tha chi square valuiwof the selactad comparison
of the NAL against the NMA group. for the items "yas“ and 'no' }

. was significant (chi2es.10, d.f.=1, p <,02). The NAL group .
. < answered *no" to .this item, which is,signiFiCantlyioifForant.

o B
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Ftom the NMA group, of which 23 barcunt answered “yes."
» ,

TABLE 17

CHI SQUARE ANALYSES' OF THE DISCRETE ACTIVITY
AND INTEREST ORIENTATION VARIABLES

{ .
‘ .

- Chi Square ’
Variable yD.F. Value . Probability
: ! L :

Political Activity - 32.76 X.04
Study -Time - . 287 . 45,01 ¢02 -
Empldyed ' . 28 .53.58 <.002
Future Qccupatlonal Plans .28 53,79, ¢.002

- Favorite Activity I . 56 92,60 , <.002

Favorite Activity II- 28 92,69 ° <.0000001

* o TABLE 18 -
| YSES OF VARIANCE' DF THE CONTINUOUS ACTIVITY .

AND INTERE?T ORIENTATIUN VARIABLES

¢

Oegrees of

- Variable S Freedom =~ F ratio Probability

Schaol Club Activitiﬁs ?/148 - W70 'é.se
_ExtracurricularAct. . 7/148 . S8 - ‘n.s, .
Grade Avnraga . ' ?/148 1.95 .06(n.s.)

e B

The significant over-all ch1'3qu§rQLValuaanr the discrete
'dependont variable "Study Time“ was 45 01, d.f.=28, (p (.02)a

The significant selected chi sguare compar¥suns w-re

‘.groupst .NNONE against TR Fur the items *10-15 hours/ucek'

 @nd "nnna" (chi?-? 65, d,r .1, 'p <.006)3 NAL against NNONE o w
for the n-m 10215 huurs/maak" (cmz-a.su. 9,F,1, ‘0 <.08)3 |
hand HAL ngalnst Hmu for the 1tom_"nonn' (chizaa ?5. d.f,.=1,

- \‘ . ‘,
B} 4 . . -
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p <.03), A significantly greager percentage of Sd in the NMU .
and Hmu but not the HAL and NNONE group. claim *no" study
time; a signiflcantly high parcantaga of Ss in the NNONE, but
not the NAL group, claim to study'"10 15 hours/wa.k “ and"a
significantly high percantage nf Ss 1n the NAL group study
"5q10 huurs/week " The most Ftaqunntly endgrsed 1f;m by all
Ss was "1-5 hours/waak ' )

The slgnificant over-all chi square valu- for the
discrete dependent variable."Future Dccupatlunal Plana” w‘s
53.79, d,f,=28, (p < 002)

pnly the chl square valua {nt the selected comparison of :
tha HAL against the HmU group, Fot items 'univnrsl%y pluy ;»,‘

2 “‘0.‘

tachnical school‘ and “undecided " mas significgnt (chi =5, D?

ST PR he R

/

g.f, =1 p <. 02) Significantly more Ss .in the HAL: group

po

endo*sed the combined items univarsity and technlcal L k._n

~

! - : o .
mheréas. signjificantly more 38 in theuHmu_group endorsed ﬂhq‘\

. \

.“undﬁcldad' item. i
Thp significant ovaer-all chi square value Far the dlscrcta
,dependent variable “Employed" was 3, 58, g*_xsza (p ‘ 002)

f The significant chi square values For the selected com-
parlsons ware groupsn~ NAt)pgainst NNONE far 1tcms "patt-time'

and “not at all" (ch12=5 T,

d,f =1. p ¢.02); and NMA against

v e
i

NNONE For.itcms.“snasonally, pa#tetimq"vgnd:"pdt at ulh‘ -,,;m .

(emZsa.es, Lirt g <03 Loy oy,
A signiflcnntly hi&ha ] ’ ;;QruJ% worked <~:!
part-txm.,n “h"°‘3 a signifiy f:. niaﬁh of Ss in R

‘dthewNNDNE group ”do not uo:k." A signf?icantly hﬁgh percnntage :'

iy e

g e
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u
»

of -Ss 1n tha NMA group work “part tima" and “suasonally.

The .significant ov' -al! chl Squara valun for tha dla-

cre@eﬁdepéndant var, Faxqrite Activity,l" was 5?.51,
d,f.=35, (pg .009)'.‘ A -
The significan
‘groupst VNAL_agallf

1tYes~ and “hédo"ib activities” (chi,2=6.55} dofo ."1 P .01,

chi?=6.85, %,r =1, p <¢.008, angd ch12=A.57 d;F;:lg/g;Ly03fl“

ected chi square comparisons were

e
£

U for-items *social,” "outdoor activ- -

NNONE agaTnst\wmu for items “hedonjstic activities,= “intel-
lectual® and "nutdoor plus competitive sports“ (chizsa 95

d.f.=1, 9 <.03, chi?=5.3a, d.f.=1, p‘< 02 and ch12=10.?8, d,f, =

..p<.001)} NAL against NNONE for ltems 'outdoor activities" and
‘"competitive sports plus inteklactual activities” (ch12=3.97
g.f.=1, p< 05); and HAL against Hmu for items wCompatitive .

_ sports“ and “hadnnistic activities" (chi2

=3, 73 d.f.=1, p <.05
and «ch1229,95, d.f. £21, a <.001). | | |

A signlficantly high~gercentAQa of Ss ‘in the NAL group’
1ndicated a prefarence For'“saclal" and "outduor' actlv es, |
the NNONE preferred "1ntalldbtual gctivibies" and %pmp:§$tLVl
sports.“ the HAL group praFetrcd ’cumpatitivu sports‘»gnd '
*ogutdoor activities®. and the NMY and Hmu groups lndicatad a
' H,prafarence for "hadonistlc activitias. '
| The significant ovur-all chl squafo valun Fnr the discretl‘ 
dapond”nt varlabln “Favurita Activlty 11~ na; 91 70, g, -233
~ (p <000 01). o ‘ | -
o Tho )
‘hgfpdpst NMA against NMuU and NNONE agalnst NMU, For the 1t.ms e

- "“‘ ‘ » : ¢
b e o o : :

1gnificant seluctad chi Squara comparisons were

N - " . . L. ot :
- . ”rf“/-’ - e } .
~ Lo . ‘o FN

>
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"dances. and parties“ and. "rock festivals™ (chi2=10 16, d,F =1,

0 ¥
2=19 ae d,F,-1 p <29ﬂ501 rbspactlvely)l NNDNE

p < .00% and chi
against Nmu and/NAL against NNONE for the ltams,“dances gnd_
2

v

partlas" and "reading (chi =9,65, 4. 75, 4,27, d. F.=1 p < .001,

.03, .04 and chiZe21, 64, 6.23, 4.76, d.f,=1, <. 00003, .01,

. and .08, respectlvaly): and HAL against Hmu for. the items . -

2

'tnading" and "rqck Fastlvala“ (chi =4.00, d.f,: -1 .p «.04 and

chi -3\.97. g.f.=1, p<.05) - i ) . |

A aignificant percantage of §§ 1n gha NAL. and 'NIMA groups< 4 o
preterred "dances and partles,ﬁ 1n the Nmu and HNY groups a “* h
significant percentaga nF Ss preferrcd “rock Fasthals,f and ' .V .
‘in the NNUNE and HAL groups, Y signiflca t percentAQQ ﬁ; Ss N -
prsferred nreading. .Also a‘signlflcantly greﬁldr pﬁrcentlga'

oF Ss in the HmU‘than the NNDNE grnup pr#Ferred "dances nnd

parties.” T S T U DT -
Summar! o I Lo O P e ;r'; Lo
- a B '

NypOthesls I was- not supportad For the Activrt and’
, '
Intare&t Oriuntation variables._fTha scores rafluc ing thabc

/
vnriables ‘for High Schuol and HOSpital mUltiple,

v
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SR and HNONE grquhs (TABLE 19) However; the scores T
' )

T Hypoth951s I reFers to thenresults oF thq aﬁalyses -on the=v.

Folluwing varlabless eT ' P 5 ? i"g- =

ljiy"1v~‘"Polit1cal Act1v1€ie§*-—the NmA ggoup endorsed the

’E_{f yes” 1tem whxch reached signlflcance (p <. 05) uhen

R ) . A
e | I , \ A
o S )

y cqmpared ‘to the ‘NAL . group.: e D e

L I o=l

f.-2;' 'Study Tlme'——the NMU and Hmu groups studied For
signxficantly Femer hours per week than the NNDNE

AQJ’

LM_ s oF the NAL NMA and Nmu groups were simllar and thejl

NAL studied signiffcantly Fewer hours per meek than';‘”
the NNONE qroug- (TABLE 19). |

' ejfhb”Empluyed"-—only the NAL agalnst NNUNE comparison
‘reached751gniF1cance (TABLE 19) | The NAL grnup was -

employed pari time, whereas the NNDNEfgreup was "nnx

- employed., A:‘,-~;' j{;;f;_;ulg "&

L_‘Aa’-"Future OCCUpatlonal Plans“——only the HAL agalnst Hmu
K.CDmparlson reached sxgnlflcamce (TABLE 19) Thé HAL

group planned to atgend "uaner51ty nr technlcal school"

-v': L,

\ 8 "Favorlte Actlvity'I%—the scores oF the two MUltiple i

\
1 E -2

V o _ Drug groups were 51m11ar and sxganicantly ﬂlFFerent ST

oA ; Frum the NNONE, NAL' and HAL groups (TABLE 19), but not

R " from the NMA graup. Althuugh the scores of‘the NAL

\ o

S\ group were 31m1lat to those of NmA grdup, they mere
N ,~signiF1cant1y leFerent Srom ‘the NNBNE group (TABLE 19)-f

The two MUltiple Drug groups preferred "hedonistic" and

'social"vactivities, the NAL and NMA drug\groups o

7

o h w“'and the Hmu group was “UﬁdeﬁldEd--'_.?eﬂf“ ,”ff f S 'A}?(‘t



e

‘d e

"".

L

preFerred "social" andl"outduor” actlvitxes and the ‘
NNBNE and HAL graups preFerred "competit1Ve sports"r~'
Y .

‘add "intellectuajwa}txvities. :‘

‘6;,f“Favor1te Activity JI"-=the scores oF the two. MUltlple S

_ 3Drug gruups wete simllar and signifmcantfy leFerent
‘j?t]itf }rrnm the scoree of the other groups (TABLE 19) he. .
| ".'Fscnres onthe NAL group mere simllar tn .the; NMA group;
. h qUt signrflcantly dlfferent From the NNGNE group fib
:%”;iflflj ,,{TABLE 19) . The two MUltlple groups greferred 'reck

'.;festivals,?‘the NAL and Nma groups preFerred “dances

l

N

"readxng. ’i“'ﬂ‘_;f‘_‘ e

:7,;;§;, and 9 'School and Club hc}lvxties,f-'Extia4q

'_rzqular Act1v1t1es;' and “Grade Average"-the'

.ﬁnalyses of variance revealed no sxgniflcant dfoerences f

.l.

BN = 8 [

amdng any uﬁ the grdupS... - .;v'if;;v 77~‘.«'_: _“;"

S P __#&mIvaf_,_; R A
"i’ ‘\“:“"’.‘ _- k;y’ ‘/ . ' ‘ e .l . B ’ . F

The chh 5quare analyses of the "two discrete dependent
varlables "Parent Prefer Hallday w;th" d1d ndt pruduce 31gn1F- o
s
icaﬁt\resqlts. The results DF the over-all ch1 analy;es of all

,j_oF the dlscrete Famlly varlabldﬁ‘have been presented 1n TABLE ZD.A;
| Tha analyses oF varlance df the three cuntinuous dependent

N

'hvarlables “Number of Brnthers;" "Number of Sistersf and 'Famlly‘

’;nPDSLtiun" did not produce signlfxcant results.' The results oF

.

rthe analyses oF varlance uF all uf the continuous Famlly vari-';b"\

ﬁables have heen presented 1n tABLE 21 oo a'r?J.hfx\



N

.- P

The signifxcant selected ch1 5quare comparlsons werel’n“

Nmu aga;nst Hmu For the items “both parents" and ”other Lhan

2;

“oin parents" (ch1 24, 57, d F 41, p <§03); and HAL against'

g

"Hmu For the 1tems 'bath parents" and “mather nnly" (chiz-s 22
g F. _1. pe. 02)

eHr SUUARE ANALYSES OF THE DISCRETE Rt

- ‘ FAILY VARIABLES. S
= a - v M" .. - : 4—-;. "‘*“ = == m m == { “ E
L e T  Degrees of " chi Square . .. - . e
ce Variablé:. L - freedom . ;\Malue_v‘ - Probabllity
‘Parent Live With . ¢ .28 - s 51,70 *°g.on4,
‘Closest Pdarent . - 28 . 44,86 ('02
. Parert Prefer s T T T e
Hcllday M;th T .- .14 . 20+61 - Tk, 06[n s.)
P II g .14 o 22,84 0 N s.,;
' ¢ | - | = < *'0 s
! Fa N 5 ] .A"'\-f_ T LY M ’ ‘ LY ) S - . . ‘/,;" b"\_.'p ) . »
3 . ol'..‘_ o R ‘- B _-v TABLE 21 -_ t ‘ ﬁ’- \\\_', /./ .
$ - ANALYSES UF VARIANCE OF THE CDNTINUOUS T |
ST L e FAMILY VARIABLES = - RS
B & Q o - o }' ACRS N . ) . ‘ ’ TR ‘ -
SEDN L T I
-;’ f; L o Degrees of o : e
~Variable -~ - Freedom , F ratio Probability
Nb.‘eF.Bros.«‘n _",e‘ 7/1486‘(’v 1,28 s . n.sg o :
‘No. of Sis., -~ . 7/148 . - " 1.85 -~ <.08(n s, )
Family Positipn /188 -1 Y 1 - TR
 Family Closeness . /148 5.73 - - <.00001 -
Famlly Act1v1ties ;-_:.7/145"~‘ 2,88 0 i(.dﬂ?. IR
The aignificant over-all chi square value Fur the discrete‘,v
dependent variable-“Parent lee WLth”Qmas 51, 70 d F.-28, ,
(p <. 004) . f ,'h,,m_qu B | ”



fu,parents. .

R

../. k4

o

Signxf'i‘ ant.ly more Ss. ef‘ t.he Hmu than the NMU !roup lived
J_mith "other than an parents," whereas fhe Ss of the Nmu group

11ved wlth "both/parents.; A signiFicantly greater percentage.

Pogs ot

.87

: eF the Hmu than«the HAL gruup lived mith "mother Only,d mhereas-

'the HAL group llVEd with "bcth parents.v. with the exceptibn

. of the HMU group, most Ss in all greups lived with "bath
The slgnificant uver-all chi Square value For the vari-'

» able "Closest Parent" was 44, 86, 4. ¥, -28, (p < 02) : '5

A 4

The signlficant selected Qﬁi SquareAcomparzsoni Fer the.f

items ﬁclose to both™ and "clnse to neither“ mere: kMA against ..

