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CHAPTER I
 INTPODUCTION

Tha Problem ' | 7 o

The taking of drugsris a culfurally détermined behavicur. Forms of
behaviour do not take place in a vacuum, They are carried dut'in physical and -
social contexts which pléy'an impértant role in their likeiihood‘of occurrenée;_‘

'and the specific forms that they take. This is as true of drug—uéing behaviour
.as it is of any type of human beh3§iour. It is a social activit} arisiﬁg out
of gréup and individual needs and determined by the gro“piprocesses aﬁd the
present environment. Both the prevalence and iﬁcidenée of drug use dependé'
larcely upon its availability, the cﬁltural'context and sociai norms._'

The task of the student of sociology is to attempt au ﬁnderstandiﬁg of
this behaviour, and i;s underlying'social determinants: those facilitéting aﬁd/
or inhihiéing social processes and factbrs that promote'or preven# the‘occuf~ :
rence of this form of behaviour. The student hés\ﬁo raise ge:tain crucial
mestions: questions about the operation of societal'éﬁd subsoéietal noras and
values, sanctionsband réwands; questions about the:environmental and demoéraﬁhic'
contexts of drug-taking behaviour. This is cfuciél for any meaniﬁful identi-
fication of the'saéial céntexts and characteristics that determine this behaVier.
Indeed, Blum (1968) has observed: "It is possi#le.to grﬁué;soma'indiViguals
t§gethef because of a commonality of history and environrent and to fredicf
whather or not they wili prcbablj usa drugs as well as wvhich class.of‘drugs‘ﬁhey
vill most likely use." -

Tt will bé thevpnrpoée of this study to explare the identificatign of

1

£



Cgtwdeat users and nonusers of drugs within a suburban, middle-class, all boys
pnr%rlwﬁ hizh scheool,

Elaboratinn of the Problem

Tha careful observations of Becker (1963), Blumer (1967) Boughey (1967);
and Gooada. (1970) Eave suggested that the use of psychoa@tive drugs ig a
behaviour which is shcially motivated, socially reinforced, and sociaily‘
controllad. This is particularly true of marijuana aﬁd_some opiates, UNot
‘only is the drug obtained from others, but these others have the responsibility
and power forbteaching the nzophyte how to smokébit, how to enioy iﬁ; and how_

the drug is to be used and enjoyed in the future. |

‘Becker (1963), for example, maintains that many young people have their:
Jnitial drug’ ;xp ence wirh marijuana provided by older companions. The
neophyte who likes the experience and wishes to move towards regularfuse'must :
have a more stable source of qupply than can be provided by chance enrounterv‘
with other users., He is likely to have a selective and dlfferential associé—
-tién with people: spending-more time with persons who use marijuana, and avoid-
ing those who strongly disa?prove. The process df'becoming a drug user is‘ a
learning process by which the neophyte eveﬁtually becomes inéégrated.intb ﬁhe
drug subculture. Becker ;bserves (1953:44) that "a.pe;s§n wi1l'fégl free to -
use m%rijuana to the degree that he~cbmés‘to regard'éonventionél éonceptions'
of it as ﬁhe uninfbrmed vie&s of outsiders and/reﬁlaces those conceptions with
the 'inside' view he-has‘acquired through his eXperienée ﬁith the drug in‘ﬁhe
cemﬁany of others." |

‘ In his attempt to i&entify the types of gréupé,uithin wﬁich marijuana

is smoked, Goode (1979) recognizes the iﬁportanée of intimacy. Thevmind—

altering substance is smoked not just in any group at all, but in "intimate"

groups in which the other participating mashars are "overvhelminely siznifi<
L IS el O"'
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cant others.”" This is particularly crucial for the experience of turning cn

(1970):

Not only is the initiate turned on by exverienced marijuana
users Tich in the collective wisdom of their group, but these
proselytizers are also intimates . . . Friends were involved in

evary stage of the process--supplying information about marijuana,
or supplying the opportunity, or the drug. But eqitally as
important is that a friend or group of friends supplied a kind of
legitimation. They were an ‘example,®

Blumer and his associates (1967), on the other hand, have speéculated on the
process of recruiting, observing that aeccess to illegal &fués:Within any

commnity is not open but involves a highly selerrive social nfbcess."

It is not possible to ‘buy drugs’ in’ the“same way ‘ona would"
buy shoes; one cannot just go to an open available source and
make a purchase. It is necessary to know people who have drugs, T
and one must be able to establish connections with them in order =
to obtain drugs for use. This indispensshle step brings into
play a highly important selective process which serves to auto~ L
matically exclude a large bulk of the yoanosterq from use._lﬁ_ e

In otdor to explain this differential diQtribution of illeoal drug use
‘Blumerand his associates ‘then focus on the inportancé of recruitment prccess
and the way in which it oﬁeratps (1967:80) ¢

In order to underqtand how ycungsters are’ led to use of
drugs, one must first recognize how the juveniles thnwselves
limit the ‘types ‘of‘people they will introducé to drugs . L.
To turn soneone on is an ‘expression of friendship, trust, and
‘ageeptance. Most. youngsters are introduced to illegal drugs in
the normal course of 11ving by a close friend or rc]ﬁtive. After
they laarn to use dtuas £or pleasure, bning turned’ o 'and turn-
- ing others on bacomes an established social practice, similar to
: the convention’ of ‘buying a friend a drink or offering 4 drink to’
a guest when he comes to your home. For the most part a youwvste:
S must preaent an image of being 'good peopls! before he is able to
-~ establish- Yconnections' ‘with the traffic in 1llegal drugs, and
- “before he will be turned on. e must establish himself iﬂ the
- eyes of his peers; and he must have a renwta*:on of being rruét
'worthv and of being Somedne who can always "mafntain his cool’ "
G .' In social circles of 'cool people’ a certaiu trust must
- be established bpfore an initiate will be’ ingxeduced to drugs of
any kind.  One must "prove himself' befor:s he will be turned on. - '
A variety of situations arisc in the datly round of adﬂles:ent, B
life where an initiate is "tested' to detarnine if he ig ! goad
people'. Youngsters-form concrete images of poopla who can ba'
trusted and of pecple vho are dangerous. . . o L0 v
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The implication is that the experience with drugs almoQt always occura
in social contexts, and that such GXperiepces with psychotropic substances
5re pnot equally distributed‘among all people within any community. They
involve Qiighly selective processes of interpersonal.attraction.

What becomes an Interesting research question, therefore, is the
social characteristics of pérsons who become recruited ingo drug—~using circles,
as conmpared to those who do not, and why the différeuces may arise, Hence,'
what needs empirical investigations are the social qualities or chavacteristics
which constitute 1iﬁaly candidates for use of psychotropic substances within
a given community. What kinds of interests and activities might users share
in common and how do they differ from those of non-users?

The present study addresses itself specifically to these problems.
Focusing on an entire high school community and a wide range of drugs, the
purpose of the present study is to examine the relationship betwear the
degree of experience students have had with drugs and the nature of their
interests, activities and characteristics.

Terminology

Since certain terms are crucial to the discussion of drugs, there
arises the necessity of clarify“their meaning.

The World Health Organization Expert'Commitﬁee on‘Depéndence-Pro&ucing
Drugs (1969) defined drugs as: "any substance‘(other than food and water)
that, when taken into the living organism, mav modify oné or mee of its
funce tioﬁs M .

Addiction and habituation defy easy definition. To circumvent the

definitional difficulties, the World Health Committee on Addiction~Producing



1931

T,

Drugs (1969) as "n state, 7 psychic and sometimes also physical, resulting from

the interaction hetwesn a living orgenism and a druz, and chwracterized by
hehavioural and other responses that alvays include a comnulsion to take the
drug on a continuous or periodic basis in order to experience its psychic
effects, and sometimes te avoil the discoafort of its absence.”

Physical dependence has been described as "an adaptive state that
manifests itself by intense physical disturbances when the admidistratidn of
the drug is suspended .. . . These disturbanées, i.2., the withdrawal or
abstinence syndromes, are made up of specific arrays of symptoms and sizns of

. . )
pasychic and physical nature that are characteristic for each drug typ Ha'!!
(Eddy, et al., 1965).

Psychic dependence: this has been describad as a "condition in which a
drug produces a feeling of satisfaction and a psychic drive that require
periodic or continuous administration of the drug to produce pleasure or to

avoid discomfort" (Eddy, et al., 1965)

Tolerance is "an adaptive state characterized hy diminished response to

”r

the same quantity of a drug’ (Eddy, et al., 1965). It is "a dac ning effac

on repeated administration of the same dose of a drug, or, conversely, a nee

- R

to increase the dose of a drug oh repeated administration in order to achieve
the orizinal depree of effect" "(Ishell, 1955). Most of the drugs selected
for this study produce tolerance and psychologic dependence and soma,
especially the central nervous system depressant drugs, produce physical
dopendence as weli. The salected drug

alcohol, hallucincgens (LS
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nes, cocaine,

barbiturates, mathaqualonz, opiates, hercin and tranquilizers,



Review nf Re 1 vant Literature

Epideninlogy of High Schouol Student Drug Use

Thouzh the scope of this study is limited to one high school community,
it is smperative to locate it within a broader, more global_problem hase. The
task of the epiﬂemiologicai section that follows is to critically and salect-
jvely review a mass of sociél ical studies of high school student drug-using
: pehaviour. It will be the intention of tbié section to show Bow the preva-
lence and inzidence of drug use is distributed among the high school popula-

omparison, a-brief raferonce

[2]

tion throughout this country. For purposes of
will bs made to the high school drug situation iIn Canada and Sweden.

Despite many efforts at accumulating systematic knowledge about

‘§ -illegal drug use by the younger generation, most éﬁudents of the subject

. agreas that current knowledge is still very limited. Limitations appsar to be
more vronouncad with respect to high school than college age youth (Blum,
1969b). Our immediate task is to attempt to define the epidemiologic parameters
of general high school student drug use in the United States

Thz most recent attempt to synthesize scientific findings on drug use
was published by the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangercus Drugs in September,

1970. At that time twelve surveys of drug use have been conducted zmong high
school students in the Horth Central Region, thres in the North East, eight

in the West, and one in the South. Since that report several wvaluable studies
have been reported.

North Central Region: A study by Bogg and his associates (1968) of
seniocrs in eleven high schools 'which reflect the demographic, economic, and
racial diversity" of Michigan, showad that marijnana, LSD, amphetamines and

%‘ glus wore the substancas of prefarence of stuldents, se of mavijusna was
greatest, wirth one-rhird of all ztudents in 2 privare school rapcrting usin

54
<o

3
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- se . L N ft+hin \ e
it. Halls nainngens vse was also heavy within the same school (1%.6 pev cent).

Heaviest use of amphafamines was raportad by a suburban aschocl (3.3 par cenr),
hile 7.0 par rent of a rural conmunity students indicated that thov bad

sniffad glue.

In tha Neorth Central Region, Udell and Smith (1969) explored the atti-
rudes, usage and availability of drugs among Madison high school students.
The study, involving a stratified, random sample of sophomore, juninr, and
senior students from five high schools in Madison, showad that 22,6 per cent
of all students have smoked marijuana, and an almost equal percentage (19.7
per cent) used hallucinogans.,

A similar pattern of drug use obhtains among students in the North East

rezion, Merijuana has been used by 21 per cent of the students in Massa~

chusetts (Boston Globe, 1970). TFlliot (1947) has shown that 16.7 per cent

of senior high school students attending a Mamaroneck high school had used
marijuana, 3.4 per cent had tried barbiturates, and 6.1 per cernt had sniffed
glue,

Studies in tha South do not show a wuzh differant pattern. An explora-
tion of drug use patterns by the Committee on Drug Abuse (1969) in Aontgomeryi
high schools revealed that 26 per cent of the boys and 20 per cent of the

irls in the upper senior class reported that they had used marijuana. As in
cther studies, use of aiéchol far exceeded ﬁse of dangerous.dfugs. Usa of
amphatamines was reported by 8.0 per cent of the students.

A supplementary study.by>Prest0n and Fry (1971) focused specifically

on marijuana use by students in £iva Houston high schools of different eocﬁov
eﬂoqoﬁic status. Of all users of marijuana, 66 per cent were Anglo, 21.0 per

cont Black, and 12,0 per cent Maxican-American., The probabhility of using

marijuana was almost one in four. The overvhelming majority (88.0 per cent)
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ates (1969) conlucted a survey of drug use in
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unior 2nd senior high schools in the Dallas Independence Schoal

District.l Tha survey revealed that 28.0 per cent of students reported
experimentation with an illicit drug, 8.0 per cent reported use mara than
ten times, and 4.0 per cent reported frequent current use., Of the Gllffugs,
tobacco, alcohol, glue, marijuana, solvent inhalants, and non~presc€ftion
gtimulants were most commonly reported. FEoys reported more use than girls,

upper-class students more than lower, and peers were most often the source.

This pattern of drug use distribution is consistent with the students of all

2
:
i
]

:

public schools in ?of%land, Oregon, and Multnomah County (Johnson, et al.,

{ 1969).
In the Midwest, Crowther and Baumer (1971) made a study of the use of
| psychoactive substances among high school students in Greater Egypt area,

Illinois. Thirteen per cent of all students reported use of marijuana, 6.0
per cent had tried stimulants, and an equal percentage experimented with

depressant drugs. Use of special substances and hallucinogenic druzs had

been reported by A.Orper cent, MNarcotics were least used; only 2.0 per ceng
of students repqrted using any narcotic drug. |

In a large-~scale survey of high school students from three communities
in the Mid-West Hager, Venar, and Stewart (1971) found that altheough druge use
begins early (at the age of 13), overali reported usage rates were relatively
low., Marijuana was the most extensively consumed drug (12 per cent of students

reported us

(0

of it). Hallucinogens were used by 7.0 per cent of students.
Boys reported more experience with all tynes of drugs, and greater use was
reported by respandents in higher socioceconomic schools. The greates per-

czntaze of increase din the us2 of soft drugs cceurrad between sixteen and
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eightesen yzars of age. This increase is a trend which narallels the find

of other who report a vise in other forms of deviance amony youth in

ingzs
this age bracket (Cohen, 1969; Conger, Miller, and Walsmith, 195%). Tndeed
acenmulated research from investigations into adolescent deviant behaviour -
has shown that deviant acts increase with grade in school. For instance,
drug uso has been found to increase with age through the high school years,
becoming stabilized within 20.0 to 35.0 per cent of students by the time

they reach college age (Berg, 1970; Johnson, et al., 1971; Larimer, et al.,

1970). Such data invite the speculation that "for some students the drug

e

L.

s socialized and, to some degree, stabilized during the high school

ts

usa
period” (Mauss, 1967).

Hesﬁ: A series of comprehensive, well documented studies of drug use
by all San Mateo County, Califnrnia, high school students has been done

covering the period 1967-1972, The 1988 and 1959 surveys, using the question-

naire and procedures developed in the pilot study of 1967, haz the express

—

purpose "to make én assessment of the level of use of mind-altering drugs
among San Mateo County high schnol students" (San Mateo County Marcotic
Advisnty Committec, 1968, 1969). Daté for each of the two years indicated
that the rate of the use of marijuana amoﬁg boys was greateyr for each succaed-
ing class. Similarly, thé increased rate per class is noted for
that usage among girls tends to level off between the juni&r énd senjor year.
Howsver, the rate of marijuana use for boys is greater (42.2 per»cent) than
oirls (35.7 per cant); A comnarizon of rates for 1968 and 1969 indicates

that the 1969 rates for both boys and girls have increased. The same is true

of all cther drugs. The 1972 prelininary report shows this trend to be con-
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his associates (1949%) it was found that 31.0 per cent of male students in a

In a San Trancisco Bay Area upper—middlg-class high school only 16;0
per cent of the students felt that they were under pressure to use dr Tugs.
Investigators found that "theré was no feeling of the innocent being seduced
or of the naive being m misled" in drug using situvations (Blum, 1949h).

A series of studies éover ng all publiz high schools in Utah (2 969)
shows that drugs were not extensively used by studenté. Marijuana was
reportedly used by 12.2 per cent of students, amphetamines by 10.0 per cent,
and LSD by 6.4 per cent. By contrast'high school dropouts within the same
state were much more involved with drugs, with 32.7 per cent reporting use of
LSD, 49.7 per cent using marijuana, and 28,5 per cent using amphetamnines
(Utah Governor's Citizen Advisory Ccocmmittee on Drugs, 1969); Use of bar-
biturates was reported by 31.2 per cent of the dropouts, and opiates by 21.8
per cent, whereas none of the ongéing students reported use of any barbitﬁ»
rates. |

Few statistics on non-medical use qf drugs are avéilable. Blumer and
his associates (1967), egstimate that in Oakland, California, 60 ?er cent of
the bhlack and 50 per ceat of Mexican-Anmeriecan voungsters have used illicit
drugs.