NMU group (ch12~-—4 34, d.F 1 pe. ua); and Nmu agam,st NNUNE

,f grdup, L -»_t‘ -.f <}i T =

”: A s;gniFrcant percentage nF the Ss 1n the Nmu group Felt
close to "neither parent" whereas a srgniFicant percentage%of
Ss in the NMA and NNDNE graups FeltdZIGSe ta “hoth parents.
The Nmu and Hmu groups were ‘not 51gn1f1cantly d;FFereht |

In general 55 1n mnst of the groupa\Felt clqse'&n

4

“either "mather” or. "Father“ or_'both parents. v The . ekcéptxan .
to this pattern were the Nmu, HMA- and Hmu gruups, particularly

¥ S

NMU' mho had a- high percentage oF Ss mho were close tu "neither"

(3

l. parent.‘ The two Alcdhol Dnly grcups mheh ccmpared to Nmu and
. HmMY’ gruups shomed a trend (p'( 06 and plc.07 respectiVely) |

. E\The means were calculated (TABLE 22) and the 3031¥519 °F
‘var

ance was perfermed (TRBLE 23) an the scores oF the cuntin-‘,

~ .uous dependent variable 'Famll;\/lpseness' (F 5 13 d F.—7/1a8
. p < 00001) :“;:- | i/ o , v

"7'
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S TABLE 2&
o RANKEO* MEANS)UF THE VARIABLE..
- : 5 FANMILY CLOGENESS“ B
S J? ) ..d oL . QL | o l‘:/‘ ) . '
======F=ﬁ=====?=======#======#===5ﬁ=, = ———
Grbup  NAL  NNONE' HNONE - HAL o NNA  HMU - NRMU  HEA

Mean . 2.24 2,33 2,38 2.38 2,50 3.3 '3.64 4.50

*Ranked. from "very close?lto "nat close at all" (1_tn,§):;

TABLE 23

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE VARIABLE o
“FAMILY ELOSENESS“ - P

»

Source of Sum of = Mean Degrees of

‘Variation "Squares Squaqe“ Freedom ' v-jf‘ratio n Pfdbahil;ty
B.g. . - ~-0.,56 . 807 - .7 - (gz’”-‘;.s;'?:': - .00001
w.g, . 0.2t -1.41 - 148 N R #
o The Scheffe multlple cnmparlson oF means mas perFormed ,.f

‘:to detetmine which pairs of means showed signlficant difFer-“f
'7 ences.j Significant difFerences were F&und between the means
_oF the NAL against theaNmu group and the NNDNE agaxﬁe\ﬂthe Nmu
‘graup (TABLE 2?) ‘The NAL and NNONE groups' Familiesimege J
lsigniFicantly‘"mnre cluse" than the Nmu group. RS
. The means mere calculated (TABLE 24) and the analysis~n
‘uf variance (TABLE 25) was performed on-the scores ‘of the

”' continuous dependent variable "Famxly Activities"’(F 2, 88
: d £, -7/145 p < 007) v-[ o

i
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TABLE'24

I © . RANKED* MEANS OF THE VARIABLE
S "~ "FAMILY ACTIVITIES",

NNONE = NMA  NAL  HNONE HAL  HMU - NMU - HMA |
-Q ° s ) : ) : . .ot

2181 3,27 3.36 3.78 3.46 -3.96 .4,04 5.00

‘ *Rankep'From»"very many activities” to "none" (1 to 5).
TABLE 25 ‘ o .
ANALYSIS 'OF VARIANCE. OF THE VARIABLE : SN
' “FAMILY ACTIVITIES" . ' -

'Source of Sum of - Mean Degrees of

Variation Squares Square Ffreedom . E ratio_ - ‘Prt':t:aat::il_it.yb~
B.g. . 0.39. 5.8 . 7T . . 2,88 . 007 ..
. W.g. + . 0.29 1,93 148 . _ '
3

- The ScheFFe multiple comparisun ?F means was performed
4‘to determine which pairs of means shnwed sxgnificant diFFer- S ot
ences.u No signiFicant diFFerences For the comparisons oF
¢ :

‘ paired means were. Found. - In this instance the ScheFFe method
. i '.!‘ ¢ .
proves to me a more cnnservative 1nstrument than the analysis'

'oF variance Far revealing mean diFFerences between groups. o
¢ » :

f:Summarz ST, ' j.' 7;-," 3 L R _A?
' Hypnthesis II was not supported FoF the Family variables. |
vThe scores DF the two MUltiple Orug. groups did not diFFer sig~?

g s Gt
Fiagh L e

nificantly from the scores oF the High School and Hospital

:Alcohnl Dnly, mariJuana, and Non User groups nn all of the



"Family variables, "

Summaries of the significant results of the selected

L]

chi square comoarisdns and Scheffé comparison of means.havei‘

»

' been presented in TABLES 26 and 27

N Hypothesxs 11 refers to the results of the analyses.on ]
‘the Following variablest i

1. ."Parent Live Nith”-—only the Hmu group had a signiF-

i ntage of Ss who lived with "other than
‘pa;erim This percmsignificant against
the NMU group, even though' i ad the relatively
high Figure of 24 percent of Ss living with "other‘
thao both. parents.

o2, "Closest Parent"-—the two multiple Drug groups were.

‘similar and szgn1F1cant1y "less close to parents”

*'than the NNONE and NMA groups.v However, the NAL and

90

HAL groups only showbd a trend when compared to the - - -

Nmu and HMU groops,‘ esoectlvely (p < .06 and p < 07
‘respectively)>
D'j._ﬁ"Famxly Closeness -—only the ScheFFe comparisons‘of
| the Nmu group against the NAL and NNUNE groups reached
signiflcance (p <.02 and p <. 02 raspectively) _Thé
NMU group was 51gniFicant1y "less close to parents.v
d. '"Family Activities"-—the analysis af" variance pro- -
. duced a signlflcant F ratio (F=2.88, p < .008). The
ScheFFe comparison of means, a more conservative tesf,
did notiresolt'in significant difFeranceaibetweon 5 -

groups,
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TABLE 27

PROBABILITIES OF THE SIGNIFICANT SCHEFFE CONPARISONS_
0? THE "FAMILY CLOSENESS" VARIABLE

»

Family Closeness , 'Gfoups‘
. Less Close Lo W Nmu NMU
’ ' . - B X . N
More Close ' Ty : . NAL = NNONE
. , : / . ) : o >
Probability = . ' L <.p2 . ¢.,02

»5,.”6., and 7,' "Numberhcf Brothers;" "Number'cF;Sisters,;
”and "Family Position"—the anelyses cfutnese.cnntin-
uous variacles did not pccduce-significant results.
This suggests that the sample~was cep:esentetiyebin
vterms of actual Family strdcture. ' " o %:;r

8. ';Parent Prefer’ Hcliday with"-the-chi square analyses
of these twc disCrete variables did not produce signiF-

~icant-resu1ts.

'SGCTAL AND PEER RELATIONS
e

The chi square analysis of- the discrete dependent vari-
‘able "Going Steady Presently dld not prcduce significant
results. The results aF the overeall chi/square analyses cf
all cF the discrete dependent Sccial .and Peer Relaticns _
variables have been presented in TABLE 28, <~~
The analyses cF variance of . the ccntinucus dependent vari- .
ables 'Number cF Clase Z;iends'land “Steady Presently-—Tine'

did not produce significant results. The results ‘of thc



'analyses of variance of all of the continuous Social and Pger

‘jﬂelations variables have been presented .in TABLE 29, 'l
_ . - TABLE~ 28 .
CHI‘S%UARE ANALYSES OF THE DISCRETE SQCIAL AND
PEER RELATIONS VARIABLES _
.g;:=========================ﬁ£ SSSES ‘ _ -{f.f  ——
. ‘ ' Degrees of Chi Square . :
Variable - Frnaedom Value Probability
Enjoy Parties T T2 « sa,10 - <.03
Age Date - " 38 66,10 T <.001.
.Ever Gone Steady ' 21 .. 40,98. . <.005
Steady Presently 21 28,47 n.s,:
Favorite Activity-People . 35 » " 57.51 <.01

Leisure Time-People 28 T 52.93 <.003
!= ' ) - . . . -

TABLE 29,

ANALvsss OF VARIANCE OF THE cowrxnuous
SOCIAL AND PEER ﬁtLATIUNs

Degrees'nf

. . i N
Variabie_ ' ' Freedom - -F ratio  Probability
_No;;or Close Friends - - - 7/188 .89 . a.s. o
‘Popularity Qwn Sex . 7/148 S 3,36 - <.002
Popularity Opposite Sex 7/148 - 3,97 - ..000S

Steady Presently—Time 7/148-'. . 1.6 . - n,s.

e

a

» The significant avar-all chi square value for . the discrete
‘dependent varLableA"Enjoy Parties" was 44, 10, g;_&,za (p <. 03)
" The signiFicant selected ch1 square compatisons mere '
i -gfuups: NMA against Nmu and NNDNE against Nmu For the items
| 'enjoy same as others" and "enjoy more than others' (chiz-s 19

2

“d. =-1 p <.02 and chi -10 36, d.f, -1 P <.oo1); and- HAL -

93

et
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L]

\egg}nst HMU for the items 'ongoy less than othorl“ and ‘bnjoy fﬁ -
more than others" (ch12-7 33, g*gL-1 p ( 00?1 and for .
items “en joy more t.han ot.hnri"' and "enjoy same as others” ..
(ch12-3 25, .9,f,=1, p-4.05). . .
' The *wo Multiplc Orug groups wer. similar and claimed to
v"enjpy parties” significantiy dbre then the NA® and NNONE
groups (= enjoy aame") ‘and the HAL group ("enjoy leqe') The
‘NAL group did not differ significantly From any of the groups.
K The significant over-all chi square velue for the dis-
crete dependent variable "Age first Date”' ‘was 66. 10" d, f.=35,
< (p <.001). o ' . b e
The significanf selected chi . equare comparieone were,
groups:n NMA against NMU group for the items "never plus over

fifteen" and 'under twelve®” (ch12

=3,71, d,f.=1) p <.05);
NAL against Nmu group For the items "never and “twelve to Py
thirteen"(ch12-6 68, d.fi=1, p<.01)5 NNONE ‘against NMU for

| the items 'never' and 'tmelve to thirteen,' and "never” and

2:12 57, d.f.=1, p'<.0004 and chi’=7.41,

*under - twelve, (chi
d.f. -1, P <.006 respectively)s and” HAL. against HMU for the
items =never® ‘and . 'under tmelve' (chi2=9 o8, d.f.: -1 P <. 003)

The ‘NAL, NMA NNONE, and HAL groups had a significant
percentage aF Ss who had "never dated' or not dated until "age r
FiFteen. ~ Both the NMU and HMU. groups, apd?rently the mos t '
precucipus, had a significant percentage oF Ss m?p began dating .

at "age twelve to thirteenv or earLier. . The' HNONE most closely

resembled the NNUNE group. o f” L . A
o
The significant over-all chi’ squeqp value Fur the discrete~

0")1 @



v ) . b ‘ 0 .
dcpcndqnt vaflabln 'Evar Gone Stnudy wq; AO 98, d,f, -21
(p c.oos)

\]

. - The slgniflcant lclcct.d chi lqunro coﬂplrlaoqp worc
groupal NAL agnlnsg NMU -nd HAL qgalnlt Hmu for Lho ltcm-
"navi:' anf “morc‘than thrcc txm.a“ Cch; -5 o8, d,f,| “1 P a.02

. and chi?s7.48, d,f. =1, p <.006 respactively)s hnd NNONE

3aga1hst Nmu for the ltoms 'nanr.' #tﬁlc-' nnd “"never"® and
5

“over threa times* (chi -10 70 dgagL . P (;001 and ch12-7.65,
[:!r.-ypaoos) R . '

o
4

The NMU and HMU groups showad @he highqst ﬂrcqu-ncy n,
going steady. Tho NAL NNOML,and HAL groupa had 8 sfgnifr

153""-1)‘ high frequency of "gone- steady once.&nd fever™ R

o o
responses.‘ The majority of Ss Ln the &NQNE group have "hevar

)

dgone steady.” The ﬁhA group’ ‘did nwt differ signiflcantly F;om

% "o E— "o ; . o o
any of the groups..‘n ' ’ o Cs o . .
. 3

95

9, R . . . [V

The signiflcant over-all éh1&3quare value Fof the dlscreta' )

dependenb varlable "Favorite A@tlglty:rppople" mag &7.51
" e LR q Oo

(@.f.m35, pe.01). 0 T ia 7

[

The significahf selee&ed ehi s&bareqcodbgrlsons wlte

groupst NAL agplnst NMU°For the it%ms "a very cluse FrIend”

Qo .
.and "others" (ch12=5 83 d f. ‘1 a] P QZ) and "Uho or mara—? ’

. 2 B
Friends? and "othir" (chiz-a 21, d.f,=1, p-¢.03)3 @nd NNONE
,agaidbt Nmu for the L&sms “two or mofe Friendsﬂ amd/'ﬂther"'
(chi2=8.36, d.f.=T, p<. .004). el
: SigniFicantly ‘nore Ss in the Nmu endorsed the "other' CO_
%
item. whereas tha NAL = endorsed tha "very close-friend anad
. @
T twq or more friends” items and the NNDNE,andorsed the "twacor
B . . “ " o . - . . ? COU‘ ) - : . c'
o | I < o' -
» QG 5 o -
R ¢ o .0 0 wac O
< c ¢ °
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.items "Famlly" and "self" (ch12

: and “famlly," respectlvely.

,0% ¢

J

L
“~

IS “ /'p-..:_‘
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‘more Friends“ 1tem. The NMA (%Frlends') against MU ( other")

group cnmparlsnn showed a trend (p <, 06) L.

- \-

crete dependen% varlable "Lexsure Time——People' was. 52, 93
- : g R

p < 003) ' oot

al

(d f.=28,
The sxgnaficant selected chi square cnmparlsuns.mere
Qrdupsx NMA against Nmu fnr the xtemse"a date" and 'selF'
(chi?=8.11, d.f. =1
7 29 d F»-1 p < 007)

each of these cnmparzsons a 51gnlficant percentage of Ss in

the Ny group spend thelr lelsure tlme "alone." compared to

the NMA and. NNUNE ‘groups, whao spend their time mlth a "date

The maJorlty af all oF the Ss

o

.spend thexr lelsure tlme wlth 'Frlends.‘

The means were calculated (TABLE 30) and the analysxs

0

»uf variance was performed (TABLE 31) cn “the scures of . the

cantlnuous dependent variable "Popularity an Sex,” (F 3,36,

.

“d. F _7/1a8 ol < 002) : ‘ o o -

6,

" TABLE 30 . "

-~ RANKED* MEANS UFVARIABLE
"POPULARITY, OWN SEX™

p <. ooa); and NNDNE agalnst Nmu Fur the

_ The signiflcant uver-all ch1 square value for the d;s— -

.0

€

77\_\

\ T
Group HMU  NNONE  NMU  NBA  NAL  HAL CHMA ~ HNONE
Mean, 2.65 -2.87  2.88 3.0° 3.04 3.23 3.25  3.87

"’Rangedf?rem "most" to “least” popular‘(1’tn 5).:

R

e
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fL

0

The ScheFFe multlple comparlson of means was performed

to determlne whlch palrs oF means showed 51gn1Ficant diFFer-

ences

. Unly the ScheFFe comparlson of the palred means oF .

the HNONE agalnst the Hmu group (TABLE 35) produced a signlf-.jA

1§ént leFerence (p'<.009).

to be. “more popular“ than the HNONE. group..

Rrias

The: Ss oF the HMU group clalmed

5

. Thé means were calculated (TABLE 32) and the analysxs

.of variance (TABLE 33) was perFormed on.the scores of the'

continuous dependent variable ﬂpopularlty 0ppos1te Sex. -

. (F=3,97, d. F¢—7/148 g <.0005)

i

ya ke

B o' TABLE 32

'RANKED* MEANS OF VARIABLE
" “POPULARI§Y OPPOSITE ‘SEX*

Group’

fMean

2,50 2,54%72.72 2.91  3.09 3,24

HNA

"HMU  NMU NNMA © NNONE  NAL

HAL

3.30

97

Lo | TABLE 31 L i
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE VARIABLE .
. ~ "POPULARITY OWN SEX*®

— :. : . — m ——— ; ————e "—"_-""
Source af Sum of - NMean Degrees of E T
Variation Squares Square Freedom F’ratig . Probability
B.g. A1 1,57 o 3.36f ~ .002
w.g. .69 - 47 143 . » SRR

~ HNONE .

*Rankedffrom‘wmost"4to "least”\popular‘(1 to 5).

i
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T o

oy e g
TABLE 33. .
¢ :
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE VARIABLE A 2 S
o ”POPULARITY DPPDSITE SEX"™. ’ : L
- 'Source oF' Sum oF ' Mean -~ Degrees of . - .. . ! o
TVar;atxonvr Squaresk\ Square - Freedom . F ratio- _Probability
T 3 SR | T s
.B.g. - 20 2,80 TN Ol - .3.97 . 0005
U 10 . - 0.77  taB8 - ..

e
- The sEH;rre multlple comparlson nF means was perfurmed
to determlne inch S;irs oF*means showed sxgniflcant diFFer-
ZNEnces., Only the ScheFFe comparlson oF the paired means ‘of _
the HNDNE agalnst the HmU group (TABLE 5) produced a~sign1f- o
'1cant dlfference (p. <.01) more Ss in zhe HMU than the HNDNE

'?group clazmed tw be "more popular with the upposite sex.

Hyputhe51s 111 for a11 af the’“Socxal and Peer Relat1sns“

»svarlables was not suppnrted - The scures, reflectlng these
varlables Fur the .two MUltlple Drug groupsf did not diFFer
 ¢signiF1cant1y From the scares oF the ngh Schoal anp Hospltal
wAlcohul Unly, marijuana and Non User groups._ D B - e"‘
A summary oF the s;gnxfieant results oF thg selected o

Vuchl square camparxsans and ScheFFe cumparisons oF means has

,Qbeen presented in TABLES 34 and 35,

o
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TABLE 35 SRR R

< ?RUBABILITIES DF THE SIGNIFICANT SCHEHFE CBMPARISONS aF THE.T .
. 'SUCIAL AND. PEER RELATIDNS" VARIABLES

,\' S

’ ;Vafiablein 'l{'“ P . B Grbdba

'.Popularity qu Sex N ) e
?muge popular n»_'~‘. R ,{’.__ I d”:_7,,-Hmu¥,w*

‘“1gss popqlar n; - “’V‘d'j; I . ;ﬂv B o HNSNE
'Pgduia;ity'Qppqsité-Sai. R e I" . L | - tf. - ,(\.‘
more popular :'&‘:: S L d: vv ‘;Hmef-':' o

;;IESS‘pdleQPMN,'; o :,. i'i."d . 1 wI‘;'fHNSMELQ

8 fZQOI,?" e f’i‘;lw’ \I\\g\ ;
‘i Hypothesis I11 reFers Lo the results o(\Fhe analyses.on’
the Fnllom;ng variablesvd%V' . If ST \f*\ .

™~ , .
1. nEnJay Partiesn__the two MUltiple -Drug gruugsq{\:iI'=

B similar and clalmed to "enjoy partxes" 51gn1F1cant1

. more than’ the NMA and NNONE groups ("enJoy same")

'fand the HAL group (“enjoy less”) However, the P

NAL . group did not d1FFer signlficantly Frnm any of o

s “the gruups.A . 4_ _ . ’

.Z;W_and 3, "Age First Date“dand "Euer Gone Steady ——

v.xIas predlcted the tivo MUltiple Drug groups were -

u‘similar and siggl?i ntly. ‘different. From ‘the Alcohol

:Unly, marijuana andc::;\User groups’ on these two vari-

I;jables._ The multiple Drug groups dated at a signif- “

e yficantly earli;: age and had gnne steady signifxcantly i
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more aften than the other gruups.