A nationwidz survey of the Gallup Poll (1969) shous that age and
education are key factors in the use of rarijuana, Twelve.per cent of all
people within the 24-29 aze group are users of marijuana, by far thé greatest
gsingle category of users., With regard to education, 9.0 per cent and 1.0 per

nt were of high school and grade school backgrounds respectively,
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The high schanl druy scens do2s not seem to 4iffer from that of other

.countrias

Tn their epideminlogical study of studant dyrug use in Halifaxm,

d Montrezl, Smart and his associates (1972) ohsarvved vory low use

Toronto an

of opiates.‘ They noted a signifirant use of all other drugs, particularly
Tobacco, alcchel, and marijuana in the seventh and eighth grades and a pro-
gressive inerease of all types of abuse threugh second year collége.

A natiomvide study in 1967 of selected grouns oF punils in elementary
and higher schools in Sweden showed the highest incidence of drug raking to
exist in the highest grade (Goldberg, 1972). Cannzbis was used by 68 par cent,
stimulant drugs hyr 17 per cent, oplates by 5.0 per cent, and other drugs,
mainly hypnotics and LSD by 10.0 per cent. There was a clear difference in
drugs of choice anong those taking drugs only occasionally, one to ten times,
and those having taken drugs more fre~uently,

It is difficult to genevalize £rom the findings of umost of the surveys,
studies and polls cited in the previous pages; many analyza& samples which
way2 not representative of their populations, and the data varies in validity
and reliability. However, epidemiolngic stndies of novo-medical use of drugs
can sarve as indicators of 1llicit use of Jdrugs, even if by themselves these
studies do not sufficiently examine the problem. Such studies and statistics
are to be interpreted in tarms of the numerous factors which are related to

drag use, factors such as availability of drugs, location of institutions,

sncial and demographic characteristics of students, and differences in life

1

tvles of the variocus institutions. When considerad within this broad frame-

4

0]

work, well defined ontlines of theories of druvg—using bahaviour begin to

emcrge from the bewildaring mass of discrete findings
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Dyug Usage: Tffects and Patterns

Npa thins that has to be emphasired is that druz taking is human
5ehaviouf. As such, it follows the same rulcs and principles zs any othar
behaviour. Human behaviour is rational and goal~directed._ This is true of
drug taking also. TIts persistence depends on whether it increases the indi-
vidual's pleasure or decreases his discomfort. Of those drugs that increase
pleasuxe OF decrease discoﬁfort, the particular drugs selected must he
acceptable within the individual's cultural group. It is imperative,
tharefore, to discuss the pharmacological aspects of drug use, This may aid
our understanding as to why certain people opt for this specific type of
behaviour, and why society reactsbto it as it does.

Alcohol

Alcohol (Fthyl Alcohol, Ethanol) is "a depressant drug which acts on
the central nervous system' (Bates and Crowther, 1973). It produces phyzical
dependence and tolerance. Dependence on alcohol is manifested chiefly by the
development of convulsions and typical Aelirium following withdrawal (Isbhell,
1955). |

Alcohnl affects muscle strength detarioration (Carbon et al., 1969),
lessens abiiity to perform tasks involving speed and fairly complex perceétual
motor abilities (Kleinknecht and Goldstein, 1972; Kisch and Cheney, 1969;
Huntley, 1973). Rats also respeond slower than normal under the influence of
alecohol, In moderate doses it producesra small deficit in auditor? sensi-
tivity (Schneider and Capenter, 1969: Lewis et al., 1969).

A study by Kleinknecht and Goldstein (1969) concluded there was a loss
in abstract reasoning. Cappell and Herman (1972) made a literary review of
the tenszion reduction hypothesis of aleohol; thay suggest that this.hypaﬁhesis

is not convincingly sunported., Admivttedly, nlcohol affects moods hy
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a cipitely affecting electro-chemical changes in the brain (Jores, 1970).
efinite -
However, mood changes do not necessarily go toward a tensioa reduction

direction. ‘As the blood alcohol level increases subjects tend to be

depressed, anxious, angry, fatigued and confused (Rosenberg, et al., 1969;

Warren and'Raynes, 1972; Cameron, 1964; Jones and Jones, 1970).
Several studies came up with the conclusion that alcohol has a definite:
impact on the central nervous system. A study of tén drunks in Cincinnati

by Johnstone and Witt (1972) concluded that alcohol causes respiratory 6eprés—
sign, Berger (1969) found this to be true in mice. Brain shrinkage (Brewer
and Perrett, 1971), and damage of the nervous system (Clarkson, et al., 1969)
can result from chronic aleoholism. Blackouts are also common in alecholics.

Patterns of Use

Blum and associates (1909a) conélude, from a large volume of historical
data, that alcoholic beverages are the first psychoactive éubstanées to be
discovered by man., Its use is determined by sociocultural norms of spe;ific
societies. They further maintain that evidence exists for "differences in
styles of use, depeﬁding upon the sociél status of persons; age, sex, social
class, and religious foles appear garly‘as determinants of who employed what
beverage and in what settings. |

The epidémiology of alcoholism seems to be on a constant rise. Keller_
(1962), basing his evidence on the 1960 census data, observed that tﬁe
alcoholism rate in the United States is 2.0 per cent. Four per cent of the
total male population were defined as alcoholics (Bates and Crowther, 1972).‘
Cisin and Calahan's national survey (1963) shows that 68.0 per cent of all
male adults consumed alcoholic beverages. More recently, Hebert and asso-
ciates (1970) estimated that there are 80 million drinkers in the United

States of which 6.5 ver cent are alcoholics. France, however. has the biggest
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1cohol problem. The French government cstimates (1970) that 15 per cent o

Tn the United States about 80 per cent c¢f advlts who live in urban
areas report using aleoholic beverages, vhile slightly less than half of their
rural counterparts indulge (Herbert, et al,, 1970). Generally, th= ﬁigher the
socioeconomic status, the greater the percentage of drinkeré,

Religious affiliation is an important factor. Herbert’and his asso-
ciates' study revealad over 90 per cent of both male and female Jewish report-
ing the use of alcohol. Interestingly, there is a low percentage of Jewish
who becoms alecholics. Of Catholics 90 per cent males and 80 per-cent

females reported using alcohol; the corresponding figuras for Protestants are

80 per cent males and 70 per cent females.

Barhiturates

Barbituratas embrace a group of drugs the most common of which are

Veronal and its compounds: Seconal, Nembutal, Tuinal, and Amitdal. Closely

allied iv effects are the minor tranguilizers--Parest, Librium, Valium,

vagludz, Sopors, Fguanil and Miltown,

effects of barbiturates and sedatives are similar to those of alcohol. A

Ao
fLE =

rge degree of barbiturate does produces a marked degree of intoxication,

)

ifficulry in thidking and deteriofatidn in ability to perform psychclogic:
ests (Isbhell, et al., 1950). It haé braen observed by Jaffe (1970) that the
effeéts vary considarably with the dose.

Barbiturates produce both physical and psychic dependence (Camef§n,

19705 Isbell, 1950; Isbell, et nl., 1953); tclerance also develops. The

barbiturate intoxicated peraosn shows a "general sluggishness, difficulty in

Barbiturates are central nervous system depressant drugs., The subjective
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poor mamory, faulty judgment,

A

tb.‘ﬁ"xnf" &

rowad range of attention, cmotional labiliny and ar ewagjeration of basic

noveonality traits' (Sharpless
!

The World Mealth Organization Eupert Comittes on Addict{ion Producing
prugs (1964) recognizes a complex of barbiturate withdrawal symptoms: Yyavm-
ing, lacrimation, rhinorhosa, perspiration, mydriasis, Lramer, goosvflesh,

anorexiza, anxiety, restlessness, nausea, emaesis, 1arrh°a hot flushes, rise

mothesis of anxiety-reduction has coftan heen advanced as an

Tha h:
o
explanation of tha underlying reasons for the use of bharbituwrates. However,

(e o

several studies have failed to substantiate this contention (Henrique, 1972;

Anunye, 1970). - In recent years barbiturate—-using populazion has tendad to

include more and more voungsters, Hawks (1971), in reviewing goveranmental

materinls in the United Ki ﬂ"dﬁT iv 1270, stated that there was a sharp

incrasse in barbiturate use by young people, A similar trend was shown to

obtain among teenagers in Canada {Smart, et al., 1969; VYhitshead, 1970), and

&

in the Unitad States (McXillip, et al., 1972). Shick (1970) also discovered

wde

a high increase in bharbituyrate use in the Haigh-Ashury districe of San Fran-
cisco hetwean 1967 and 1088,

Tha comprehensive studies of Blum and hiz asscciates (19.45) show that
teenagers who use barbituratss are upperclass men, cone from wealthy families,
coma from unsettled families, have no religieus affiliations . . . seek naw

b 4 e
(54 “poriancas,
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Ogiates

Oniates (Opium, Morphine, lHeroin, Meperidine, Methadone, etc.) are

ndepressants having pronounced effect on the respiratory and central nervous
syétem” (Bates and Crowther, 1973). They are derivatives from the resin of
:the pod of the opiun poppy (papavér somniferum). The World Health Organiza-
tion Committee on Dependénce-?roducing Drugs (1964) recognizes that drug
dependence of morphine type, or an agent‘with motphine—like effects, include
the following chracteristics:

(1) an éverpowering desire or need to continue taking the drug and
to obtain it by any means; the need can be satisfied by the drug taken
initially or by another with worphine~like properties;

(2) a tendéncy to increase the dose owing to the developingbof
tolerance;

(3) a psychic dépendence on the effects of the drug related to a sub-
jective and individual appreciation.of those effects; and

(4) a physical dependence on the effects of the drug requiring its
presence for maintenance of homeostasis and résultlng in a definite charac-

teristic, and self-limited abstinence syndrome when the drug is withdrawn,

Patterns of Use

O'Donnell and Ball (1966) recognlze that narcotic use is concentrated
in large metropolitan cities. The initial use of heroin was confined to people
of the "night life," with Negroes, Jews, Italian and Irish being the main
‘ethnic groups involved (Casey,'l969).

Narcotic use was initially pronounced among the female population
(Laken, 1880; Hull, 1885; Annual Repert, Michigan, 1887). Hledical prescrip-

tions to women accounted for the greater prevalence of oplate addiction among

this pepulation. However, the United States Tressury Department, Bureau of
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Narcotics (1967, 1968) repoxt that by the 1960's, among known addicts, males

outnumhrrad fermzlas, and the younger scople tended to use it more than pre-

yiousiyv.

Anon {1881) shows that at least 22 per cent of narcostiec usars had an
upper-class status. The 1885 Iowa survey similarly noted that the majiority of
ppiate vsers are to be found among the educated and most hbnoured and useful
“memhers of the society. The increased rate of narcotics use by blacks seems

to have been a comparatively more recent phenomenon (Terry) 1913). Contemporary
trends show a growing number of users awong white, suburban, middle-class ycuth
and military personnel (Consnmer Report, 1972). Most recently, Bates and
rowther (l§73) recognized that a large population of the users in the United
States ave minority group members. In the North, they are likely to ba Negroess
or Puerto Ricans living in the large urban areas, and they had started heroin
use baeforae the age of twentv; in the South, they are more likely ta be older

the Scouthwest, users are

vhites not living in the major metropolitan areas

e
3

most likaly to be Spanish speaking porsons and the median age of first use of
narcotics would be gseventeen.

Stimulants (Amnhetaninas, Cocaine)

‘group of drugs which di;ectly stimulate the central
nervous systen., The most widely known is caffaeine., More potent than caffeline
are synthetic stimulants such as ampbetamimes,~mcthamphetémine, and cocaine.
Tha Buraau of Narcotics and Dapgerons Drugs (1973) racogaize that thess drugs
"prodace excitatrion, increase activity, and an ability to go without sleep

B i . "o . e d § " " :
for excended periods of time. Amphetamines are prescribed for "tha treatment

ot

of denression, weight control, narenlepsy, as well as to promote walefulness,

o (Parnette, 1850Y . Subiective
Fieers of cornine irclude (Jaffe, 1968) "zn elovation of rood that often



aunhoric excitemant,” Boath oroduce a marked dzavsssz i hunger, buat
synhoric excite I ; bpd donvaags i 3 1%
amphatamines praduce tolersnce, cacaine does nos.,

whereas
Pat thmﬂz, Of }TSE

Pavchopathy, dmmaturcity, and personality defects such as inadequacy

are often found to be present af tha background ta the drug habit (Durant,

1955; ¥ramer, 1967). Amphetaomine usars tend to bz of high sceineconorie

m
)
"
e
o

statns (Crowther, 1979) have more educstion, and ar gher 1,0, thon the
narcniic user (Fighuman, 10,9)

The study of Henrique and his associates (1972) raised sarious questions

about the contention that armphetamine users are psychologically depressed and,

therefora, prefer stimulant drugs; whgreas heroin wsers are anxious and,
therafore, prefer physicloeogically deprassant drugs. There is, howsver,
evidence of Eigh incidence of cocaine zbuse among mathadone maintenance
pationts (Chambcr,-et al., 1972). By comnarison with nareotic, hypnotic and
anelgetic users, amphetamine-users are younger (Ladewigz, 1971; Masaki, 1956).
This doez not seem to be the case in 3;itain whére the majority of ampheta-

mine abusers tond to be middle-aged women (Mawks, 1969; Wilson and PBeacon,

The extensiva studies by Dlum and hic associates {19469b) indicate that
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amphatamine use eccurs among students who are older; are p
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wing and eotively involved in politics, d tically from their fathers

and mothers . . .

Hzllucinogens

Pallucinogenic drusgs have been defined by Metzmer (1964) as: "sub-
stances that produce changes in fhought, perception, mood and, sometines
posturs, acanrring 2lons or in concevt withent ecavsing aither major distur-

hanens or tha autonomie syster or addictivo—craving
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Hallucinogens are a group of drugs which 1ncludo LSD, mascaline,

t s Vg candes W 7 ¢ . Ty D A4 1 3o
'psylof“h*" "morning glory seeds, DUT, DMT, =and DPT, LSA is probahly the

jgel

~rant of these psychotomimetic substances, and is probably the mos:

3 ,most P
readily available

The subjective effects of LSD, mescalins, and psylocybin depend on
certain important non-drug variables bearing on the personality of the subject,
erty and potency of the drug itself, and the expectations of the

ingestor (Barron, 1964; Cohen, 1970; Sandison, 1964;

'5.
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:Dittman: et al., 1969). Basic physiological effects of 1.SD are those typical
of mild excitement of the sympathetic nervous system (Barron, 1964), euphoria,
depression, depersonalization (Bates and Crowther, 1973). These substances
dilate the pupils, constrict the peripheral artérioles and raise systolic
blood pressure (Hollister and Schutz, 1970). They may iﬁcrease excitability
of such spinal reflexes such as the knee jerk (Ishell, 1939; Isbell, ot al.,
1961; JIshell and Jasinki, 1969).

Psychological effects include a sense of timelessness, mystical and
transcendental experiences (Cohen, 1970; Linton and Langs, 1961; Urgeleider,

effected by
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(Freadnan, 1968), and also feeling of anxiety, and agitation (Ludwig and
Levianz, 1945a, 1965b),
Hallucinogenic drugs do pot produce physical dependence; however,

tolarance does do"elor. What is more, the study of TIsbell and asscciates

{1961) conrluded to the existence of crosa-tolerance betweren LSD and nailosy-

bin; indeed, ﬂll substances within the hallucinogenic group are cross-—

tolarant (Cohen, 1970),
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to be cornfined, in its initial stages, to intellectu:z

Iode

HeCGlothlin and Cohen, 1965), and collegz students (Imperi,

(Kleber,

ot al., 1968; Traeadnan, 1269)., TFrosh (1970) cbserved that LSD users are
qmore likely to have usad marijvana as well as other drugs; Goode (1969) and
Eels (1968) concur with this view.