“Favorlte Actxv;ty-—People"-—the ‘two MUltiple Drug

- grDUps were s;milar and significantly diFFerent From'

the NAL and NNUNE gtoups, bat only shomed a trend

”‘against the NWA grnup (NMA x Nmy ® <.06) Also,. ‘the

;»Hmu agaxnst HAL groupucomparisan d1d not show a’'sig-

nificant dlfference.) The NAL and NNGNE (and NmA)

q‘gruups did their Favorite activity with "Friends"!

and the Nmu grnup ‘with 'other.

A"Lexsure Tlme-People'-—the tma multiple Drug groups

“ were\51m;lar and signlflcantly dlfFerent From the

o NmA and’ NNGNE gruups, but nnt the two Alcohnl Only

*groups., In addltlon to Spendlng lelsure tlme mith
'"Frxends“° the NMU group spent 1t "aloneﬂi the NmA
?with a "date" and ‘the NNONE with “Eamlly.
'.and 7. '"Pnpularlty Own. Sex® and 'Popularity Uppusite:
_Sex"-only the ScheFFe comparxsons of the means of |

gthe “HMU - agaxnst HNUNE group gn thesa twa variables

. reached sxgnlficance. In both instances the Hmu

. group claimed tu be "mare popular.

-

é., and 10. J"Number of Close Frlends, 'Steady't

Presently-—Tlme," and "Steady Presently -—there uere

no- sagnxflcant dxfferenCes amung any nﬂ the gruups

<

on the scores reflectxng these varxables.

VALu:s.' N
T . e

lThe“ehi'5quare'analeis of : the qiseretetdebendent'yarlable:

~
a
©
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”LiFe Value" did not produca siganicant res 1ts.} The results

Value variables have been presentedrxn,TABLE 3

L

e ﬂ“-:' .~ .TABLE 36 oo N ;ra\¢/i)“

. UARE ANALYSES OF * THE DISCRETE Lo .
;':1 VALUES VARIABLES = L- .
'\_ e i : - - :
Lo B Degrees of. Chi Square o
Variable .~ ..  Freedom ‘Value . Probability
D ) ;s“‘ ——— ] IR —
LiFe Value ' ‘ .- 49 . - ‘55.59“* AR I - JA
Personal Rellg.-AFF11 .. 35 71,49 . «.0002
Concept‘oF God _ coom 280 © 54,19 4,002 .
- \ S L _

The analy51s pF varlance pF the contxnuous dependent
varlable "SelF Ideal Self " d1d npt produce signlficant results._'
" The results pf the analyses oF variance oF all pf the contin- a

uous Values varlables have been presented in TABLE 37.

e © TABLE 37

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE OF THE CUNTINUDUS
g VALUES VARIABLES :

N o :
—— v —

Degrees-pé"

‘variable i~ Freedom- 'F ratio Probability -
self-ldeal self - .7/148 .51 nis,

Church Attendance 7/1aa | '5.02 . .00004

P

v . , :
The signlficant over—all chi square value for the dlscrete

dependent variable "Perspnal Religinus AFFil;ation"was 7. 49

d.f. -35. (p < oooz) s . ; T
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‘ Dnly the selected ch1 square comparison of the NMU
- against the Hmu group For the item “"FAo religlon" reached sig- v
nlflcance (chiz=5.13, g;£;=1,'p'<.02). A signlficantly higher
'percentage of Ss in_the HMU than the NMU group endarsed the |
"nor religion" item. | | |

 The significant OVer-all.chi:sqoare value for the dis-
crete dependent variable "God Concept" was 54.19, d.f,=28,
(p ¢.002). . “ | | B

The 51gniF1cant selected ch1 square compaﬁlsons mere

groupsa NMA against NMU- For the i{ems "tradltional religious
hconcept" and "agnostic" (ch12-6 03 d.f.=1, p <. 01); and -NAL

against NMU and NNDNE agalnst Ny for the items "tra iohal

religious

- [ch12—9 83

religious concept and agnostlc" and"
‘hconcept and non-traditional-God 1sttruth"

d.f.=1, p <. 0023 chi=9.94, d.f. =1' p <.002 and ch12-5 67,
‘ d.F.e1, p < 023 ch12—4 WU d.f; -p. g 03: ch12=8 26, d £, =1,
’,p ¢ .004; respectively) f\ . \ ’(Q" p

A 51gniF1cant percentage oF Ss\ n}all groups, hlthcthe

exception of the NMU ‘and Hmu.,and HMX groups, had "tcaditional
religious cogcepts.“ Thelmajority of Ss in'the Nmu group"mefe
either.agnostlc or'held a-"non-traditional religious concept"
and a hlgh percentage oF Ss in the HMU group were dlstrlbuted”
- over the "athelst " 'agnostxc" and “non-tradxtlonal religious
: concept" 1tems. | . | _ g
Ihe Peans (TABLE 38) mere calculated and the ana1y31s oF

-Variance ( TABLE 39) mas perFormed on the contlnuous dependent'

~variable "Church-Attendance?,(ﬁ ratio=5302..dgf.-7/148,xp'4.00009),
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TABLE 38
RANKED MEANS OF THE VARIABLE
" mCHURCH ATTENDANCE™ i
Groups NNONE NAL  NMA . HNONE WAL  NMU  HMU  HEMA
Means ~ 3.06 3.24 3.36 3.50 4.07 4.16 4.46 4,75

X3

S o . ¢
‘#Ranked from "daily to never® .(1 to 5).

TABLE .39

ANALYSIS oF VARIANCE OF THE VARIABLE
'"CHURCH ATTENDANCE"

Source af Sum of Mean Degrees of

Variation - Squares’ Square  Freedom’ _F ratio PRrobability
- .48 6,88 . 17 . 5,02 ~.00004
S .20 1.37 - . 148 : :

The Scheffe multiple cuﬁparisdh of means was. performed to
‘,determ;ne mhlch pairs of means showed sxgnxflcant differences.
Only the ScheFFe comparison of the paired means. of the NNDNE

, against the Hmu group [TABLE 41) showed a slgnificant dxFFerence.

(p <.006).

ASumﬁérx- _ |

. 'Hypothesis IV.Fur‘all_of'thefvaibeS~vériable; ma$ not -
,‘suppafted; The s;ores[ refleptingatqgse variables, forvthe
tdeMultiple’Dfug grnups. did nntvdiFFerﬁsignlfxcantly Fram
the scnras oF all’ of the High Schoul and'Hospital»Alcnho;

Only._marijuana and Non User groups.

e ) . Lo~ - . - . ) - -

‘nfar
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A summery of the significant results of the selected
chil square comparisnns and ScheFFe comparison of means has

been presented in TABLES 40 and 41

‘TABLE'41

SIGNIFICANT SCHEFFE COMPARISON FOR
VARIABLE "CHURCH ATTENDANCE®

Variable = =~ “‘ o . Groups
Church Attendanée: : T L
_less often o S © NNONE
) _ . o o x
.more often o ' _ « . Hmu
Probability AR | ; 4.006

=4

%he fallowing variablesn% _ _
1. "Personal Religious,Aftiiiatioﬁ%;—nnly the tun

- Multiple Drug-groups were sign1f§£ant1y different.
A significant percentage of the HMU group was dF
‘”no religxnn," mhereas the Nmu group was either.
"Protestant® or “Catholic,= |

2, -"God Concept”-—the two MUltiple Drug groups were
'simllar and s;gniFicantly difFerent from the NAL

% NMA and NNUNE groups. The HAL against Hmu group

,comparisan did pot reach signiflcance. The MUltxdle

)

\
Hypothesis IV refers to the results of the analyses an .

Drug groups were either "atheist - “agnostlc“-or had

‘nun-tradit;onal.sdd conceptst,as upposed to the
\_\ : : .~ ) . . . ' . | . - : oy ) . .
= :;/ - P ; ) . ‘ T ? .
; o '

-

106 °
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other groups which had »traditional cancepts of God- *
3, ~Church Attendance"—only the Scheffé comparison of

‘ﬁhe NNONE_Rmore frequent attendance) egainst.the HMU

group (lessrfrequent attendance) reached significance.
&. and 5. "Life Valee' and "SEir-;heal Self"—no"sig-

nificant differences between aey.oF;the group means

were Fpun?. .

ATTITUDES TOWARDS ORUGS
L ' *

The analyses of4Vafiance for all of the continuous depen-
: _ ~ S, _

.deﬁt varieblee! Atﬁitudes Towards Drugs,bprbduced signifieant

resultsr Only a summary oF the edelyses Have been presented)

~and are to be found in TABLE 42, | '

' T:7 chi square analysis of the discrete dependent vari-
re

eble " atment Drug UFFenders” resulted in a signfocant chi

-

square value and has been presented in TﬁBLE 42,

- . i '. T . ‘ v N ) a
| , . TABLE'42 S
ANALYSES OF VARIANCE AND CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF THE
: - ATTITUDES TUNARDS DRUGS VARIABLES S -
Y . . | - Y
) R .. Degrees aof - ; ' D
N Variable\ e : " Freedom - - F ratio Probability

Y

Analye;e oF Variance_

Warijusna Legalized = /148 11.48 ~ <.000001

- freedom Use Drugs - - 7/148 10.10 - ¢.000001
_ - LSD Expands Mind . 7/148 - 7.74 <.0D001
* < Potent Drug Harmful 7/148 3,33 - ¢.002
’ Speed Harmful. . . 7/148 2,09 - <.04
Users Disturbed 7/148 _ 2.37 <.02

~ Drug Users Typical =~ - 7/148 3.03 <.005

»
1
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" TABLE 42 (continueq)

- ‘\‘ _
' - Dégrees of o .
Variable o . Freedom F ratio Probability
Chi Sgquare Analysis A ' ' =
Treatment Drug . ' | o : ;
-0ffenders ‘ . 28 56.54 1 £.001

- . . } E
D . o : . ) |

: - \ ,
The Scheffe multiple comparison of meahs,brbduced sighif-

icant resﬁlts for the Fnlldwing variablesa ;Marijuana Legal~
ized” (F p <.000001); "Freedom Use Drugs“ (£ p <.000001); and
*“LSD Expands Mind" (F p <.00001).
“ For the,variable ”Marijuapa Legalized' thé'significadt
.Stheffé cohbarisons>bf,group means Qerén "NAL against NMU
and HMU{ (p <. 01.and'p <,04,. respectively); NNONE against NMA,
"MNmu anJ HMU (p <.001, p <.0001 and p <. 001 respectively); .
| HAL agaznst Nmu (p <. 05) The sxgnifzcant scores reflect
' the NMA, Nmu and- Hmu groups' more favorable attituda toward
_legallzation of marljuana. ‘
For the variable “Freedom Use Drugs" the siguxficant
.ScheFFe compé;;sons oF group means wered NAL agalnst Nmu
| (p <.001); NNONE agéinst NmA NMmU ahd Hmu (p ¢.01, p< 0001 and
6 <.001, respectively): and HAL against NMU (p <.01) The 'qyﬁgr ‘
significant results»reflect the»more Favorable atg}tude qé
the NMA, Nmu and HMU”éroubs toward freedom to uﬁe érugs..
‘For the variable "LSD Expands Mind* the significant

combarisons of group neans?were: NAL against Nmu,and HMU
. . , o

N
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(p <.001 and p <.01%, respectivelY)s NNONE .againat NMU and HMU
(p <.001 and p <.01, respectively): and HAL against NMU and

HMU (p ¢ .01 and'p <.05, respectively). The two MUltiplc Dtug )

<

grobps were more in agreement with the sbatement *LLSD Expands
Mind." , o
The analysis of variance, but not the Scheff@& com- e

parisons of group means, produced significant reSUlgs for the
14

following variabless "Potent Drugs Harmful" (£ p ¢,002); .
"Speed Harmful" (F p <.005);O"Drug Users Diéturbed“ (F p ¢.005)
and "Drug Users Typical~* (F p <'005) - O0n these scéles there

was homogenaity of variances, however the groug medn differ-

ences were not large enoJ’h to yield sigrificant between"
0 [ ]

‘group comparisons. even though the over-all F ratios were

significant% In addition, the cgpservative nature of the

Q

Scheffe method would tend to reduce the probability of finding
‘significant differences. d . ' e

The over-all chi square value for the discrete dependent

o

variable "Treatment Drug Offenders" was$ 5,54, (d.f.=28, p <.001).
[ 24

R

" The significant selécted thiISquare comparisons for the
items 'vary according to drug involved®" and "1egalize" were
groupst. NAL against NMA (chi’=6. 57 d.f.=1, P.¢.01)5 NAL-
against Nmu (chi =11,78, d.f.=1. p <. 00%)3 and NMU against

2

"HmU (c¢hi‘=6.29, d.f.=1, p <.01); The NMA and NMU groups: / c
- : : - 7

preferred 'legalization of drug usage.” The slgnificantu
Eal [
selected chi’ square cumparison‘fcr the items 'increase penal-
5
;ties' and *"vary accordlng to drug involved” was the NAL - against 2

the NNONE grgup\(chi =3.8?,_d.F.=1. p <.,05). snoalmost equal

¢
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o -

perceetage oF Ss 1n "both groups preferred “vyarying penaltles,
hereas the NNDNE aiso preFerred “1ncre351ng penaltles. _ The
ﬁ%gnlflcant selected ch1 square comparlsons For the 1temsfzs
"vary penaltles and legaf12e drugs" and "increase penaltles’
‘and’ legallze drugs"_were ‘the groups: NNONE against NmU (chi
©17.76, d.f, F =1, P (aUDU1 and ch:.2 =20,20, d.f.=1, p <. , 00001,
| respectxvely) The NmU group pge?erred l'legalz.zir\g drug

usage" mhereas the NNUNE greup preFerred "increasing penaltles"

and secondarxly "varylag penalties accnrdlng to drug 1nvolved.°

' Hybothesis V- was not subperted for £he Attiiu%apgfuwards
' Drugs Variables. The scores of the .two multlple Drug groups
_d1d not dlffer sxgan;cantly From the scares af the High Scheel
.a”d llUSpitaI “I‘c.‘Ui_lUir ﬁuiy'

‘eP the Attltudes Tomards Drugs variables.m e,

<@ o

i . R

&iummarxes of the sxgnzFlcant results of the Scheffe

e

comparisons of means and the selected chi 5quare~comparisons"
. have been presented in TABLES 43 and 44. )

Hypothe51s v reFers to the results of the analyses an.

»

. the Fnllam1ng var1ables: "

1;,'"mariJuana Legalized'-the two multlple ;rug groups
‘were sfmllar in their 51gn1F1cant1y more’ Favorable E
| attltJde toward legalxzatlnn, than the NNUNE NAL ‘
"and HAL gruups. However. the NMA group had a. . "~‘ b
s;gnxficantly more Favdrable attltude toward legal-

ization than the NNONE group._
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5
o

*Freedon Use Drugs“-—the»two MUltipie DrUQ groups

- were similar in thEir sxgnificantly more Favorable

attitude toward ”Freedom to use drags' than the..
NNUNE group.; The Nmu group S attitude. but not the
Hmu group. was also SigniFicantly ‘more Favorable ‘
toward "Freedom to use drugs" than the two Alcohol
Only groups. The NMA group “had a SigniFicantly more
- favorable attitude than the NNONE group.

"LSD Expands Mind“—-the two MUltiple Drug groups
were s;milar in their agreement that ~LSD expands
the mind ~ and sxgnificantly diFFene::\From ‘the

tmo Non User and tmo Alcohol groups, Yut not the'

o MariJuana groups.

4.

e

°"Treatment Drug . UFFenders"-—the NMU group (preFerred

‘‘‘‘‘

5.,

b

iegalizationj ‘was Significantly gifferent From the
Hmu group (preFerred varying penaltiesJ. but similar
to - the NMA group (also preferred legalization) e.'

NAL gr0up (preFerred varying.penalties) uas similar

- to the HMU and HAL groups and 51gnificant1y diFFerent

From the NNENE group (preFerred 1ncreasing penalties

‘ and secondarily, varying penalties) and the NNMA and

Nmu groups,

<

"6., 7. -and 8, "Potent Drugs HarmFul » "Speed HarmFul "

”Drug Users Disturbed " ”Drug Users Typical *—there

‘were no signiFicant diFferences Found on the betmeen

: group comparisons.



= CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS
_summA‘aY AND -ol_scu'ssl,uN |

“- The purpose ‘of the present study was to explore some

M

. ‘relevant factorsx perspnali&y'cﬁhracteristics, acquireq\belief

systéhs and attitudes, social alienation in. our current society,
g and Pamildal relationships which may be-assoc;ated mith non-w
medical drug use. Partioular concern was mith dxscovering iF
‘and in which uays the two MUltlgle Drug groups mere similar.

and dxFFerent From the Alcohol Dnly, marijuana and Non User

B ﬂ.groups.: In the present 1nvestigation, drug use was regarded‘

~as a complex phenomenon and 1nvolv1ng “any® or "all" of the
-Factors,.of the. 1ndividua1 his immediate soc1a1 milleu (Family,
‘:peers) and hlS socxety,'in an interactive and dynamic Fashion. ;d
King (1969) and Ehein (1968) have been discussed at some -
.length as they offered a Frame ‘of reference far consideration‘
| of a multiple causation approach. King (1969) emphasiZed that
adolescence is'a period of " crisis, made more diFficult when o
vmsociety fs in a- state of transition. Chein (1968) argued that

.‘iF an individual has a need to retreat From his situation.'

vant if the need does not exist.. The Family. an-



'school and socxety, may- share a rgsponsibility for an indiv-

1dual s Faxlure to Flnd satlsfactxon in. life through legitimate

A

" means. (Chein, 19681 d' el Sy

, .

Epidemiolggl :

The origlnal sample size oF the present study, from mhicn;‘
'the subjects for the data analyses mere derlved mas used to.
vprovide estimates oF the incldence of drug use in the High' K

School and Hospital adolescent populations._ Nithin the high

. _school sample. the majorlty (over one half) of the students

drank alcohol one quarter of the sample regularly (at least
once to twlce a- meek) Alcohol ‘a soc1a11y acoepted drug,
wae not the focus oF concern in the present study.; However,

in view of the Frequency of alpohol use and the age: of the

alcohol drinkers (Fiftee“ tD e1ghtéﬁn—yearsroF—a§e37—4£—£his__;,;___
;.sample can be con51dered a repfesentatlve estlmate of: local »;»

high school populations, alcohol must be con51dered as a
'potential danger. Dne quarter oF the hlgh school group was

i usxng drugs (one elghth——marxjuana and one elgﬁth—-multiple

Co drugs)«at the tlme oF the 5tudy. The Non Users comprlsed one

-sixth oF the high school sample and. statxstlcally were a o
minority group. Nithxn the hospital eample, the maJoriiy of
ubjects mere Multiple Drug uSers, Follnwed by Alcohol Dnly O’d
sters. Agaxn, the Non users were a mlnorlty group. ,A _
?Marijuana group (other psychoact1ve substances excluded) was

v virtually non-existent.; : : e )
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‘Demographlc InFormation

‘With regard to the Demographlc varxables all eight groups

- were 51m11ar in. sex, grade, and the status oF’thelr parents..

Both the age and family relxgion oF the groups uere Found

: to"be slgniflcant Factors.’ The Normal Non User and Normal

kN

'age)

Mg

.'multlple Drug groups were the youngest groups (Fifteen to ) ’_ '

sixteen years of age), and the Normal Marijuana and Hospita '
« -
MUktiple groups the oldest (seventeen to eighteen years oF

o A

The Normal MUltiple Drug group was disproportionately of
4

‘a Protestant religlon and the Normal Alcohol Dnly and Non

AR

“User groups were d1sproportxonately of the Catholxc relxgion.

A hlgh percentage oF the Hospital MUltlple group was dlstin-

'guished~by_c1a1m1ng "no* rellglon, The-Hospital Multiple '

subjects From a rural area. S e

5pec1F1c Drug Related Behavior

Dne of the youngest groups“ the Normal MUltxple group,

and one oF ‘the oldest groups. the Hospxtal MUltxple group.

'had used drugs For the longest period oF time {two to three a

years) The Marijuana group. also-older,lhad USed the drUQ For
one year or less. Ev1dently the multxple drug use pattern»

began at an early age in this sample and only the Hospltal

MUltiple group, aFter a long history oF drug ‘use and lnstitution-”“
",alizatlon. 1ntended to d;scontinue use., The young age of the

['Normal mult;ple Drug group had many possible implicationss

-gone befhg,'that over time, their drug use may lead toﬁbroblems

vo. " )
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similar to the Hospital mUltiple group. mhich required instit-
utionali ation. Those subjects of the Normal Marijuanabgroup
that may advance to al multiple drug use pattern could be
.regarded as having the advantage of beginning multiple drug
use at a more mature: age. . T - v ’ ""o
dThe drug use . oF the Hospital multiple and Marijuana groups
also_ included a greater Frequency of cigarette smoking. The
1Norma1 Non UserSeand Alcohol Only groups were significantly

difFerentiated by the Femer number oF subJects mho smoked ': s

_cigarettes.
~ MAJOR HYPOTHESIS

'California Personality Inventory

The major hypothe51s oF the study ‘was not’ supported. The <

L cantly diFferent From the Normal Alcohol Dnly, MariJuana, and

Normalgmuitiple and the Four Hospital groups mere not signiti--

’fNon User groups ‘on all oF the scales. Dnly five aof the eighteen _
'fscales produced significant group differences.

In terms of. the ,rug-non drug continuum there were no .

; significant diFFeren7‘s an measures related to such dimensions

o

as sociability, sek\/éssurance. self control and Flexibility.‘

'However. on the Achievement via ConFormance scale the scores

of the Normal. Non Users and tt o Alcohol Unly groups werege'”

higher-than the yospital ion Us gE_Jim Normal-Drug’groups
(multiple.and marijuana) g _;Ipital Drug groups (NMultiple
‘Tand MariJuana), mhich had t ‘bwfuest scores; Gough (1957)

vdescribed low scorers on this scale as: ‘insecure%leasily;_
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disorganized under stress or pressure to perForm and pessimistic
‘about their occupational Futures. Gough (1957) described high |
scorers-as: respon51b1e, persistent industrious and valuing
intellectual act1v1ties and 1ntellectual achievements. ’

This Finding may relate to the view of Crook (1970), who
described the eductational system as dehumanizing, without
providing security.' Drugs, For same, may remain'the only
retreatist mode., Whether or not this result reflects a
”voluntary" rejection of" conFormance to the value of academlc
gachievement (Suchman, 1968) or reJection because of an 1nab111ty
to respond as a result oF stress, insecurity and Failure,ecan
not presently be determined Nevertheless. drug users, partic-
ularly the hospitalized group, mould appear to be. DESSLNLStlc

about their future occupational role in society.

, Alsinilar hierarchical group distributionfof Normal Non
Users anchlcohoIHDnlv groups,‘Folloued by Hospiﬂgl Non User.
u\and Normal Drug groups (MUltiple ‘and MariJuana), Followed by
u(the lowest scoring groups, the Hospital Drug groups (mariguana
fand Multiple) ‘was” Found on the Good Impressxon and Communality
}scales.. Dnly the comparisons af ‘the Normal Non User against .

.the MUltlple groups and the Normal Alcohol Dnly against Hospital
‘_MUltiple group but not against Marijuana group, reached signiFi--
cance, however.c Gough (1957) described low scorers on the Bood
Impre951on scales as: alooF resentFul and seIF centered:
”mhereas,vthe high scorers mere described ‘as cooperative,
.diligent,and persxstent. High scorers on the Communality scale'

“sdere_described ast dependable, realistic, and haVing common

A5
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lknse ano good judgment. Low scorers were described ass
confused and having internal confllcts.and'problems.
‘On. the Responsibility scale only the Hospital MUltlple
' and Normal Non User groups were signlficantly diFFerent »
Gough (1957) described a high scorer on th;s‘scale as conscie_l.
.entlous and dependable.f A lomecorer uas described aé immature\
and uﬁdercontrolled o | . o
. In general, on the\CaliFornia Personality Inventory, the
’two MUltiple Drug groups were. not characterlzed as having e
*self concept" or "sociability"'problems but rather problems 0
related to. the socialization-asocia112atlon (delinquency) ‘
.contlnuum. The Normal Mari juana groups Fell between the Normal

B Non User and Alcohol Only groups and the MUltiple Drug groups

an thxs continuum.

The only other scale to diFFerentiate the groups mas the -
Domlnanca Scale. ‘The Hosp1tal Non Usern(and to a lesser extent

the HospitaP Alcohol Only groups) were dlfferentiated from the

o
other groups and characteriZed by problems of aSSertlveness

i

BN

-and a lack of selF-confldence.

‘ The results on the Californza Personallty Inventoryusuggest;
the posslbility that the drug behavior of the MUltiple Drug
-1users, particularly the Hosp1ta1 group, and to.a much lesser
extent the Normal Drug groups,-may be pert of a complex of
dellnquent types of activxties. This does not 1mp1y the groups

'Acan.be defined as delinguent. :
Weckowicz (1973) also found that drug users scored lower

< v

thén.the‘non drug-group;oh thevCommunallty,_Responsiblllty,"

-
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Good Impression, and Achievement'via Conformance Scales of the
CaliFornia Personality Inventory. Homever, unlike the sub jects
‘aof the present study, they scored hlgher than the non—drug
group on the Flexibility, Capacity for Status, Social Presence,
’Achlevement via Independence and Sociability scales. The re-
searchers,concludlng lmage af the chronxc drug user was "not
oneiof'a non-conforming.rebel at variance with the existlng % n
‘social order; but, rather,—oF an 1ndividua1 capable of autono-»
mous growth and a broad moral perceptive" Neckowicz (19?3)
In the present 1nvestigation a similar conclusion was not»
warranted, as the same. personality strengths were not reFlected
lnhthefscale scores. ‘Nevertheless. the cautionary marn%ng of
| K1eder‘(1sssg should.be'acknogledged;‘“orientatlon to counter-g

culture values may'reflecf.adjustmentgtoAa'smaller_group.ﬁ

ality Inventary, equate deviance with pathology which may, in

the}drUg cuLtureL proye to.b} a misleading value judgment.
MINGR HYPOTHESES . L

e

" The mindr hypotheses regarding the varlables Famlly. Social
and Peer Relatlons, Activxty and Interest Orlentation, Values. »
.and Attitudes Towards Drugs were. not supported The tmo mul--

tlple Drug*groups were ﬁot slmilar and sxgniflcantly dlfferent

4

From the other grOups on all of the respectlve variables.

® fjf.xunm SIGNIFfCANT VARIABLES “
'5 The'groups-were not‘ditferentiated on the follouing vari-:

~ T .
: . aQ
Y
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abless motivations to use or not use'drugs; parents’ snoking .
and drinking behaviOr, eFFects oF psychoactive'drugs,’grade
average, school and extracurricular activities,'number‘of ‘
brothers, number oF-sisters, family position, number of close °
Friends going steady at present time, self concept, life.

.goals or values, attitudes towards the more dangerous drugg:

image Held of drug users, number of family activities and

church attendance.

SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES - .+

t

The absence of close familial relatronships (either -

nFamily Closeness” or "Closest Parent") significantly'differ-

However,  many of the'subjects/ofithe'Hospitalgﬁultiple'group

were actually physically separatedlfrom one .or both'parentsx\
.(Foster or broken homes), which was not the case with the
- Normal multiple group. wispinski (1972) also noted the history .
‘of poor familial relationships in his . adolesCent drug using
sample from Alberta Hospital Edmonton (similar sample to
present study)~, S |
4. Poor family relationships as a crucial factor relating to
the non-medical use oF drugs have been discussed by Stevenson,
‘Lingley, Trasov and Stanfield (1956), who found this ta be the K
Gsole variable distinguishing an addict From a non-addict group.

who shared similar attitudes and a delinquent orientation.

Blum (1972) was one investigator mho explicitly descriogg//;
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vthe role. family inFluence plays in non-medical drug use. One
of his conclysions was that the sypgbrt of 'healthy parenta
'produced aﬂchild who liked himself and uas resistant to peer
group pressurae. .

. | A number of cautionary comments a?put the‘Findfngs re-f
garding the “Family® variables should: be considered Firstly,
it should be emphasized that in the present study a causal
relationship should not be assumed ' Secondly, interpretation

or inferencearegarding similar findings has Frequently Fol-

lowed From a'Sociological model In this madel the enviraon- |

ment in this context that provided by the Family, has heen

considered a causal . Factor, historically. in delin uency (and
alcoholism), and more currently in drug abuse. lternative

interpretation, that From an early age the child has been prob-

h‘ lematic, which consequently has led to a poor paren -child

relationship, marrants attention.' To conclude that the
Failure of parents - to Foster a ‘close relationship with a child
has leFt him: more susceptible to drug use, may be misleadiLg.

- Many of éﬁe Multiple Drug Users (Alberta Hospital »
Edmonton) investfgated by Wispinski (19?2), mho mere From a
sample similar to the present study,.ﬁere characterized by a
pathological state. The histories of poor family relationships
:were considered causal within the Framemork of an- environmental
'vmodel ‘ Nhen considering a pathological state. the assumption
. of- environmental inFlEEnces as the sole contributing Factors/

‘may deprive an ind‘bidual of appropriate or eFFective therap;i
fFurther, the high rate of broken homes which characteriied the

> t l‘

".
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‘Hospital Multiple Orug group of both Wispinski's study (1972)
and the present etudy should also be considered.as possibly
reflecting the emotional instability oflﬁhe parents, which has
had its effect on .the child as a nature (genet;c), rather than
nurture (environmental) influence. - )
Support regarding the imperta;ce of non environmqntai
factors in drug dependency mifh specific reference to alcphol
comes from Goodwin, Schulsinger, Mgller and Guze (1374) They
compared the sons oF alcoholiC:parentage’ adOpted in infa cy o
to non alcoholic parents, with their brothers whe wete rdised
by the?aicoholic parent. Both the adopted and nonadopted i
sons had high rates of elcoholﬁsm (25 betcent and 17 percent..¥
respecbively) and the two groups also had a comparable fre-

quency oF alcohol problems. AltRough the nonadopted sonb

o

~ but not thé*EaEﬁfeU“§eﬁ§——cam——frUﬁ*te“r_euctU—Etunumtc

backgrounds and general conditions aseociated wiih delinqyency,s

there were no significant diFFerences between the tmo gtnups

in aleohol problems. ' s ¢

Either generalization; that the family has had its eFFect

as exclusively an environmental or a genetic influence leading

ta drug abuse, alcoholism, delinquency, etc\, may be inaccurate.

particularly if conceptualizabion does not appreciate inter-

.action eFFects. _ - o T.UJ e .
And-Finally. that‘£Qe_adoleseenls dru90u?31;tse1f has

_been the mejer variable leadingito aoreeent Ieseenihg of >

K-

Faﬁily coheeiveness, deservescconsideratipn."’ A s
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Soc1a1 and- Peer Relationships o e

0

The Peer group has bgen discussed as a variable related-to

drug use by (a) prov1d1ng sltuatlons Fon‘influencing drug use
/ : 2

through normal learning (Becker, 1968), (b) satisfying

needs‘mithin-‘ re, left unFulFilled by conventional

drugk
society”(Dhein,_1968)f d (c) conversely, the role quily
support may play in provrdlng 1nsu1atlon against the 1nF1uence
l.to use drugs from the peer group (Blum, 1972)

{‘1

The present study found both Multiple Drug groups were

e

signLFicantly more heterosexually‘oriented ("age Flrsi»date“T
and "number of times’ gone steady" ) than all other groups. Howe~
ever, the other groups were as/or more peer group oriented
(same sex] than thg MUltlple Drug groups (Favorite Actlvlty-
APeople, Lelsure Tlme-—ﬁeople. Number of Close Frlends) _The
MUltlple Drug groups preFerred spendlng thelr leisure time.
alone,.or, other than mlth Friendsr ‘However, the MUltiple Drug
- groups dtd indtcatebgreaterfenSQYment oFApart;es than all other
' groups, with the exception of the Normal Alcohol group. Dnly
the Hospital Non'User-group was dZstinguished'by claiming to
be less populer with both their omun sex and the opposite sex.

Dnnw It may be temptlng to assume a relatlonship EXLStS between

the low Famlly coheszveness and the he&erosexual or1entation of

- IS

‘the mUlt1ple Drug groups by suggestlng heterosexual relationr

ships satisFy needs ‘not satlsFied in a close Family. ‘However,f3

hd 6

any ane of the Following may be relevants (a) bordeom (i. e..
need for excitement), (b) disturbance in sexval image, (c)
greater Freedom andwopportunlty for heterosexua1~involvgment

- M . m\w

&
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‘not-permitted by the Fah1lie5'of the other groups, or (d)-the

greater susceptiblllty aF ﬂﬁe two Multlple Drug graoups to
s
-acceptlng the "mudern" mores of sexual freedom Frequently
: o
conveyed by certaln of the media. o o -

To summarize ‘the Sucmal and Peer Relatxonsh1p variables,
the non—multiple drug groups were apparently as, or more in-"°
__volved in "same sex" peer group actL;itzes as the MUltiple

drug groups, but less heter xually oriented There is, evi-_
idently opportunity for the »zr group to equally inFluence |

fnon-drug behaV1ors and attltudes.

-~

,Actlvity and Interest Drientation

'u The activxtles (Favorzte Act1v1ty I and II) pursued by

- K

the groups may be conceptualized in terms of the three different

[ 3 "
“patterns which emerged. The tmp MUltlple Drug groups preFerred

‘"hedonistlc actlvitxes"u("have Fun,? "get stoned, " ”sex") as

~

well as those described as "sdcial." The_Ndrmal AIcolevand
dNorma; Marijuanaigrdupe described invdlvement iQ.”SDCialf endu
nugdoor activities, without the . hedonistic connotétidns. ,The
- Normal Non User and. Hosp1ta1 Alcohol Dnly Qroups lndlcated a
preference far intellectual actxvitles and campetltlve sports,

thdse pursuits most valued by convent10na1 ‘society (sxmilar to.