Many studies have focused on the social attributes &hich motivate certain
person toward the use of psychédelic druzs., For Blun (1969b) desire for self-
understanding reprasents one of the strongest motives for LSD use. Goldstein
(1970) reported that users of psychedelic drugs scoraed lower on measures of a
sense of well-befng. Brehm and Back (1948) reported dissatisfacticn with the
self and a willingness to change the self by means of chemical agents as pre-
condition for LSD usa. Davis (1971), Tac (1970), and Roth (1971) found
greater parental distance and lack of communication for heavy users. Blﬁm
(19695), Goldstein (1970), and Kenaiston (1966, 1968) have found less responsi-
bility, social maturity, and self-contiol, as well as alienétion from societal
values, disenchantment with society, a seﬁse of being different from expecta-—
tions, cynicism about social obiigations, and pessimism about the future among
users of psychedelic drugs. The findings of other investigators (Klechner, 1968;
McGlothin and Coﬁen, 1965) portray the user as out of touch with himself and
others,

Cannabis
Cannabis (marijuana, pot, grass, hashish, reefer, hemp, etc.) is an

annual plant normally occuring in male and female forms. It is probably

indigenous to Central Asia (Bousmuet, 1950; blum, 1969b) but now grows wild in

most femperate to trooical climates,
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The most comprehensiva and contemporary report on marijuana use in the

gnited states, up to this time, is the Report on the Hational Commission on

MarijuanJ and Drug Abuse (1972). The Commission reports that bacause the
ymmediate effects are subjective and individualistic, they are difficult to

describe. Characteristically, the effects are not constant, but cyclical in

pature. In low "soclal" doses there occurs

. . « an increased sense of well-being; initial restlessness and
hilarity followed by a dreamy carefree state of relacation;
alteration of sense vperceptions including expansion of space and
time; and more vivid sense of touch, sight, smell, taste and sound;
a feeling of hunger, especially a craving for sweets; and subtle
changes in thought formation and expression (1972:68)..
In very high doses
. « «psychotomimetic phenomena may be experienced. These include
distortion of body image, loss of personal identity, sensory and
mental illusions, fantasies, and hallucinations (1972:68).
Animal vharmacological studies reveal that marijusna primarily affects the
central nervous system (Lieberman and Lieberman, 1971; Pillard, 1970; Carline,
1968; Carlini and Masur, 1969). Tetrahydrocannibol has been consistently shown
by these studies to affect animals by acting through the central nervous

system.

Patterns of Use

Cannabls has been taken in moderate amounté on a casual basis to foster
personal sense of ease, freedom, and relaxation, to serve as a social lubricant,
and as evidénce-of friendship and of membership ip particular groups (Chopra and
Chopra, 1969; Smart and Jackson, 1969). This phenomena has been observed in
many éeographic éreas, among many different sociocultural groups, and at various
points in tine (Blum, et al., 1969a). |

Cannabis use is related to age. It is generally most popular among
adolescents and young adults (Nanheimér, gt al., 1969; Soueif; 1967). However,»

COnsumption in India shows fairly even age diztribution (United Nations Economic
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¢ coclal Council, 1957), while in Thailand it has reportedly been largely

eséiicted to the elderly (U.H, Comnmission on Narcotic Drups, 1965). At
: 4

f?fésent jnitiation i5 most frequent during adolescence (Robins, et al., 196%;

"

soueifs 1967), bui Chonra and Chopra (193%) found that 40 per cent of thedi
gample of regular useis began after the age of thirty vears.

In general, cannabis users have tended to bélong to certain sociq—
cultural groups. Except in relation to the current upsurge in Kurope and the
United States, its use has been mostly restricted to the lower 30cio-econ9mic
groups. This was true also among earlier users in Europe and the United States
"(Charen and Perelman, 1946; Freedman and Rockinore, 19406). At one time cannabis
preparatioxs were widely used by the upéer classes in In&ia (Indian Hemp Drugs
Commission, 1894), among whom the occasional ceremonial use of bhang was quite
‘common. A few authors indicate that the use of canuabls preparations is wide-
spread, but not readily apparent, acong the upper sociocultural classes of
North Africa. (Bouquet, 19531; Roland and Teste, 1958).

In countries with a long history of cannabis'use, extrémely poor ruval
workers avre often able to fit woderate use of cannabls into their routiné of
living, with little tendency to increase the frequency of amount; when they
migrate to city slums, however, increased and undisciplined patterns of use
often develop (Chopra and Cﬁopra, 1957; Roland and Teste, 1958).

Toverty has been repofted as being associated with cannabis use, but
recent patterns of use have clearly not been.cdnfined to the poorer sections of
the cormunity. |
Hot only have various degrees of social alienation been noted in connse-~

4 tion with some use of cannabis (Blum, et al., 1969b), but cannabis use is also

assoctated with prior usa by the father or other members of the family (Smart,

1970); early initiavion has been found to be positvely correlated with long and

R 1
Wi g

s (Stringacls, 1933).
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In a word, the diifusion and effects of vsychotronic drugs denends

cific, pharmacological nature of each drug, much of the efFects are contingent
pe .

ng variables of which the social context and the expectations of actors

m non'- T

re jmportant. However, apart from these subjective and situational factors,
¢here are certain more or less well defined effects prover to each drug. These
effects are sumnarily presented on the following chart,

In sum, three broad categories of drﬁgs are identifiable based on the
nature of dependence they produce and their capacity to induce psvchotoxity and
aniisocial behaviour., First, there are wezk psychoactive drugs; of these,
tobacco alone will be included in this study. Tobacco produces weak psycho-
.éctive effects, It may oroduce psychologic dependence, but it does not induce
antisocialibehaviour. Stimulant'psychoactive drugs include amphetaﬁinés,
cocéine, hallucinogens and cannabis. They act on the central nervous system,

The compenent common to them is their ability te induce psychologic dependence;
With the exception of camnabis, they also produce tolerance and severe and
often‘violent antisocial behaviour during administration. The third group of
'druge can be termed dépressant psychoactive drugs. These inclhde alcohol,
barbiturates, opiates, morphine and alternates. Chatacteristic of these drugs

is their capacity to produce strong psychotoxity, tolerance, psychologic and
physical dependence, and antisocial behaviour. Pharmacologicall, these répresent
the strongest type of depéndence—producing drugs, It is the task of sociological

theory to address itself to the social processes governing drug-using behaviour.




FIGURE 1

SUIMARY PRESENTATION OF DRUG EFFECTS

Slang Name1

Hame Tolerance Dependence Effects
Psycholégical Physical

Heroin i, Horse, Scat, Yes Yes Yes Sedation; euphoria: relief
Junk, Smack, Scag of Pain; impaired intellec-
Stuff, Harry tual functioning, and

. coordination: loss of
Opiates, appetite and weight;
Opium "0, Op Yes Yes Yes PpeLLLE ¢ gats
constipation

tiorphine White Stuff Yes Yes Yes

Codeine S5chool Boy Yes Yeg Yes

Methadone Yes Yes Yes

Tobacco Coffin nail, Fag Yes Yes Perhanps Relaxation: calmness;
Smokes Socialsbility N

Ampheta~ Bennies, Dexies Yes Yes No Alertness, activeness,

mine Speed, Wake-ups, Lid insomaia, weight loss,
Poppers, Hearts, Pen irritability, restlessness,
Pills, Beans, etc. euphoria

Cocaine Corrine, Gold Dust, Mo Yes Ko Excitation, talkativeness,
Coke, Bernice, Flake alertness, insomnia, loss of
Star dust, Snow, 'C', appetite, euphoria, extreme
Candy, Charlie, etc. irritability

Marijuana Yoty Grass, Tea, Gage, No Yes No Relaxation, eunhoria,

Reefers, Kif, Bhang,
etc,

increased appetite; percep-
tions, soclability




Tolerance

Dependence

Psychological

Yffeets

LSD

Mescaline

Peyote.

+

Psilocybin

Acid, Sugar
Trips, big D,
Cubs, "A"

Yes

Digtortiou of senges,
insightful experiences,
impaired coordination,

anxiety

Barbiturates

Barbe, Blue
Devils, Yellow
Jackets, Phennies,
Feanuts, Blue
Heavens, Blue
Dolls, Blue
Bullets, etc.

Yes

Sleep induction, relaza-
tion, sedation, drowsiness,

impaired judgmeut,

reaction time, ccordination,
and emotion control, ’
weight loss, relief of

anxiety

Alcohol

booze, Juice
Hooch, Suds,
Brew, liard
Stuff, Grapes

Yes

"Sense alteration;

anxlety reduction;
impaired judgment,

reaction time, coordination,
emotional coantrol; anti-
social behavicur; brain and

live damage

]
“Adapted from Oakley S.

Ray, Drugs, Society and Human Behavior.