TR
e 3

finding on California Persanallty Inventory-—Achlevement via

)

Canfnrmance scale). In addition, only the‘Normal Mari juana

group was involved“-in: Political Activities (limlted activity)
vw_J ,v

and- only the MUltlple Drug groups attended Rock Festlvals. B
) ; A-morethedunistic urientation of drug groups_has also been
observed by Hughes (1971), Northern Alberta Institute of Tech-

i

- s o ' 2
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. or Technical School; whereas, the MUitiple group was’ undecided

.about its Future.” S 'v', m, o

426

©
)

nology, and Wardell (19?4), a Univer51ty oF Alberta (Edmonton)
Residence. R

o : . e - o° 0. ',v . o
The absence of. "any\," or "pos;tive" experiences and/or
present opportunities’ with what may be called more."meaningful"
activities may have significance. The 1nFerred diSinterest or
Ainability For more planned or sustained activ1ties can be con-

Sidered in terms oF pre-drug experiences or as reflecting t

amotivational syndrome, described by mcGlothlin_andVWest
as a consequence of drug (marijuana) use. Again,'boredom,
associated with a need for, excitement may provide an explan-

ation._ Grinspoon (1971) con51dered boredom, espeCially in the

late adolescentO may reflect a maladaptive control of unaccept-,."

i .able sexual and aggressxve impulsives.

. The remainder oF the Activity and Interest Drientation
variables -did. not. discriminate the groups an terms af.. the

drug-—non-drug continuum. The Non User groups were diFFerentv Q:
from all other groups in their 51gniFicantly greater study
time (similar to Finding on CaliFornia Personality Inventory
—-Achievement via~ ConFormance Scale) - ' e

A greater number of the subJects of the Normal Alcohol
groups weré employed part ~time; whereas, the Normal\Non User
group ‘had the lomest rate of. part time employment. Dnly the ;
Hospital Alcohol Dnly and MUltiple Drug groups uere 31gnifi--

cantly diFFerent mith regard to their future occupational

plans,. The Alcohol Only group intended to go to Univeysity

° \

El B 5 . ~
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Vaiuee§
.‘ fSelF-cencepF'as measured by.the_questidnnaire’dld ho£'7
prove to be a>distinguishing‘feature,betﬁeen‘thngrpupa ; ;
(similar to ?inding»on-CaliFnrniavEersdnalit§ inuenrdryuf, )

'l&measurES”of selficonfidence,.self assurance). ‘Neither-did the
11Fe goals differ between the groups.' . ' - ;!

o
O

Dnly the Hospltal MUltlple gruup clalmed to have "no L

persanaloreligiuus" aFFiliatlon.a Hamever, the two Multiple s
Drug groups. ap well as the Hdspital Alcohol Dnly group, did
"not accept trad1tiona1 religldus concepts .and claimed Qp be.
elther agnostic.vatheists or cdncelved of God as truth, nature,
”etceu The rest of the groups held a'traditional cpntept'df éodf
Suchman (1968) also Found sxmilar religibus beliefsoin the‘

B s .
A group oF drug users he’ examined (repllcated by Hughes, 1971 in

Edmonto' He suggest.ed this diFFerence reFlects the emergence ’

of a new e hic, the "hang louse" ethic, sunscrlbed’td by.drug

%‘users,"whlch questions trad1t10na1 values, including

A

Chrlstianzty.

7

“Attitudes. Towards Drug_ ':, \

Between group diFFerences were not Faund in the ;ttitudes
o towards the poten&ial barmfulness o€>the more dangerous drugs,
nnr the . "1mag@i oF the drug user.d Attxtudes related tu the
L“legal questinn" (Treatment'Drug OFFenders, Legalization of
marijuana and Freedom to Use Drugs) of non-medical drug use
mere Found to differ signlficantly between groups.< The Normal
MUltiple and Marijuana grnups expressed hxghly Favorable att1¥>

o

tudes tamards lessened legal involvement: the tmo Alcohol Only’

< o -
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Ivand Hospital Multiple grouos expressed more "moderate' atti;
:tudes and the Normal NonOUser group favéred strict and severe‘”,
ylegal control of drugs and drug users, The Drug. groups
(multiple and Marijuana) agreed that “LSD expands the mind - i
mhereas,‘the Alcohol Dnly and;Non User groups ‘did not.g -
Riggs (1971) similarly Found regular drug users could be
.distinguished by their more Favorable attitudes tomards drugs
than occasional users and a non-drug group. Homever; in the
ipreeent study all groups agreed on thé danger of such drugs
as “soeed ;ALSD etc. Also, the expectation that the multiple
: Drug groups would have significantly more Favorable attitudes

than the marijuana group (which would resemble the non-drug

groups) was not confirmed .

imPLICATIONS‘FDR"#RACTiCEaAND RESEARCH

'The importantéfindings’are: (a) the two MUltiple Drug
groups were similar and shomed some signiFicant diFFerences
‘From the other groups on thevsoc1alization-asocialization -
'dimension:of personaiity, Family and peer relationships and |
‘speciFic activxties and behavior; (b) there were differenCes
;inAffamily structure"'(NormalQmultiple-—intact Famiiies and, L
‘Hospital multiple-“oroken“'homes)‘ano "ager" The Normal .
multiple group was one af the youngest groups, and'the Hospitai‘»
MUltiple group, mhich had a: long history of non-medical drug
use : and personal problems, was- one oF the oldest groups.\L)

Some of the implications of - these Findings for treatment

‘and researqh ares



;'users of only marijuana.

. For research purposes 1t is meaningful to distinguish

rbetween multiple drug users; those who experiment

-] . v

:(use once or twice) uith psychoactive substances and

'“‘":,;j‘,z‘ .

\The 'chemical agent" is only one oF a complex of -

Factors and should not oe the sole target in educative
or therapeutic programs.,“ | T
Educative programs.‘spec1fic to drug use. may-have
merit however, an indlvidual s attitudes tomards

drugs may be only one aspEct of his/her belief system.

_Research an high school drug users. has frequently B

_emphasized assessment oF the normal dimensions of

‘i personality (e.g.. those aSSessed by standard psycho-

logical tests) and investigation oF psychopathology

<

extant within the5e groups’ may prove of value.-'

,»IF clinical psychopathology (e.g., neuroses.
psychoses. psychopathy) is demonstrated to be mani—_

fest within the high school multiple drug group, a L.

system For therapeutic 1ntervention is advocated.

nTherapeutic efforts mould require skilled profes-
’ sionals trained in ‘the clinical area., - }_‘ I
The "family“ mould have to ‘be cdnsxdered an important

A'variable in broader preventative programs.

3
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APPENDIX A , ‘ﬁ)
 QUESTIONNAIRE ON STUDENTS'
' OPINIONS
ST »



> . ' o~ °

INTRODUCTIDN

Indlviduals vary -a great deal in their attitudes and
opinions on drug usa@e. The main purpose of this question<
naire is, with your cooperatlon. to deterq}ne your opinions
about this issue. | ‘ A
You are asked to honestly and ser%gusly answer all the
'questions on this questionnaire, There are ng right or wrong

answers., ‘ o ) S

8]

Please do nob p%s’your name on the answer sheet.. The
anonymity of your ans ers is guaranteed

a

Definition o | o
. &

The term ~drugs"™ usedllﬁ'this questicnnalre refers to
the halnucinogenlc or psychedelic" substances, which are
being used illegally. ExampLess Glue. Nail Polish Remuver. _
Mari juana (Pot), Hashish (Hash), Mescaline (Mesc ), LsD ‘lﬁj

(Acid), Amphetamines (speed), etc. , . 0
’ g

Unless specifically. indicated, prescribed drugs such.
as barbituates (gooFballs)° analgesxcsO( pain-idllers"), a and”
"hard“ narcotics such as Opfum, Heroin, epd Cocaine, are not
meant to be included For your considera&ion in ansmering.

0
4

Instructions - - °,’
r ” . . - 1) e
All answers are indicqted by_marking. on the answer. °

sheet, the letter of your choice from the alternatives. -4

¢

Please do not mark the- question bouklgt._

PLEASE USE PENCIL marking each answer heavily and ;f
you make an error, erase the mark campletely.

Try_tu ansuer all questions, e "_ o
S v g 9, - .
THANK YOU. | ] . o . .
4 T N 0‘ - ‘ . - - . ' i - D .
- o L S ;
) - ’ . ° 1 37‘: - : 0 ‘ . Oc T . -

ek
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Dr ug Use

<

Which oF the Folloming drugs ﬁame ypu used, ang hom often?

- Alcohol (wine, beer, liquor)? €« B N
» . a. 'Onck or twice a day.
- .o 'b. Once or ‘twice a week

c. 'Once or tuwice a month
d. Only once or twite
e. Never '

Mari juana, hashish, tetrahydro-.

cannabinol (pot, weed, hash)? g R N

. a. Once or twice a day

b. Once or twice abweek

c. Once or twice a month -
d. Only once or twice
e.,-Never

°

Sedatives or trang*}lizers

(Phenobarbltal, chlopromazxne.j' ' LR
sleeping -pill, etc.)? a. Once or taice a day

‘b. Once or thce a week .
C. Dnce or twice a month
d. oanly once Or: tmice -

‘e. Naver - '

Amphetamlne stimulants

(8enzedrine, Dexedg&ne; diet - 5 R ﬁvd ”

] . o L v:

pills, etc.)? - s a. Once or tmice a day

’ ' b, Once or twice & week
q& Onge or twice a month

T . . "ﬁ,A Onby once Or tuice' :
;\%ﬁﬁj' R L e. - Nevers ° e

_.a;} Dnce or tmlce a day
‘Be Once or twice a week 2

o,
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- ' -
i~ ,

- Sgeéd continued - , )/" c.

.

Dther_HéllucihEQEns (heyote

" of mescaline, psilocybin,

STP, S5-HT, ‘etc.)? . . a.
) e : b,
: . C.
. d..
e.
Dgiates'(ﬁéroin, o ¢
cocaine, etc.)? S a.
- - b.
5 :é}
. d,
S R ce.
e S
: If"begagf:ghic'lnfbrmatioh
1, -Sex S  f. . a,
. b,

Age

» . OncCe

*Only.
- Never

Once
fOnce

Once or ‘twice a month
Only once or ﬁmite ‘

.Never

or twice aﬂday'
Once or twice a week
Once or twice a month.

e . :
once or twice

or twice a day
or tuwice a week
Once or twice, a month
Dhly
Néver ‘“1 .

o p

once or twice

Once or tuice a day

Once or twice a week
*Once or twice a month
Only aonce or twice
Never

male

" female

15-16 ‘years™. .

i, 17-18 ygars
;19-20 yeligs.

139 .
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3. Grade a, .10 o
° b “ o %
] o _ 4 bo 11 ® . a
‘.0“ Ce 12 . e »& . o
. . - : R . s
4. 'I am a half-day 'student. - a.,. Yes -~ . . ° ° ° 3
' _(Half—Day'Student)v " ... b. No- = o e :
e ° o P J/ . e ® 9 - s o oo -
o . . . - e ° ° L “os .

SA'oI have lived 1n ‘a cxty for appnaximatelyiﬂ o ;b‘ ‘
- (Live UrbanmRuralg . .a. S5.yeags > .o o J e T

B ° . o o - a . i L
e W o ) . b, 10 years -© ° 0 e oo L 8
. R - JS years' S o BRI
¢ e & - L e o ‘o
o 0. ° do 20 yeafs :c, . ° o _ °
' o - ° A T
. n o o o . . @ . . s
N ’ MRS L R e
6. Father s Status ,‘“n _.a. pfoFesgional et
- (Eather s Status) s ‘b, business .- 1 .° .
) o s P c. oFFLce morker 1;? T e e
¢ T S ’ s e . °a . a
: N S PP ° d. manual uurket .
- o B ¢ . P ) . : - .
s e B otharj or noj ’ @ S
© ¢ . - 2 ErEN ‘o T . "'“ o e & — : ‘ “ o
P “ ] = o = R T a o
‘o, ) . a4 ‘e N °

V'?.. How would you, rate your Fatner Financialll K .
.3j.‘, gFather s Financxal o oa. * He has’ been f§QQFé5;f01;
s W Sucoessﬁ SR b. ‘He: has baen quite successfyl

. R n»“kpaf' A csi He has ‘been Fairly successful
o.t o To. @, He hds not.been tog <
. : o- - e, - _02 | successfuql - ~0°,,:J" .7 S

e ;Ud°%m'ini“iqs *c;“4°‘7 e. He hasonot -been successful _

e L °at nall e e e

e

»8»' mothep g’ Status ) L >: o &\ Dl‘DFBSSionab )" ) e T (
(MOther s: Sta;us) b, busin;ss ‘or uFF;ce murker °

o

. :
. 2 kl R ;7 A N ,;a . <
o ‘ o e : °n , C, manual uorker e
B B o, - a =3 oo : . e =
& K = » PAR-1 e
.Dv ﬂd‘v other o L Y Y . o ..
. . o A % .
R ~. -0 e . : homamaker ‘i P
[N . w - = . : B
; R re . . . o 3 . T e .
- o “e . o of
e
- 3o °
o ¢ e W'_ ®
o & i e
. ‘
2 ° c o [ ° o il ° =
< LY 2 ..7 o o > .z
. : ws .
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:»2; Nhat is yuur Family Relxgiou (Religion ptadticed 1n your

L home) S a. Catholic - :
(Family Religion) cobus Protestant (Anglican.'
o K . o _ Prgsbyterian. United. o
oL e - - Baptist, etc.) ‘
WL e . Jewish . _
o e ;c S - Q' * d. No religxon of I don t. ®
e L I e .. " know o o ‘
AR c e.\(gther

o

o II,L‘épeEific Ofbg’Relaged Behavior. P
510:' Dd you smoﬁe cigarettes? -fg% Yes | |
I I (Smoke ngarettes) b, No B . T

. o f- ) ; o I G e . T

a
o

o‘-c ,31?* IF yeg, what 15 the average number of cigarettes that
| ;Vrgj.-'ayuu smoke in one da .- a. 10 or less *o o
o T - (Number Clgarettgs) ~ ‘b, 10 to A, package h
e i ¢ Smoke/Day) o o : ‘c.? 1 package or, more-
. aifcf ‘NQlch of the Follawing dues yuur Father use
Dt e i (Father Smoke/ j‘ Ca. Tobacco only ©° .
oo ffi {é; . Drink Alcnhol) Lo ~?o“fA1coholfonly a?; .

coel v°‘i¢_'i' T oo _  ti.rTobaécuLand'alcohol :
e e T - Neither tobacco nox alcohnl

.: : W .7 e. I don't know °
5 SIS Co ’AFx =I*havg«no,Fa£hér°
el - ='.“ e R 7 .,Uy,- .. . - o '” . i . ° o .

k IR+ T Which of the Foilqming does ypur mother use , ° ot
PUEIE L R (Mcher Smoke/ ' i \&/ Tobacco on1y~' D
' - Drink Alcohol) ' b., Altohol only . e

o

Sl B N " - ¢. °. Tobacco and alcohol
cf;“oz‘,w e J?": ";; d. Néfthér tobacco non alcohul
b e R ST TR ¢ don't koowm °
see T : .ff'M"i‘:; R O | have no mother
: o : S Sy o -
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14, hoen do you usually drink? :

(Setting Alcphol) -3 “Useally'ﬁhen I am alone
" . by Wwhen I am with my close
o friends c o

c. * Before, during, or after

v

, L o - a"partyy

15, Nhen did ypu First use DRUGS . (consideg drugs as . named
- in questions at beginning oF this questionnalre._i 8.,

exclude alcohol)? a. frhis year }
. (Length of Use) ~ b. Last year _
. _ ' ° "v-;y oo ‘l«c. Two or three years':gp
o : . B _ " .. d. Over four years ago . ..

e. .Never
a'. \ < " 1
-

Ansmer questions 1n box (number 16 to 23) only if’you;npm_

- use drugs

A‘1§. IF YQU NOw USt DRUGS: Choose: the reasons that come |-
closest to your real reasons For taklng drugs (rank ln\ a
order of importance) . S . o
-y; e *(MOtlves - %at I) h ‘ :
‘a; To keep awake and alegt while uprking .or studylng
b,s-To relieve or. escape personal problems or schaol

p

'morries o
c., To be more at ease, less selF-conscxous in a group
d;"They make you Feel good-—ta Feel new body sensatians

o

- orF images. _ . L » N
e. For fun,° kxcks or thrills s S S

f. Have a dactnr*s prescription (Fpr allergies,‘nerves. etc )
'g, Drugs help ypu sleep more easily-—calm you domn B

'17;7eﬂessdnshfor your uslng DRUGS. . (g;gk }n otde: of”l@port-
ance) (mptives - Set Ir) e . - '
-a, Friends respect drug users as leaﬂprs or as. being

gromn ups

o



17,

18.

19.

20.