Springfield, I1l.,% C, V. Mosby, 19



CHAPTER I1I

THEORETICAL FRAMS OF REFERENCE AND HYPOTHESES

Theoretical Frames of Raference

The etioloéy of drug use has been studied from various discivlinary per-
spéccives. In generél, causal explanations of drug usé have depended heaQily
6n either psvchological and psychiatric theories of behaviour. In near

. ynanimity, Investigators have described the drug-user as maladjusted, hostile,
',immature, dependent, manipulative, narcissistic, etc. )Brill, 1960; Kuh, 1961;
piskind, 1962; Chein, et al., 1964;rYablonski, 1965). Accordingly, drug taking
~1s viewed as "an adjustive response tévan inner world of unbearable tension" |
(Ausub2l, 1962). People who take drugs do so as an adaptation tovdeep—

seated psychological needs which are a func;ion of crises encountered in the
process. of adolescence; or the féilure‘to identify with tﬁe father figure
(Chein, et al., 1964; Winick, 1957). However, sociéloéical explanation of

drug use focuses not on personality charactistics, but on the social factors
and processés that determine this behaviour.

-

Sociological Orientation

In general, sﬁciological theorizing sﬁout drug using behaviour‘has con~
sistently mentioned two variébles: social organization and class position
(Fort, 1966; Isbell, 1955). Central to this orientation is the Mertonian con-
cept of differential legitimate opportunity structure, and anomic adaptation
consequent on structural strains. Since Emile Durkheim (1897) originally
employed the concept of anomie as an explanatidn of differentials in sulcidal
beliaviour, the concept has been used by lMerten to account for various forms of
deviance, including drug use. According to Durkheiw, a disturbance in societsal

26
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re~ulc»10”°‘t0 winich 2 person has vecoue adjustaed could be as intolerable as

to produce suicidal behaviour. Merton (1955), and Cloward and Ohlin (1964)
sest as a causal factor of deviant behaviour, the blocking of both the
legitirate and illegitiwate roads to success Such blocks are iuncongruent with
the cultural cmphasis on achievement. The attending frustrations area apt to
produce various types of anoﬂic adaptation, one of which is retreatism, The
drug user is viewed as withdrawing or retreating from both the goals and
means. +his theory is éubject to criticism on the following points: first,
it does not explain why many others who also expefience suéh frustrations do
“not select tinis mode of retreatist adaptation. Second, it fails to explailn
why persons other than lower—class,:disadvantaged versons use paychoactive
substances

sarton's approach represents the utilization of the order perspective of
social organization as an explanatory framework of drug—u sing behaviour. For
him, druyg taking represents a specificimode of anonic adaptation or adjustment
to social strains. This notion implies a certain amount of sociestal discon-~

tent, and readjustment to this situation. Thi srspective, abstracted from

0
%)
{

its sociceconomic contants, can bﬂ a viable explanatory f{ramework of non-
conforming bahaviour within various types of social systems,

Rational action is,goal—directed. It entails inputs, outputs and
rewards which can as well be.tl cagure of the aagrée of work Satisfactién on
the part of the actor. Tor the high school studznt, "roing to school" is
tational, goal-directed action, Output and rewards ars measurad mainly in>
Lerns of how good thez student functions within the school sy aten. Where his
performance cousistently falls below the level of zxpe tétxon situatious of

&Lluln may avise afleccting his entire self-system. It is suggested hero

Lhat such strains and stresses and low self-csteern, inconsistent with the
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ic of the middls-class, has the potential of leadiang the strained

adent to select compensatory but anomic modes of adiustment vhich may

use of psychotropic druss.

Deviance Perspective

The conflict wodel of social organization is a broad theorstical basis
’or the stucy of drug-using behaviourf This perspective refers to "what is
yequired to grow and change, rathervthan to adjust to existing practices and
hypothesized requirements for the maintenance of the social system' (Hortbn,
1966) ., Vithin this broader perspective, the labelling of drug-using behaviouf
as deviant "is a manifestation of conflict situation", and "the labelling
process itself is also indicative of conflict . . . Deviance as it describes
either the behaviour or the label involves the means by which aétors strive
for goals within a socio-political context" (Denisoﬁf.and sHeCaghy, 1973). Im
terms of this model, drug~using behaviour is a conflicting social phenomenoﬁ
both from the societalkand subsocietal point of view. In other words, this
behéviour is the concrete manifestation of a new value system, or what
1% lesser (1971) calls a “radically redefined world view." Such a new value
system demands counter norms. Stated differently, adolescents who subscribea
to selecting this mode of rational behaviour-~drug uae~~alsq subscribe to a
charad value andnnormative gystem radically different from that of the larper
societal values and norms. It is these counter norms whiéh define "appropriate’
and acceptable behaviour of subsocietal members who subscribe to a definite
subculture, It is to be expected that societal reaction to this rational
behaviour, far from having an inhibiting effect, would tend to reinforce this
value and normative system, with the latent effect of making actors, sharing

B

as they do a commonality of ideological seedbed, to gravitate toward each

otier for support for their behaviours.
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s within tiids larger theoretical framework that a narrower, nore

e

It

specific and relevant theory will be formulated as a framework for the explana-

rion of drug-using-behaviour of students.

 Labeling Orientation

As deviance tueory of the symbolic interactiounist persuasion has shown
in so many differing conﬁections (Cecker, 1963; bDavis, 1961; Freidson, 1965;
Goffman, 1963; Kitsuse, 1961; Lemert, 1962) the act by the community of
- guccassfully labeling a particﬁlar practice as deviant invariably coastrains
the "deviant” to "structure much of his identity and activity" (Stréuss,
1959) in terws of such imputations of deviance, Deviants‘havé a teﬁdency to
gravitate towards each other in order to gain support for their deviancy.>
Accordingly, support for behaviocurs and ideas is believed to be nore necessary
the more negatively these are defined by outsiders (Becker, 1963; Cohen, 1955),

Variants of Interactionism

becker (1963), in his attemwpt to handle theoretically drug taking

behaviour, discusses how one must learn a rationale as a pre-condiﬁion for the
use and enjoyment of marijuana. In taking this #iew Becker, in effect, is
using the diﬁferential association theory for@ulatad by Sutherland (1955)
wiich leans neavily on symbolic intefaction and refereuce group thaory.

Tiie statement of differential assoéiationAtheory holds, in effect, that
"eriminal behaviour is learned in interaction with persons in a pattern of
communication” and that “the specific direction of wmotives, drives, rationaliza-
tion and attitudes is learned from persons who define the codes as rulas to be
observad, and from persons whose attitudes are favourable to the violation of
legal codes" (Sutherland and Cressey, 1960). Otherwise stated, deviant
behaviour is learned through the process of interaction.,

hY

Glaser (1%61), in his search for a more heuristic concept, offers his
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differential identification theory as an alternative to differential asso-

iation. pefining identification as "the choice of another fZrom whose per-
cis

Poctiva,we view our own behaviour," he formulates hiis theory that "a

'person pursusas criminal behaviour to the extent that Le identifies himself

with real or imaginary persomns from whose perspective his criminal behaviour
geens acceptable’ (Glaser, 1561). As a theory, it emphésizeé social inter-
action in wiuich thera is a choice of behaviour models and also interaction
with himself in ratlonalizing his behaviour. Tinis orientation is suéstah—
tiallv a reference group theory, and Glaser suggest tuat such a thebry is
adequately explangtogy of deviant behaviour in general.

The discussions of Sutter (1863), Goode (1970), and Feldman (1968),
reflect substantially the interactionist theoretical perspactive, In diseus-
sing *° the normal social processes within the drug world, Sutter (1969) and
Goode (1970) note that to "turn someone on' means to introduce him to the
drug. It is an sxpression of frieundship, trust, and acceptance, lost youth
are introduced to the drug iﬁ the normal course of living by a close friend.
After they have learned to use drugs for plea ure, being turned on and turn-
iug others ou bacomes “an established oocial practice." Intrance into drug
use, cbserves Sutter (1968

.« + « is a developing experience and a highly selective process

that dapends on access to drugs, acceptance by drug-using

associates, kinds of images which youngsters form of drug use,

and the runs of expsrience which affect their interpretation of

tihe drug effects (“trips').

his

3
w
o)

ugzgests the interpretation of drug use as part of a subcultural way of
life (Suchman, 1963) in which the ‘converts' are involved in the "active
crzation of meaning' (latza, 1969).