'c. Little or no eFFect

.c.\_thtle or no eFFect R ' o o

'~ a. VYes, the above 15 true for me

u'c."Nb; the above is Aot true For me S

o ’ R ! Co o ' : 1 43e

continued \ :
b. - With dfugs'it is_easiersto express your'Feelings
c. One ﬁaf to.rebel.against adult'adthorify .

d. Because qflbaredOm-there is nDt much else . to do
e. - To be more creatlve-wrxtlng. music,'thinking

f. For éurxosity-—want to Flnd out what it is like

. 0
L4 \ { ' o [y

If you haVe‘dsed mRRIJUANA what'have you usually .
experlenced? (Drug Effects) ' ‘ :

-a, . Feeling of transcendence; 'increased awareness uF

self and realxty,

i -

b.,:Enhanced perceptual or visual awarenesst pleasant-

floaty Feeling , &
d. Ffeeling of loss and loneliness, depression and anxxety
e, Nightmarish illusxons; laoss of contact Wlth reality;

‘ -feellng of terror '

1If you. have used LSD;-ﬁhaﬁvnave you,UsUaily experienced?‘

(Drug EFFects) _ R

a._ Feeling of transcendence; 1ncreased awareness oF self )
| and reality ' ' . ’

b. Enhanced perceptual or v;sual awareness, pleasant

Floaty Feeling

+ Qe

-d, Feellng of loss and loneliness, depressxun and anxlety

e.-leghtmarish Lllusions; loss of contact with realltyz
'Afeellng of . terror

A\,

fwhen}taking drugé do you feel that you have\attained“a 
'Freedam from the pressures of society? . S

‘(Drug EFFects) N

b. The. above is sometxmes true for me

° . . T e



.21, ;Have yuur,religious beliefs changed since taking anyr

22,

23,

24,

25,

[
<

drugs? . o .

(Orug’ EFFects) IR

. .a. Yes, quite a lot

b. Yes, but only in a few ways

. c. No, my religious belier ‘hav

-

changed since taking any drugs?
- (brug EFFects)

a. Yes, quite a ldL

b. Yes, but only in a Feu ways

c. No, my prdblems have nat changed

¥

e not changed

Have any personal problems (psychological and physical)

.

Do you thlnk that after taking drugs you became more

aware of.ygur personal problems .

- Toe -

(psychnloglcal ‘and

PhY31cal)? - o .- |
(Drug EFFects) ' U a, -Yes
B b. No |
c. I don‘t know
I,;nienddto continue taking drugs, ' R
(Intend Continue Use) . o 3
| SRV a. Yes
0 be No - o
- Does not apply

\

Although 1 have not tried drugs

‘more drugs"

- (Intend to Use) e,
ERE i L b.

' j - : w c.

¥ S d.

- e.

I intend to try. one or

Yes

No

Undecided

AYes. if. legaILZeq
- Does not apply -

o
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- 28.

28,

Ag.‘ Other -

‘1 am employed

ok

et
‘" S

The Following questions in" the BOX beluw are for students

who have never taken any "soFt drugs.

i

If No—-why have you nhever smoked mari juana? CHECK ONE =

Please check in order of most importance to you. '
(Non Use Reason) ' L ,

a, I have just not been partxcularly interested in
taking a drug o - ' '

h. 1 have not known how to abtain it

d. 1 have been- aFraid of the p0351ble medical or health
~dangers -

d. I do not wish to run ihe risk oF legal problems (atrest)

e. I do not believe in doing what is illegal, as a matter
of principle-' ' .

f. I do npt believe in it because of my rellgious

. .convictions o : i

3

Activity and Interest orientation

My aye:age'oh'the last exams uas

(Grade Average) . a., over 85%
e © b, 70-79% A
c. 60-69% ;
d.,  50-59% 5

e. eunder SD%_~ E

. (Employed) _ o a, seasonally (1 e. during
T : o holldays)
b. part time on a regular basis
c. part time occasiunalky

d. full time

&y : | : . e notAaE all
After completing schaol,_ fam planning
(Future Occupational a, University educatinn
~ Plans) = . Cbe technxcal, cummercial or-

~ trade school training
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29, continued ' C e, employment
' ‘ " 'd, travel:
o L , e.l‘unde;idéd-‘
3o. The‘average ahdunt of time I spend on homework and/or
study is ' | ) . . _ .
" (Study Time) A ‘a. more than 15 hours a week

\ o ',{, b. 10-15 hours a week

1

*

te. 5-10 hours a week
- d. 1-5 hours a uweek
e. none at-all

31, «Nha;-DNE'thing do yaou like £o‘dp most in your spare time?
' (Favorite Activity I) ' - ' -

’n32. 1 participaté in school clubs or activities
(School Club a. wmore than 15 hours a week
Activities) E b. 10-15 hours a week

L c. 5-10 hours a week

.de 1~5»houfs a‘meek’ o
e. none at all

-

<3

33, 1 barticipété in clubs or organized activities odtside
‘oF_sthoal ; , o °
g_(Extra;ubricular' o  va.';m;:e than 10 hours a week
Activities) = '~ b. 7-9 hours a week
L L '~ c. 4-6 hours a week
. . d. 1=3 hours a meek
e. Not at all



°

3

34, Do you participate in "political" a:tivitiks outside

your haome

(Political Activities) a.

4

(Favorite
Activity I1)

1V, Family

36, 1 live with
. (Parent Live With)

(Closest Parent)

(Number of Brothégs)

a

a.

b.

35,  The activity I enjoy most is

a.

b..

" C.

d.

e
L

.‘a.

b.

Coe

d.

a.
b.
c.

'38. How many brutheré do you have?

b.

Yes -
No

‘reading

watching TV or going to
parties ' »

147

going to dances or parties

attending Rock.Fest;ypls
being alone

@

both pafents‘

~my father

my mother.

‘foster barents -

other

. 37. Which parent do you feel closest to? CHECK ONE.

Father

“Mother
'Neither, I feel closest - -
to@nother relative '
Both -

Néithef,' I.?eél cloéesg
to someone else who is

.hot a.relative-

CHECK ONE.
None
Ung
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42.

148

38, continued c. Two :
"d. - Three
e. Four
) ’ f. Five or-more
39, How many sisters do you have?‘tCHECK ONE .
~ (Number of Sisters) ‘a., - None //
o _ T b. One R
'\\\\ c. Two
.‘\\\ | d. Three
e. Four
J. Five or more
40, - What is your'gusition-in'the family? Were you born
first,-sécand,.éhi;j.'etc. o
" (Family Positio N a, First born
' ) b. Second
- c. Third
d, Fourth
< e. Fifth
f. Sixth
gl Seventh
"~ h. EightH
i. Ninth on»lasgi\.'
41. Héw would you describe your family? - CHECK ONE.
(Family Closeness) "a, We are Qery'close'
' b, ‘We ars~ﬁqite close
c. We are somewhat close
° 'd. -We are not toé-close
- ‘e. We are'notkcIOSE at all
How mould you describe your Family activities? CHECK DNE,

[Family Activities)

b.

We do very many things
together o _
Ue do many things toggther



42,

43,

‘44,

V.

45,

46.

‘contihued

‘..

149

We do some things together

‘We do a few things together

We hardly do anythlng

’togethor

We never do anything
together o

SuppoSE‘you had a chance. to toke a trip to San Franclsoo
or Los Angeles this summer with just ONE of your parents
Which ONE would you choose?
(Parent Prefer Holiday Withee 1)

or ONE other relative,

I

*

Cooce:ning the abaove question,

by yourself?
(Parent Prefer v

Holiday With— II).

Social

a.
b.
c.

. Father

Mother
Another relative

would you prefer to go

Yes
No

i

Do-youuthink that you enjoy. parties or dances more, leés,
~or about the same as others in your class? CHECK ONE.

" (Enjoy Earrios)

Compared to yoor classmates,

a,
b.
c.

More
Less -
About the same

how popular. do you think you

are with people of your own sex? CHECK ONE.

ngPopularitprun Sex)

<

Ca..
b.
C.
d.
e.

Very much more popular
Mhre popular ’

/
‘About the same as othets

Less popular .
Very much less popular

o



47,

48.

49,

50,

150

Compared to your classmates, how popular do you think:

you are with peaple of the opposite sex? CHECK ONE,

(Popularity Opposite a, Very much more_popular
Sexy: ‘ SR . b. More popular
" C. About the same as others
'd. Less popular ‘
e. Very much less popular

of all the people you knom. not includlng your immedlato

' famlly, how many would you consider to be claose personal

friends? S °
(Number Close Friends) a. None .
b. One
c. Two"
d. Three o
e. Féur ‘ L
" f. Five | ‘
) .. ) ’ ge. _mare than 5
. . S \Ve

At mhat age did you have your first date? . :
(Age Firstfpate) 'ia.‘ﬁyagp never had a. date"'

St

B

ou*ever éoqg s&eady?
Gane stquy),

= Yes,, bnce S

Y~ ﬂ. ! - . ’

éggé' ¥ S  aftJ‘6.f3fb§, tnice ,
SN : T ;Ye§. three or more tlmes
ing steady non? S
Presvntly) U:a. Yes

‘.a’ f‘.b. No
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?Sé. 1f yes, how long pava you been going steady with your
_prasent steady. ’ -
(steady Presanl?-Tiq,j.%. Leas than 1 month
- b. 1 or 2 months
o c. 3? 4, or S months
d. "6 months to 1 year
o e. More than 1 jﬁgt
f. More than 2 years
53, With whom do you usuallyﬁ%o your favorite activity?
(Favorite Activity- .a. No one, 1 do it alone
Paople) o b. A ‘very close friend o
c. Two or more friends
d. Parents ” o
e. '‘Sister or brother :
- f. Other '
| — .
54, Most of my leisure time is spent
‘ (People-Leisure) ° a. w my Family
' o b, ing o
o . i c. with friends
' d. by myself

&

e. other

VI, Values
55, What.church do you belongcto; if any?
| (Personal Religion) © _ a., Catholic o .
o ' . b.e Prgtestant._(knglicah;
- Presbyterian, United,
Baptist, ett.)
o " c. Jewish @
e . - ' d. No religion ¢
- ‘ T don't know

R

,v-}l':-.
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‘56, How aften do. you attend church? R
| ' (Church Attendance) a. - Daily

b. Weekly _

¢. Several times a month.
d. Several”timee a year
e.’ @ever

- -

57; ﬁwh1ch uf the Fullnming statements most closely approxi-,
T ® . mates your. congept of God -
- .(God" Concept) .
’-a.,~A supreme being concerned with each individual person/.
b, - A supreme being not concerned with each zndividuai
person . N ' : o
‘c. "Does not exxst-—l am an atheist .
- d. I am an agnust;c-—l neither believe not disbelieve _
| ,in GDd R . o . S Q
e. ‘God is Nature, Truth, Goodb etc., but does not exist
in. the Traditional .Christian sense
58, Different people strive'ForAdiFFeredtithingsi Here are
- sdme things. that you have probably thought about . Check
~ the one thing that you cons;der to be the most 1mportant o
CHECK. ONE. o . SR o' L
(LlFe Value) o o o ' '
:a.. Pleasing my, parents
b. Learning as much as possible 1n school
c. Living up to (Fulfllling) my religious 1deals
d. Living up to my moral and/or ethical views
e, Bbing accepted and liked by other students @
Fo Having a goad time_ :
Q. Other S

3

59, "Which of.the following statements come. clasest tu
'iv'descrxbing -your Feelings about yn selF? CHECK ONE.‘
" (Self-ldeal Self) = R
a, I wou1¢ lxke to change a’ lut about myself
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59, cdhtinued' L .

1 would like to change some thxngs about myself
"Lk uould like to remain JUSt the way I am

‘ 'yii. 1Attitudesvtomard Druge' o
. 60, Marljuana should be legalized | .
‘ [Legalize Marxjuana) + a, I agree strongly ..
b.:_i*agree: ’
; c;;iUndeeided
: -:id}ﬁ 1 disagree I
. 5, B “fo e. I disagree 5trongly
/ . : : S
- 61, Adults should have the Ffeedom to use-drugs P
' (Freedom use ‘Drugs) - |  a. 1 agree strongly
: l b, I _agree .
7/‘ e, Undecided |
_/f,g; / '_;dil'I dlsagree i
; 'Ae;Z,I dzsagree strongly
62. LSD expands the mind;/ _.7f-‘ ' . ‘: A
' >(LSD Expands Mind)/ - a.r:I agree gtrongly E '
‘ |/ b, 1 agree T
/ o c.. Undecided R B
[ d. I disagree = N
ﬁ o e.o 1 disagree strohgly

3. The more potent" drugs “such as LSD and Mescaline have
deflnite harmful effects Co

-~ ("Potent™ Orugs’ A, i‘agreegstrdnglyg
Harmful) b, I agres -
e . " c. Undecided
L LT o d.  l-disagree.
4 s - _ N D e;f‘l disagreefetrongiy



- 65, The majority of drug users:arei"diéiufbdﬁ“ or emotionally

é&.; Speed has Hefinite harmF effects A ' zfv ifj;f
| ‘ﬂ;‘ (speed Harmfwl) N :‘Oa.‘ 1 agree sbrdngly B
T o 7 ba 1 agree L.
: . _ . c. ‘Undecided |
’ ;zu - , ‘"?'d;f)lldiaagtee'

e. fI'disagreé°strdhgi9 '

unstable people Do u o S S e
(Drug Users Disturbed) a. Iéagrecstrunglva '
a N 1 agree = ¢
e ‘Undetided §
o I disagree ;'ﬁﬁlb .v.

D diaagree strongly

66. As students. drug users are typical or ?avefagef i.e, are

not different from others with respect to ‘theit igte:ést.

attendance, marks, conduct, etc, .

(Drug UsersvTXpicalﬁ,'34a. I agree st;dngly a
' o e b. 1.agree c
C. Undecided

e. _Ifdis,agree stmngI-Y -

'l 67.. Durﬁﬁovernment should treat. drug oFFenders by’

b,
c.
d.
€.

D

QTreatment Orug DFFenders) .

Incv!asing the severity of penalties _ :f“

“varying the penalty according to the kind nF drug',
invulved/ _ : _—
Penalizi?g only. drug pushers.“ not usérs
Decreasing the severity oF penalties
Legalizihg drﬂg usage

s Voo

o

Q

154
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" .. 'APPENDIX B .

SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF THE ANALYSES
OF "VARTANCE AND' THE OVER-ALL.

" CHI SQUARE ANALYSES,
S SRR :
A,;}': ) - ‘

O

e
J

'~'U'
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N 'VJ SuvéARY OF THE ANALYSES OF VARIANCE
OF THE CONTINUOUS VARIABLES :

- TABLE 1;

o

156

Brouping of Tests

‘Degreesfof .

Probabilities .

(% ’

and Variable Freedom, F ratic
S
'Personal
Grade 7/148 1,78 n.s,
Father's Financial Success PR 1.38 n.s,
Speciflc Drug-.,. | N ’ :
~Re1ated°aehaviur E Lo
Gained Freedom | o 2/70 ”{71, 'O;S;:i.-A.*
‘Religious Change - 2/70 .25 n.s,
RProblems Change : 2/70 - .69 LT L
Numbé&r Smoke 7/148 . "14,48 ¥,000001
Activity ‘and o < ; | N ,
Interest Orie ation ‘ _ -
 School Club Activities 7/148 .70 e n.s.
Extracurricular Activities 7/148 .58 — % n.s, -
Grade Average (marks). . ‘7/148 . 1,95 .06 (n S, )
Lo e T b )
Family ¢ TovesA 3
No. Brothers % 7/148 1.28 . . n.s,
No. Sisters . . S 7/148 1.85 .08 (n.s. )
Family Position 7/148 - w9t . n.s. ‘
~‘Family Close ?7/148 %, 5,73 . ¢.00001
Family Activities 7/148 © 2,88 ¢.007 -
tSacial and Peer Relations . &Jg s sy
_Ne. of Close Friends - 7/148 : ‘?ﬁagﬁ”” N8,
Popularity Ouwn Sex’ , 7/148 ' 3.36 ¢,002
Popularity Opposite Sex - 7/148 3.97 ' ¢.0005
 Steady Presently-Time 7/148 1.64 n.s,
Values ”_ A o | S
- Church Attendance 7/148 5,02 <,ooooa
Self—ldeal Self ’ u.51f m' Ul s. -
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(34 . : ' @

Grouping of Tests L . Degrees af fjf”i J$§d 4 S
and. Variable Do ' Freedom é&raﬁio ‘Probabilities -

‘A -

, - ‘
a ) - s "‘ . / . ,’ "
B R - - .