Ihis alternative explanation of adolescent drug use departs remarkadly

i)

from the psychological predispesiticn and social structural weakness of the
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 neLp“uouruood toward the soclal processes waereby drug users, both before and
after druy experinantation, iunteract wlth ifmportant membars of their social

" petwork and move toward identity with them, In this way, drug axnerimentat ion
gay be seen as "erowing out of an ideological seed-bed" (Feidman, 1963), where
rewards of status and prestige are conferred upoa each other. =Rather than
viewing drug experimentation as the result of "acting out internal problems"
(Ausubel, 1968, and many others), or the consequence of failure in legitimate
and illegitimate social structure (Merton, 1955; Cloward and Ohlin, 1266),
drug users could be seen as playing an active, conscious role in their intro-
duction into drug use by striving towards a hizh status within their social
world. The student turns to drugs, observes Feldman (1968), "nmot as a result

of anomie, but rather to capitalize on an alternative mode of enhancing his

status and prestige within a given soclal system."

The foregoing observations do suggest that adolescent drug-usiug
behaviour could adequately be handled by the general theory of interaction
and raferance group tnpory. briefly stated, reference group theory holds
that "husan beings derive their norms from the groups with which they identity,
not only from groups to which tnﬂy are exposed” (Lrooks, 1963). And Page
(1954) states:

That men act in a social frame of reference yielded by the
groups of which thay are a part is a notlon undoubtedly
anclent and probably sound, Were this alons the concern of
reference group theory, it would merely be a new term for an
old focus in sociology, which has always cant2red on the
group doternination of behaviour, There is, however, the
fuatva” fact tiat men frequently orisent themselves to groups

i ther than theilr own in shianing thelr behaviour and

A evalaatlol . e

o

ther words, individuals learn the appropriate norms of conduct from the

Groups they feel ars zsisnificant to them,

T3

zan that an individual «ill

in terms of drug-uzing bahaviour thils would




icanc others or

is sipgnifd

L rend to manifest belaviour patterns sinilar to h

réf¢rance group. lience, if one's primary group constitutes one's reference

9]
o

group, then one's drug taking behaviour will tend to be continpent on the
ture of the group's normative definition of this behaviecur.
na &
- In sum, certain assumptions and postulates of use of psychotropic sub-
stances by students need formal formulation. First, it is the basic assump-
ion of this study that drug~taking behaviour is a rational, human behavicur.
t . & & 3 ‘

As suci, the structure of this behaviour follows the lawa and logic of any

rational, human behaviour, ilowever, the distinguishing characteristic of this

larger society, It follows from this first postulate that drug use constitutes

a conflict situation in which response of society latently reinforces the

1

counter norms of the “outsiders.” Hence, “outsiders' will tend to structure
their interaction selectively in the direction of other "outsiders." There-
fore,.with rzgard to tue high school situation, thé process of social inter-
actién, formalhand inférmal, in and out of school, will tend to be a crucial
determinant of which student will use what type of mind~altering drugs. 1t

ig these basic adolescents interaction systems which most iikely determine the
likelihood of his using drugs.

An adolescént's basic interactions revolve around a number of primary
social processes consisting of the family, the peer group and specific
organized groups within the school environment. The direction speacific
behaviour of any given student will take will.depend largely on the extent of
his identification with any of these groups.

vstens of interaction, con-

b
o

U

In terms of theoretical orientation, three

sisting of tha family, the pser groupn and the school, are identifiable

(cf, Figure 2},
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: FIGURE 2
UMMARY - OF THEORETICAL INTERACTION SYSTEMS

S

T Family as unit of interaction
(informal social processes)

II. Peer Group interaction systenm , Drug~Taking

(informal social processes) /”””’;’/’/’;gi Behaviour
III. School as unit of interaction.

(formal and informal social processes)
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:géch of these is a face-to-face interaction unit. It is suggested here that

these units of interaction constitute crucial factors both for the way a

student comes to define himself, and the type of behaviour conéequent on such
definition.

On the basis of this theoretical discussion and the literature reviewed,
we nov proceed to formulate specific hypotheses about high school student
drug-using behaviour.

Hypotheses

In dealing with the family, peer—-group, and séhool as units of interaction,
it is important to know what kind of properties and condifions of these units are
“associated with differentials in student drug—using‘behaviour. Viewing the
family of orientation as a specific interaction‘unit, what seems to be crucial
for student beha&iour is the availability and quality of parental models for
behaviour and, to some extent, parental socioeconomic status.

The Family Structure

The importance qf both parents as behaviour models for their children has
been recognized by sociologists aﬁd psychologists. Accordingly, the absence
1 . of one parent is said to impede the process of identification, resulting in
problems of adjustment (Charen, 1946; Blum, 1969b; Tec, 1973). Einstein, for
instance, reports'that of 50 per cent of drug addicts a significant male figure
was missing by the time the addict was eleven years old. Chein and his asso- -
ciates (1964) found that "in almost all the addict families there was a dis-
turbed relationship between the parents . . ." |
Seevers (1972), citing a number of empirical studies, notes that a
Yelation exists between variations in family relationships and the emergence of

drug use or non-use on the one hand, and betwezen the degree of deterioration in

fanily relations and intensity of drug use on the other. Factors studied range




£rom complete to incomplete homes to foster Homes, contact or non contact witﬁ
parents. The non-user is at one end of the scale with well-adjusted family
relations, and the intensive drug user at the other end, showing the highest
degree of disruption.

It has also been obsexrved that the contemporary opiate user does not
appear to be so fortunate in birth and rearing (Hess, 1971; Ball and Moffett,
1970). The United Nations Commissions on Narcotic Drugs (1972) has made the
observation that opiates are used to compensate for parental and ewmotional
deprivation. A history of weak or absent father and an indulgent but rejecting
mother is at the background of opiate use. IHence, we may hypothesize that:

(1) the less intact the fémily, the more the likelihood that the offspring will
use drugs; (2) the less satisfying the family relations, the more the likelihood
that students will use drugs; |

The degree of family intactness is measured by inquiring into the structure
of the family within which students grew up for the greater part of their lives.
The ideal intact family is one in which both parents live together; whereas the'
less intact family is one which involves the absence of either the father or
mother.figure from the family as a result of death, or sepavration or divorce.

In terms of our hypothesis, we would expect to find that student drug users
would tend to come from the second type ofrfamilies, that is, from families in
which studenis have been reared for most of their liveé in the absehce qf one

of the parents.

Value Transmission

While there is some evidence that families of young drug users tend to be.
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less close emotionally than those of young people not using illeg:
(Tec, 1970; Pittel, 1971), it is also true that parents who drink and smoke

and who use prescription drugs stand a significantly higher chancae of raising



nildren who’experiment with, and use illegal drugs (Good, 1972; Laventhar,
c

et ales 1971; Lawrence and Velleman, 1970). In his studies, for instance,
T

gieholz (1972) found at léast 60 per cent of drug users to be from families
with whistories of alcoholism, abuse of drugs by mother, suicide and suicidal
attempts. Similarly, student cannabis use has been found to be associated with
prior use by the fathef or other members of the family (Blum, 1969b; Chopra and
Chopra, 1939; Soueif, 1967; gmart, et al., 1970), and early initiation has been
ghown to be positively correlated with long use and heavy use by family members
(Stringaris, 1933; Robins, et al., 1968). Amphetamine-using students tend to
come from homes in which drugs, especially tranquilizers and sleeping pills have
been used by one or both parents (Smart and Cos, 1970). Hence, we may hypothe~
gize that: the more involved parents are with drugs, and more the likelihood
that their offspring will use drugs.

In operational terms, sﬁudents indicating that either of their parents has
used any of the drug—cannabis, LSD, amphetamines, barbiturates, héroin¥~are
more‘likely to be involved with drugs than students indicating that neither of
their parents has used any drugs. A similar argument could be made with regard

to the siblings of students.

Socioeconomic Factors

The literafure deéling with drug use by students recognize that one of
the determinants of this behaviour is the socioeconomic status of the family |
of orientation. Preston and Fry (1971) observé that student drug user is
more likely to be of higher socioeconomic status than the non-user. His
parents are distinctly middle-class in terms of education and occupation
(Greenwald and Leutgart, 1971; Brotman, 1967; Kenniston, 1968). Admittedly,
opiates énd marijuana have had a long history of use in urban ghettos (Ball

and Chambers, 1966). However, these drugs appear to have diffused more rapidly



£ gecent years to persons with substantial incomes than to persons with more
n

poderate incomes. Unlike the urban, ghetto, minority and, therefore, dis-
advantaged persons, the new heroin user is the white, middle~class youth,

alienated and frustrated (Buxbaum and Martin, 1972). Surveys by Barter and

pis associates (1970), and Suchman (1967) and Blum (1969b) confirm this relation-
ship between drug use and high socioeconomic status. This is particularly true
of students who use barbiturates aAd amphetamines (Durant, 1965;‘Smart and Cox,
1970), and hallucinogenic substances (Greenwald and Leutgart, 1971). Therefore,
we may hypothesize that: the higher the socioeconomic status of parents, the

- greater the likelihood that students will take drugs.