Attitudes Tumards Drugs'

Marijuana Legalized T .. 7/148 : 11.48 - . ,000001.
' Freedom Use Drugs o ?/148 - 10.10 - .0D0Qo1
LSD Expands Mind S~ .. . 7/148 <774 .. ,000003
“Potent Drugs Harmful 7/148 3,33 ,002 ¢
Speed Harmful . ' - 1/148 . 2,09 .04 -
Drug Users Disturbed S ?/148 0 2,37 W02
Drug Users. Typical o - 7/148 ~3.03 . -:,005 oo
TABLE 2 o )
. SUMNARY OF THE CHI SQUARE ANALYSES o R
" ~ OF THE DISCRETE VARIABLES L
Groupxng of Tests C Chi Square Degrees oF :
‘and Variable s . o -Value ~ = -Freedom ° Probablllties 2
"Personal . » -
‘Sex ... ' . 5,13 . T S N.S.
Age ‘ e , 24,82 . 14 ¢, 02
Family Rellgion o 53.32 == 28 . ° - ¢.002. ,
. Father's Status ' - 26,90 28 - n.s, R
'mchér's Status . 36.81 ’ 28 ‘n.s.,
Live Urban-Rural -~ =~ - 351,67 - .35 <7 .03
.Half-Day Student = , 11,25 0 - 7T 0 n.s,
. Specific Drug-
Related Behavior
Non Use Reasaon | | #xa 19.87 18 ‘N.s.
Intend to try Drugs o 2165 9. .01
Intend to Continue - R 13.98 3 . .003 -
" Motives Set 1 E } e 11,39 - 6 .08 (n s.)
o e (BY. . 10060 6" n.s.
F* Mot v mf;). - B.28" 6 . nes. |
A . (b)) | 1,16 6 nes. -
i ‘ -ﬂmar, Expar ) - 16.88 - 15 n.s. R
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- [ PO .‘ ' . ' ) .
TABLE 2 (continued) S e

‘Gfahping dF.FeSis-; -, ¢+ . Chi SgUaré ‘Degrees of o s
and‘Vaniagle L "Value Freedom Probabilitfes-
Drug EFFects ELSD EXper.)h'.l 4,38 - a4 ¢'.. h;s;

_ Drug Effects (More Aware ' : R L TN

" Problems) 14,97 9 - ,09 (n.s.} -
Settlng Drink Alcohol - = .- 26,48 . 14 .. . .02 e
Mother Smoke/Alcohol =~ - 26,07 . 3% . | .. .n,s,
Father Smuke/Alcohol .. 36,45 . 35 © o n.8,°"
W,Actlvity and : o | | -

'Interest Orlentatlon ) _ > '
Palitical Activities . 3218 24 . <.08
Study Time ..+ - 45,00 . - 28 - ¢.02
‘Employed . 53,58 - o28 "¢.002
-Future Dccupatlonal Plans - 83,79 .. 28, ¢.002

. Favorite Activity 1 . - . 92,60 B ‘56’ . <.002

- Favorite Activity e o 92, 69, .. .28 ¢ +000001
Family jkxﬁ _ - : : ) »

. Parent Live With - - ‘s1.,76 28 . . 004

. Closest Parent - = . 44,86 28 - - .02 .

gParent‘PreFer Holxday cee . R S :

Patent PreFer Holiday : _ . s : . c
o With I1 22,94 - %4 - .06 (n.s.)
LSocial‘and Peer Helaiions . R ’ A ‘
‘ o . T - . ) . ’ > . ' . /{ .

‘'Enjoy. Barties‘,, e 44,10 -~ 28 . ¢,03 °
Age Date - v ; . 66,10 35 . - ¢,001
Ever Gone Steady o .-~ .4D0,98 o021 . ¢.005
Steady Presently’ e e 0 24,47 2% . n,s,
Favorite .Activ. (Pea le) 57,51 . .35 <, 01 _
.Leisure Time (Peopleg : - 52,93 . 28 - -  <.003 ..

. B - ; ) o - : - h . ‘c‘v 7 . I
Values _ A ; , , o

" ‘Bod Cnncept : ":f” . .s4.19 . 28  ° <.002

. Personal Religion s - T1,49 35 ", ¢.-0002
LLFe Value ¢ ... .. . 585,89 . 49. n.s,

uvAttitudes | " Ll

\{Treatment Drug o 'ji.~i P
| Offenqers , 28 . - ¢.001
b . oy . e "A:.\‘k . |

T s | “ s & - "
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APPENDIX C

CONTINGENCY- TABLES FOR SIGNIFICANT

% 0 DVER-ALL AND SELECTED -
CHI SQUARE ANALYSES
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TABLE 2

CHI SQUARE ANALYSES OF NMU x HMU
FOR "FAMILY RELIGION"

A

No No

- FOR "F'AIYIILY RELIGION"

t

CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NMU x NNONE N

‘Religion  Catholic = Religion Protestant Religion  Tot.
- Group. NMU 10 2 I s 2 - 25
Lo HmUe 6 -9 : 8 9 26
“Tatali . 78 16 55 16 ° 156
— | _ . >
x“=9,36, §<.002 edx “=10.35, p <.001
. : TABLE'3 . o v
CHI SOUARE ANALYSIS OF NAL x NMU
o FOR "FAMILY RELIGIDN'
~% N : . ‘; K / V
Religlon “Catholic “Protestant Tot.
Gravp NAL 17 7 25
NMU.. . 1D 13 25
Total 75 55 156
~2_ : - B B -
>“=4.,06, p <.04
TABLE &

T_ffémily Réligion , -'céﬁholic Pruéeétant Tot.

:.Groub NMU | | »1'0‘ 13 25

NNONE_ 20 - 9. - 33

. 3 -fo't‘.all t 55 - 156
"2 =;.. p < .05

a .

=3,69, d.f.
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| S .
TABLE 6 . : o ;
OVER-ALL aHI SQUARE ANALYSIS FOR
"SMOKE CIGARETTES®™
. " ' ‘ ‘ N .
 Smoke ..  Yas¥% " No% Tot.
Group NAL 12( 48.0 13(52.0) 25
, © NMA 13( 59.1 ° ' 9(40.9 /22 ,
MU 17( 70.8 7(29.2 24
NNONE 6( 18.2 27.(81.8 33
HAL 7( s53.8 6(46.2 13
°  HNA 4(100.0 o( 0.0 &
Hmu 24( 92,3 2( 7.7 8
HNONE . ‘5( 714 2(28.6) 7
. TOTAL -and S : T | |
TOT. % : - 88( 57.1) . 66(42.9) 154(100)
x2239,95, d.f.=7, p ¢.000001 '
‘ o | TABLE 7 |
'° . CHI SQUARE-ANALYSIS OF NAL x NNONE
- - .7 " FOR “SMOKE CIGARETTES"
'qukie{ ' ‘ . . '\f'es‘ ‘ o No, - ’ ‘ ), * Tmt.-‘ K
Group NAL .12 BEET T P
NNONET 6 21 . a3
Total - - . 88 ©. 86 154
2 : 3 ' .
x =5.16.J do F0=1 . p (»o 02 . , o .
e | _ e | LT
\
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1‘ : TABLE B

N 19
CHI SUUARE ANAUXSIS Jgﬁgmu X NNDNE
- FOR" "SMOKE "CIGARETTES" ! .

Smoke “, Yes ” : No- , i Tott'

Group NMU. 1 R 17
NNONE 6

Total : o " 88 66 . 154

>2.95,73, p <.00007

~TABLE 9 - ”' - s : :.'¢‘t

CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS.OF HAL x-HMU - - 5 °
- EUR "SMOKE CIGARETTES® = |

Smnké

3

Yes - N Tet.

. . ] ; ) ] v . ] ] .Léw_
Group. HAL ‘ . 7 S 6 . s A3
. HMU - R 28 -

leal .’- “ NN " o f_,33:" 1 ' o . . o ”¥

=5,24, d.f.=1, p<.02 L o ' N
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1

R

hN

V ~ TABLE 10
. w . K R )
| OVER-ALL CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS FOR
LENGTH OF USE OF ORUGS®
Length This °  Last 2-3. Over 4
- . of Use 'Year = ‘Year Years Years Tot. o
4“,,_ : = » {
Group. NWA - 6(27.3)  11(S0 4(18,2 1( 4.5 22
" nmu2( 8.0)  8(32.0 14(56.0 1( 4.0 25
HMA o( 0.0 1(25.0 2(50.0' 1(25.0 a
HMU 3(11.5 4{15.4) 28(30.8 11(42.3 26
' TOTAL and o L :
TOT. % 11(14.3) 24(31.2) 28(36.4) 14(18.2) 77(100.
x2=30.39, -d.F.=12, p ¢.002 |
i . .1
TABLE 11
CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NMA x NMU
, FOR "LENGTH OF USE ‘
© OF DRUGS™ ¢
* Length of Use This Year. [  Last Year Tot.
‘GrouptNMA & 6 . 4 22
L NMU 2 | 14 25
Total 11 | 28 77
X-.”2=6'85' d. Fn=1 , ,h’ < .Pog R @ »
A
- N - P '



TABLE 12

CHI SQUARE ANALY§ES OF NMU x: HmU

FOR

emro——

"LENGTH OF USE oF DRUGS"

166

..

‘“Leﬁgth of Use

-

———a.

Last Year

4 years | 2-3 years.

va,yearS'

Tot.

-

Group NMU
S HMU

14

.25
. 26 -

 To£aI

24

77

S RN e 5

~

OQER ALL CHI SQUNRE ANALYSIS FOR
"INTEND CONTINUE DRUG USE" '

TABLE 13

Intend Contin

Drug Usa

ve. ﬁ “

. Grcup NMA’f

‘NMU .

‘16(88.8

- 22(95.7

18

23

P

'u; B HMA , 1(25.0) . 3(75.0) - a4
| - Hmy m51§»§9‘1” . 9lao.s 22
' '”Ioﬁ;£;/{_ (‘71 52(77,99;;. o 15(22.4) 67(100.0) -

ROTR "%-13 95

o

d F —3

pgg.gdj |



. Total . - .82 L

I SR TABLE 14
CHI SQUARE. ANALYSIS OF NNMU x HMU FOR

’A"INTEND CONTINUE DRUG uszwe \ v

N\

167

Intend Continue’ v T K , .
Orug Use : o ) Yes ~ » - No

S

Tot. .

a _ ;& ! 1;{  MEPRE
Group NMU - ey
MMy, e

22 BT
13 -9

23
22

Tetal - .- .. 82 . 15

67

v

x%.g.65, d.F.=1, p¢.003 T &

TABLE 15

= ! . w )
e - CHI SQUARE - ANﬁLYSIS OF- NmA % HMU FOR ~
¥ “INTEND CONTINUE DRUG USE"

Intend Continue | AR o
»Drug USe SR oo Yes oo ) __‘No

Y

”;sroup NA . i e s T2

S

WU A3 9

?-5 ne.\u .21, p ;.02‘1
- l’ ‘-.,‘.-" ?‘ . ;. . --,,‘ : L

L e

.o I e i : R !



,; o - TABLE 15 g oo
OVER-ALL "CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS' OF NON-ORUG snnups A
FOR "INTEND TRY DRUGS" - T

.

Intand ‘ - o ' o Sl Yes~ .
"Try Orugs - Yes - No - Undecjided if Legalizad Tot.

0) 8(34.8
oy 2a(82.8
79 8(66.7
3 2(28.6

Group NAL 3

~ NNONE . O

- " HAL -2
.- HNONE 1

00O Ww

TOTAL and . . e / U
TOT. % - 6( 8.5) 42(59.2) 20(28.2)  3( 4.2) - -71(100.0)
: . : . . ' N . . . . . ) S AN ’

=

Sk

w 221,65, d.£.=9, p <.01

v

. . N Q.e : . ' :: - - I
. R ™. 3 . - .
Lo . L I . . . . . e

TABLE 17

'CHI SGUARE ANALYSES DF NAL x NNONE * © - -
TUFOR "INTEND TAY BRUGS® . .

o

" Yes, /|

Intend. S 4 ,
_Undecided, if Legalized - Tot.

Try Drugs . ~No ° Undecided

g - ke 3 o .237

‘Group NAL 8 . 9 9 | ;
s -~ 0 29

NNONE 24 . 5.

.

4 I

N
Q
A

'y Total - . 42 . 20

x2:6,17, d.fu=1, ¢, 01 - x7=5.26, d.F.=1, p .02

K

P T N i
o Lo . -' - P

. i B p ‘f’ .. - v . N .
.5) ol . . e - - .
R X . B - S ' , . . - - , =
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St . TABLE 18

o CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NNONE x HNONE ~ © .
o ‘®0R "INTEND TRY onuss~ K S

.
L, .

e p————a———————

——

= ——

LY

Intend Try Drugs . - No . Undecided = Tot.
4
2

Group NNONE 28
: . HNONE ‘ .

oL

Jck??5{35;>darx%1) p <‘D2

TABLE.d9

OVER—ALL CHI SQUARE- ANALYSISYFDR
- "PULITICAL ACTIVITY" - -

=======================:============;=========r—==:r%===—:—t=== -

Political = & T e A
Activity,. S Yes .- -~ . ...~ No L Tot.

s cng

Group NAL
. NIMU
" NmA
NNONE
- HAL
CHWR -
HMU - -
HNONE.
_ "//ﬂ/-
TOTAL and - . . - = oo o
LTOT. % . 0 T 21(13.5) - - 13s5( 86.5) ©, - 15p

Ry
MOUINOONO
L ] L ] e. ® L] L] -

p

N =a2usmo
ONO~N=0=~0 |

N =N
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| TABLE 20 . )
CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF° NAL x NmAf
-~ U FER “PQLITICAL ACTIVITY"

w

%

pf@tical Activity . Yes -~ Ne “Tot.

. Grdup NAL
: - NMA.

U'\D‘
N
;.
N
[8)]
&

Total - .ﬁgyd NS T & < R 156.

. o = " L. .
e T . . , . .

o ermeem . &
AT T ERE A - AT

<

: éf‘
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. TABLE 22

CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS UF' NmU X NNUNE )
FDR "STUDY TImE""

—

-$tudy# Ti'me o B 10-15 hrs;/wk{' - None

TR

Tot.

| Group U AT S ‘&:
} CNNONE O S

25
13

Total . . SRR S ff %@av3ﬂn.

x 227,65, d:f.=1,'p';,006'
& | . : TABLE ’23

!
e _cHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NAL X NNDNE
®L ST FOR "STUDY TIME®

et N - . - i

4~Stde Time “#0-15 hrs. /wk. R None

NToty

= Group_'.'-NAL N % S

NNONE PRI 6

YN L

25,
33

. -
! . ., X B .. O .

158

TABLE 26 S 3
CHI, _SQUARE. ANALYSIS OF HAL x 4%# N
’ " FOR "STUDY TIME® g\

= ‘»2;4.,;:_50: d'ﬂ.:h p <. ua W ‘wm‘ ¢

Sf.u_d_); :T_i.me' a, o 7',51.','5.'15‘ h.ré,.rr/wk. o o <.Ndne e

. . .v- T o ‘\ g . T N . - _. - = ’O__“ N . — — " .
L Group HAL T S T . B S  3 v

Boosf, | S
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TABLE 26

CHI SQUARE ANALYSES OF NMAX NNONE
¢ FOR “EmPLOYED” v

ﬁn -

. . . _ art-time  Not ) “*{
Employed’ Seasonally At All] (Regular) At All Tot.,

Group NMA® - 7. - 14 2. & 22
NNONE 2 19 4 oA 33

e

‘Total . 19, .6 . 186

> 221086, d.F.=1, p <.001 -  x224.49, d.f.=1, g
RS : . . ' S ST
TABLE 27

- CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NAL x NNUNE
_ FUR "ENPLUYED" :

'¥EmﬁldyédA' Pari-time'(regqlér) Not at all. = Tot.

Group NAL® T | P 7 . 25
NNDNE | A 19 33

* fata;.\ R . 36 76 156

x 225,71, d.f.=1, p <.02
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TABLE 29 ,
CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF HAL x'HMU ‘
FOR "FUTURE OCCUPATIONAL PLANS"™ . T
'?uture University . . B
Occupational Plaris plus Technical " Undecided Tot.
Group HAL . g o 2 13
7 Hmy 7 | 11 ' 26
. Tetal . , 85 a0 156

x 225,04, d.F.=1,

<.

pV(.DZ'
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TABLE 33

o CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS DF NAL x NNONE.
’ , FOR "FAVORITETACTIVITY I~ ﬂ

Favorite . - Oytdaaor | . " .

Activity 1 : Activities Intellectual . .Tot, -
K . . v : . . . . . . . & ' .
. C, . 1 . -

Group NAL o o 8 : o S IR 25"
‘ NNONE. . | 6 8 . a0

Total ’ ” o‘-.,/: 28 | ' 31 i ﬂ;_f,147

>%3.96, d.r.=1, p e05 . ' Lo
, A ' ] ' |
' , TABLE 34. . . | . . . P
CHT SQUARE ANALYSES OF HAL x HMNU )
. FOR" "FAVORITE ACTIVITY I ~ _/

!

. . " ' . ey : / ’
. .. Competitive o s : . B cho
Favorite ° Sports plus Hedonistic || Hedonistigq Comgetitive J PR
~Activity I Outdoor Act. Activities Activitiag\\\\/gports; Tot.
LY N s - \ i

6 -/ 1. ‘ B

Group HAL . - g = - . 0 ;)
HMU - . g 6

oo

. 5/ ‘/’

e

=9.95,. d/F, =1, A¢i002

Total ' . "sg a5

223,78, d.fie1, peios x?
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CHI SQUARE.ANALYSIS OF NMA\x Nmu‘.
i .- FOR. "FAVURITE ACTIVITY 11~

”\;;;;__,: B TABLE 36

e s

'1812'

TRE S

JFévdEi¢e L -
Adtivi@y {;-J'

14

“Dénﬁes-ﬁa;tiés " Rock Festivals'’

‘prt;

Group NmA S

A

Vv #

S NMU S, T 9

o \‘

i‘wl’.

22
25

Fotal - . . mT o

v x2:10.16, d.F.=1, p ¢.001

S

. F
- e

,-TABLE 37' - e .

el SQUAR{ ANALYSIS OF NAL X NMU
L lLFOR. "FAVORITE ACTIVITY IT"

Favorite 1‘/’ f“7 SURR Lo 8

]Activity 11

s hDaﬁéEs-Pértias ,Retk,FgStivaIQ'

| TOt. ‘

Group'NALW"'-.. B . 5

2 . : . N * ‘ ) 0 . '»a 0

4 [

25

.25

o

Total

o sr o 33

183

%2=19.48, d.f.=1, p <.00001
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‘! A ‘. Y ' 'y IABLE ao ‘. .' ;l .

,fﬁff;““'g SRR eHl SOUARE ANALYSES oF HAL X Hmu *;. | 'm}‘ i':" '
o : )A - FUH~"FAUDRITE ACTIVITY 11~'~‘\ T

. ravorite . - 7 ... Dances- |
;?Aét}Vitng;(i“ Read.  ‘Parties-.

( ‘Dances-“f “Roek L RS
Partles Festiuaﬁs “Tot.

 “ Broup HAL T R SO T
. ’,‘)-“:.““ :.-v ’Hmu R “ 1 l Co E ";"6‘ 3

, *Tctai'*' SRR 3 P - S

DI - «

>

, 2—4 m d.fF.=1, pf"':;'.o'tr’ R -—3 97 LR f'.-n p '€, 05
uwﬂ, R o -Lﬂ _ . 5

e o g R LI -~ ‘ 2 S .y . - o L. - . R P
PRAE . E . . o T . . oo )

. . . : - LI : .

e S . L TABLE 41 .f S

P A DVER-ALL“CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS FOR- -Lf\f IR R
LT - TTMENJOY PARTIES™ . Sl e e

» o

P

=

=}

.
< |}
*
=
n

n

0

R

3

leﬁbby §ar£1es o

-'Group NAL .

: NMA
CONMU v
© NNONE . - .
o HAL T

. "HmA -

L TURRG

0 HNONE

S RN
OO 0OLDWO .
RN N

agooQ-2000
MUNGOSE_NW
o
(2]
N

‘N . .I ; .
~OofPOOWOWS |-

.“ o : RN . . KRS R . L L »

CremALland ot et
S TDT.:% S _h¢ _tge;1e;1)' .. 32(20:6) 95(51 2) 155f1oo o)

IR . ' o 'n/ " T B ‘ s s et . o
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R | ; y TABLE 42 S L L,

2. . . . ! .
“t

_ cHL SQUARE ANALvsxs OF 'NMA x Nmy
e I I wron ”ENJOY PARTIES"’ f‘b~

o ' q.n.l\.

» SRR
'« Enjoy Partiwes

\

- Group ‘NNA

- B

- Total Dok 28, . ¢ .. - .95

155

2

=51.96, dif.=1, p‘( 02 »

) TABLE 43
-f CHI SQUARt ANALYSIS OF Nmu X NNDNE
R 'FOR "ENJOY pha7155~

:;*'EhjdyuPétties‘ e More - - :_;Same}.

Group NmU _.fi"‘~'_f59if1u LT s
U NNONE' - S

_th;17’sag“;5 :f_'4.3':‘ Qa‘,»-'f_« - g8

:22530;35;.d.r-1 p :.000 i

/,.,MAA—x

;-';'—ff:"’ﬂ-/'_-’ TABLE 44-

et T -, FOR "ENJDY PARTIES® .

o777 CHI SQUARE ANALYSES OF WAL x HMU .

mare p,us
Same

"fEnjay Paniiés;3mdrg gLess*'fLéss"sahg,

B ﬁgssu’

Tot.

: 5.

Group WAL B 6
: HmU L e‘,ﬁfm‘;<,q;

13

+ Total 75“*’nw'rzei?”->

)

M155,§' s

S x427,33, dif.=1)
. .pr€.007

-5 53.
: p 4.02

d. k =1,

o r
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e . TABLE 46

/}86
CHI SOUARE ANALYSIS OF NMA x NMy -° :
FOR "AGE DATE"

'AQE Date Never and over 15 Under 12 §

Foup NMA S ‘ 9 o .S 22,
. NMU - "5 R ' _

fotal el 10 - 15

x2=3.71, d.f.=1, p <.05" . -

- TABLE 47

| CHI SOUARE ANALYSIS OF NAL x NMU- ~
o  FOR "AGE DATE" . . - _ |
. 5 . " ‘Q . '. ) . . . .- to b ‘ . . f
_ AQE'Date o TSSNemer o i S. 12-13 Tot.

':'Group NAL . L a B S 25
L : N B / 12 25

total - . 28 3. - 1ss

x226.68, d.f.=1, px.01  /

TABLE Aa*

CHI SDUARE ANALYSES OF NMU x NNDNE
. FDR ”AGE DATE”

I

__— o a . Under
Age Datg‘ .~ . .Never = 12

- - || 'never - Uhdéfb.' T
Never 12-13 {liplus 15 12 Teot.

‘Group NMU .9.}‘"‘0 _"' 3 o 12 5 0 3 2 °
©NNONE . 80

g . & || 16 0o - 33

go;g1_ : ‘i~f,;;25 1. 25 36“' 61 .10 185

x227.41, d.F.=1, p <.006 *2=12.58, d.f.=1, x?=5.26, d.f.=1,
ST v p <. 0004 pP<. 02
B e B - : . c*// ST

PR
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. | TABLE 49 ..
tHI SQUARE ANALYSES OF WAL x HMU o
- FOR "AGE DATE™ ot
Age Date. - Never under 12 Never plus 15 Under/12 Tot.
o . . L % ’ " '
| <rGrOUp HAL 4 1 6 . o 13
‘ . h 3 7 7 6 26
w9 - 61 10 155
-9.08, d.f.=1, p <.002 . x227,94, d.f.=%, p'<.005
v hd ' . . - . - R
’ " TABLE SO .
;rovsn -ALL CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS FOR
: A "GONE STEADY" -
N o Yes, - Yes, . Yes, three or
Gone Steady- once twice .more times No . Tot.
Group NAL 5(20.0) - 4(16.0). 4(16.0) 12(48.0 25
NMA C4(18.2 4(18.2) " 7(31.8 7(31.8) 22 ¢
Nmy " 4(16.0 6(24.0) 10(40.0 s(20.0) - 25 .
NNONE - - 8(24.2 2( 6.1 3{ 9;1) 20(60.6 ‘33
. HAL 4(30.8 2¢15.4) 1( 7.7) - 6(46.2) . 13 S
N © HMA 1(2s8.0) .. ..0(. 0.0 3(75.0 -0( 0.0) - & —~
HMU - “2( 8.3 4(16.7). 13(56.2) S 20.8) 24 o
HNONE . 0( 0.0)  1(12.5 1{12.5) - 6(75.0) - -8~
TOTAL and L. o o o
S TOT.-% 23(1812)uh;2:(1a.9)~,a2(27,3)g 61(39.6) 154(100.0).
. 192 i Taidte) | | S SRR
- S N
x “=40,98, d.f.=21, p £.005
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\4\%\/’ TABLE 51
‘ CH1 SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NAL x N
FOR "GONE STEADY"
= - ——
.Gone Steady Yes, three o;&more times - No Tot.
Group NAL * o s 12 ‘25
CNMmU Y . 1w . 5 25 .
Total 82 o 61 154
.2 i ) 'j) B
« x“=5,08, d.f.=1, p <,02"°
" TABLE 52
CHI SQUARE ANALYSES OF Nmuwx NNONE
©  FOR "GONE STEADY"™ =
Yes, three : ' , :
Gone Steady times or more No Yes, twice ~No Tot.
’ . B} l . " \_\
‘ Group NMU. 10 . s | 6 5 25
NNONE 3 . 20 . 2. 20 33
Total a2, © 61 || 23 = e 154
x_?:n.o.'m'; d.f.=1, p 'c..um x2=7,65, p é.0064

TABLE 53

CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS UF HAL X HMU
- ‘FOR "GONE STEADY" -

d.f.=1,

'Gone Stéad&i"' Yeé;,thféé tiﬁé§;br“ﬁo;é‘i' » N?' Tpt.
:'GrouprgAL o 1 -~5 13 -
Lo Hmu 13 5 v'zan
: Total | a2 o E 6 }54.
2, . L

Pl ) W b ’

=1, p <.006
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TABLE 5%

CH1 SOUARE ANALYSES OF NAL x Nmu . . |
FOR "FAVORITE ACTIVITY-PEOPLE® .

’ G

,"Févonite . ~ Close de X .
Actiyity—Pgople' Friends Other .|| Friends " Other Tot.

-]

Group NAL - 6 . 1 B & 1 25
- NMU 2 5 7 5 28

.o . : ‘ - ’
. Total . : .18 : 16 . 65 16 ‘ - 152

-

 x5u2=5;gbf d.f.=1, p<.02 -~ - x224,71, d.F.=1, p .03

©

. p
. TABLE 66,

CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NMU x NNONE
FOR =FAVORITE ACTIVITY-PEOPLE"

!

Favorite R o R ‘ ' -0

Activity-People = = Two fFriends ~ Other - . Tot.

'Group'dex, ‘"/// e "'7.' . s . ‘24
~ . © . NNONE 7 o 19 1] . . 32

Y o~ e Co : ,
toter— e o® o

 'x2.g,36, d.f.=1,7p <008 "

EEY
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. TABLE 58 - e
' 4 ©
CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NPA x Nmy° o - )
FOR =PEOPLE- Lsxsum:- S
“ * 0 e ‘c . - . g [ k] ’ 5 o v oy 0;
- ; 0
o’ B M . o . . o .
Psople A - b co O

Leisure - .- . Data J o serr e

v ¢ N~ N <
. , T )
Group N ° ?° . © L2 ° .22
NI 2.0 Lo, ‘o 26
J - o (&4 . o
. . . U . ¥ [} ‘
Total - ' 7 om0 156

. _ E}
- : & R [T
T " D o, |
<L,

9 .
x2.8.11, d.f.=1, p<.BBa - . °

. e
-b _ . o e ' -:, o ; PN * . < 7 - ¢
: ‘ . o [+ . [ .o o
¢ oo i .2 : o o -
N N &'_ 0 . _.. . 3 .' A
~a . ngu: 59 S ‘ e T e
oo CAd SRUARE. ANALY‘SXS oF NIU x . NNONE Car ©
. o Fon "PEOPLE-LETSURE® ** .
o, o o %oay°“ o - -°c'° 0 o’ -
c - qo—
° hd v v o - V‘l:‘\'

People oo . o .o © N e T . - .
Leisure . o, Family . © c  Self -

.. Lo 4
" " . [ : 0 =
l . LA o ¢ 9 QO o s v v o
. ’ H - < - .
-Group NMU .0 1 e 1 o Y 25
NNONE = S0, 9 I 4 ° i 33
03 - I o © < B " -~ 0 E ) S
, ) e o i . .5 '
‘[ptal 4 : 21 ? o 31 . ° 156
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T y TABLE 61 '-/

CH1 SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NMU x HMU -
. ~ FOR "PARENT LIVE ATTH"

L?vg-with,,;‘ "gﬂ"Both  /o - Other - . - - =« Tot.

P oamu~— 2 6 TR 26

total . d200 S s

x‘2=a{57,.d.r§=3g‘p‘<‘03‘%=-
. ‘. | .‘//"j/ - 5 AV“ v: ) v ) . < s
_ /7".-“ ' TABLE 62 . - , - g
: C”HI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF HAL x HMU -
e . _FOR "PARENT LIVE NITH"»

<)

Parent V/ o IR SR - DT R
Live With ~ .~ Both .  Mother .~ Tot.

‘Group HAL 7 R 0 e S 12

» 225,22, d.f.=1, p .02
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y TABLE 64

. GHI SOUARE ANALYSIS BF NMA x NMU
FDR "CLUSEST PARENT”

———————

R a
Closest. S . 1. Father plus’
,Parent _’~*‘?-. Ll

- mpther . . None . -

186

" Group NMA

NMu L Az

(. ) . - Toe

Total .. 86

o

224,34, d.fF.=1, p .04

-

TABLE 65

-

CHI SUUARE ANALYSIS DF NmU % NNDNE
‘ - FOR "CLUSEST PARENT"
A o

; Cldseéﬁf' N R
.Parent = . Both

b My T s
. WNGNE o2 - -

Total . - _;--ff . 34

* 2':3_.0?, d.fﬁ:i‘, p <.008
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TAauE 67."

CHI SUUARE ANALYSIS DF NMA X NmU
FOR - "GDD CDNCEPT“_ _ *

o

198

iGod

Concept 'j

, Supreme-,' SRR EN f L
Indxv. Concern - _Agnostic - .
Cf s R LT

':;'Tot; .

Group NMA

N

mu.

- 22 ﬂ];
25

4:Tq£alf

"'Sﬁ.i ” j-' <.-7'ii<f26 C J ;£.‘>:

A58

God
Concept

‘:'Sdpfeméé»a~~ﬁ, D Supreme- Agnustic

TABLE 68 e

CHI SQUARE ANALYSES oF NAL X NmU

@ FUR ”GOD CONCEPT” E

cIndiv. T Indxv.-h_ -plus -

Concern 'Agnqstic_.Cuncgrn ~ on Tradit, L‘Tﬂﬁi*'ﬂ

uthuprAL"
<N NmY

18 2 ‘18 1._'5”.} 24

-9 fto . 16 . 25

vTogéia-

86 26 ) ) 86 a 556 : ) B 1055 :

Sy L

229,83, d.f.=1, g cooz o »Ps.ee, dif.st, p <002

e

?

Y
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| © TABLE 70
'DVER ALL'CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS FOR

"PERSONAL BELIGIDN" R

200

_Personal R Protest- . " Don't
- Beligion . Catholic . ant " None ' Know

Grdup.NAL
L NMA

70.8)
59.1
36,0
60.6
23.1
'25.0
19,2
25,0

25.0)
22.7
40.
30,37
30.8).
25.0
34.6
62.5

Y
NS WO 0L
Iy

-
Ko

NMuU-.
~ NNONE

HMA
. HMU ..
' 'HNDNE-

P
oNDOoOOoo

O=20r0L L0

OLMOBOOONO

e 6 &8 8 ® e 8 @
D ARNNDO NS

mwosroonN .|

o N
wu-=sro0ono
NWOWMO®

RRFNERT I

. ppoouooo |

ooHbowooo
- . L] L L] L] L] L]
onoco-s,o000

.TOTAL and A R ;sz:f‘ . ' R
TOT. % 70(45.2) '50(32.3) 22(14.2) 10( 6.5) .

3(8.1) 155(10¢

‘% 227149, d,f.=35, p ¢.0003

,\\— . .‘ ‘ ‘ o ' ©

|  TABLE 71
CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NNU x HMU i -
""" "FOR =PERSONAL RELIGION™ .

v‘ Péf§una1'j' R - R e | 1 .
 Religion e e Protestant - . - None -

"Tat._i

Groub‘NmU: - e 10 . &
. HMU B e

25
26

Totel . oo se 0 T 22

155

«225.13, p 02 . T
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- Group NAL 12 3
x NI -

TABLE 73 ‘
CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NAL x NNA
""FOR "TREATMENT DRUG OFFFENDERS™

202

Treatment Drug Offenders

~ vary Penalties Legalize ' Tot. .

Group NAL | B o 12
- NMA | o S

@

24

- 22

Total = o . : ‘ -,50 ' o ,‘ 30

149

" x2:6,57, d.f.=1, p ¢.01
-
TABLE 764

CHI SQUARE ANALYSES OF NAL fomU; -
FOR ”TREATMENT DRUG OFFENDERS”

Treatment ' vary - _.».','ﬁlhcrease T
Drug Offenders Penalties ' Legalize

I

Penalties Legalize  Tot,

2 .- 10 S 10

s—n

2 .3

24

22

e

[t

Total . 50 s 30

-

14 30

3

149

2

' y2211.78, d.f.=1, p ¢.0006 & x?=4.68, d.f.=1,

TABLE 75 -

o‘/

CHI  SQUARE ANALYSES OF NMU x NNONE

S . . FOR ™TREATMENT DRUG OFFENDERS™

a

Drug Of femders Penalties Legélizéﬂ Penalties

Treatment Varyn‘ Incrqaéé]

. .

Cp;ﬁ.DS-

Lon

Legéliza-, Tot.

Group-NMUT .. 2 . 1O

o

< "NNONE 7. 14 o 1 8 - 7 . fo

rd

- 22  ,

L

- 32

4

Total . 80 30 § 14 . 30

-~

149

N

O\'r. sz

o ‘ x3=1?.76. d ‘f0=1l p ('00003 .

% ! o R LEL

©

{
@ |

=éu;2o;[q;f.=u,;5<,uoddo7f

g
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| TABLE 76 _
EHI SQUARE ANALYSES OF NAL x NNONE
- FOR "TREATMENT DRUG OFFENDERS" .
Treatment ~ Increase ~ Vary . ||Increase j v
. Prug Offenders Penalties Penalties. Penalties Legalize . 2

Tot.

‘Group NAL -
NNONE

| 2 /12‘

8 - 14 .

S ,
24
32

ou

Total

14

80

149

' x2=3,87, d.f.=1,

L.

.

. CHI' SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NMU x HmU

p ¢.05

TABLE 77

FOR "TREATNMENT DRUG OFFENDERS™ [

Treatment = '
Drug Offenders.

iVary'PénaItieé

Group NNMU.

HMU

N

10"
.5

" Total ‘ 50 ] T 149
2 e e gt 5
x226,29, d.f.=1, p ¢.01 - |
R o S '3, o T
. “.\‘-‘_ ’l
. - € . .