Parental socioeconomic status is measured in terms of the level of educa-
tion and type of occupation. In the case of education, the point can be made
that student drug users are more likely to come from more highly educated
parents, that is, parents who have at least a college education. The conten-
tion can also be made that these parents are more likely to be of higher
occupational status-—profgssionals, business managers, white collar employees--

than those of non-drug-using students.

Religious Affiliation

Of related interest is the religious factof. High rates of drug use have
been found to be characteristic among persons who profess to have no religious
affiliation or have no interest in religion (Whitehead and Brook, 1973; Blum,
et al., 1969b; Mauss, 1960; Whitehead, 1970; Greenwald and Leutgart, 1971;
Kohn and Mercer, 1971). This had been interpreted as a form of rejectioﬁ_by
?dolescent drug~ugers of ihe values of parents (Breda, 1971; Somerhausen, 1971;
Sohms, 1968). Adler and Lotecka (1973), for instance, récognize that stﬁdent
drug use varies negatively with church participation; the greater the involve-

ment in church, the less the drug usage., These findings are consistent with




¢her reports. Blum (1969b) has observad that amphetamine and barbiturate-
o :

gsing students seek naw experiencss, and have no religlous affiliation.
similﬂflyr use of halluzinogens is heavy among students who characterize
-,their r2ligious affiliation as "agnostic" or "none" (Greenwald snd Leutgart,
1972) . Since our commuaity is predominantly Catholic, it would bz of interest
to se2 whether the few exceptional cases will tend to support the findings |
cited above. Hence, we would hy?othesize that: (1) the less religious the
packground of students, the more likely are they to use drugs. Otherwiaze
gtated, drug users will tend to indicate that they have no religicus affilia-
tions; (2) the less involved students are in religicus activities, the more

1ikely they are to use drugs.

Peer CGroup Relations

Initiation into the use of mind-altering drugs as well a3 its continuous
use 13 believed to take place withim the context of the immediate peer group.
Relative uniformity exists on this point, Even with respzct to narcotic
drugs, the introduction of use takes place via the peer group (Chein, et al.,
1964), Oplate use, like marijuana smoking, is "cultogenic" and "sociogenic;”
it is a peer group phenomenon pursued in a recreational and peer setting
(Chopra aand Chopra, 1965; Bali an& Chémbars, 19703 Kolb, 1962), There is
usually a strong identification with drug-zaking groups, frequantly assuming
the form of a drug-taking subculture. Aszociation with the group becomes
almost essential to the individual's sanse of wall-being (AMA Dapt, of Mental
Health, 1971; Proctor, 1971). Some have hypotheslzad that drug use, from the
earlinst stages of ifs development, is instrumental in the expression of
friendship, trust, and interpersonal acceptance, implying that it may be more
frequenzly employed by those who value such interpersonal goals (Blume, 1967;

Nisbet snd Vakil, 1971; Backer, 1563; Good2, 1970). Hence, covert or overt
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‘eer pressures are at the background of drug-taking behaviour. -This seems to
I

pe gignificant in all ag2 groups aand at all levels of society. As Dolner
(1971) chaarves, "one is thought of as a 'queer duck' just as much for
sttaining from alcoholic drinks at certain social functions, as for refusing
parijuana, *pills', or amphetamines at others." Drug-taking activity can
ghus be used to attain status within a group (Sutter, 1966), and as a responsa
to pehavioural expectations of siénificant~others.

In this connection Leech and Jordan (1971) observe that there is motiva-
tion for a person to "do right” in the eyes of his peers who can exercise
pehaviour modification in various ways. Likewise, Connell (1964) writes:
npeenagers take drugs to be with it." Blum (1969b) gives the following as
reasons why young people-take drugs: "give it a try; because others did it, to
be a good sport in the eyes of peers; desire to be hero; and part of group‘
membership." Winick similarly observes that drug téking sometimes serves as an
entry to a group. Becker (1963) and Goode (1970) refer to the "cultogenic" and
“goclogenic" nature of some drugs. Thus, if one's peer-group serves at the
same time as one's referehce group, then'une's attitude to drug-taking will
have to bz determined by how the group defines drug-taking behaviour, Dai
(1937), Chein (1964), and Finastone (1964 suggest this to be the case. On the
basis on the foregoing observations 1t can by hypothesized that:

A substantial portion of drug-using youngsters would also hava
drug-using friends.

In other words, students reporting use of any of the drugs are more
likely 2o indicate that their friends also use drugs. Furthermore, the wore
involved students are with the use of drugs the higher is their perception of
beers aﬁd friends using drugs, and tha more likely are they to perceive the

Use of drugs as a quast for fun and the less likely ave they to explain it in

terna of group prassure.




Formal Social Affiliations

1t has been observed above that drug—taking behaviour hés to be viewe&
within the context of normal social processes. Peer groups constitute informal
W‘ocial interaction contexts. Various organizations within the school environ-
gent, ©Of the other hand, coystitute formal interaction contexts, Whether such
formal soclal processes with;n the school eaviromment have any meaningful
influence on the nature and extent of student drug use 1s a problem area that
deserves exploration. Indeed, Blum (1969b), Linn (1971), and Tec (1972)
suggest that'differential student drug use is contingent on varying affilia-
tions with formal student organizations,  Since experience with drugs almost
always occurs in social contexts, and sinze such.experiences are not equally
distributed among- all people within any given community, we might hypothesize
.that : |

The more involved a student is in aschool organizations, the more

the likelihood that he will use drugs. Furthermore, the pattern

of his drug-using behaviour will be contingent qﬁ the type of

groups to which he belongs. The nature of experience with drugs

&ill be significantly related to the type of social groups with

which students are involved or ldentified,

Otherwise stated, drug use patterns in terms of student involvement with
drugs and the drug of preference, will tend to be contingent of what school
organizations he bzlongs to, or what school activities he participates in.
This, in effect, invites the speculationithat school organizations and/or
activities have at least the latent function of providing differential exposure
to, and opportunity for, the experimentation with psychoactive substances., In
¢°mPatison with their non~drug-using peers, studeat drug-users will be more

active gocially, and will tend to participate in wider range of activities

fa Y £
vith other yeung people.
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Level of Performance

The studies of Chein and his associates (1964) found young heroin
‘Adicts ¢o be under—achievers both in the vecational and educational fields,
fort (1955) also recognized his patients: to be "in revolt against what they
considared the competitive, striving aspects of American society." This
caises the interesting question of relationship between the quality of per-
gormance in school and the use of -drugs by students,

On this point there exists no consensus, Smart (1972) and Wiener (1970)
recognized a greater likelihood of drug use by students who perform unsatis-
factorily in school. The Utah Governcr's Citizen Advisory Committee on Drugs
(1969) indicated that a much higher proportion of high school dropouts were
involved with drugs than other students.’ Blum (1969b), on the other hand,
infers from a vast mass of data that drug experience 1s not a predictor of
grades.

Whether this holds true for high sechool students is hypothetical., To
£111 this gap in knowledge‘we would hypothasize that:

The poorer the performance at school, the more the likelihood

that studentS'will‘take drugs. In other words, drugz users, as

compared with non-users, are more likely to be lesz than B students.

This would tend to suggest that students "with similar problems of

adjustment" (Cohén, 1955) to their academic role would tend to inter-

act frequeatly for support. This suggestion will gain support only
if a significant proportion of under-achievers use drugs, and if the
closast friends of such under-achievers are also under-achievers, and
are ruch involved with drug-using subculture,

The soctions that follow will discuss procedures for, and actual testing of,

thesa hypotheses,




CHAPTER 11X

METHODOLOGY

Data Gathering Procedures

gg'ag_t_io naaire Data

The data were gathered in éwo stages: first, by a self-administexed»4
questionuaire involving the entire studeat community and, secoad, by an
jnterview of a limited, randomly selected nunber of students.

The parameters of our research problem have been sbvdefined'as to focus
on social processes that are likely to be determinants of'studentrdrug-seeking
behaviour. The content of the questionnalre spacifies these social deter~
nminants and processes. A group of high school studants from the same school
were involved in the comstruction of the questionnaire, They were éivan the
oppor tunity to express their views on and make suggestions about all the items
inn:heiquestionnaire. A number-of these suggestions were incorporated into
the final questiounaire.' All the i&émS'of the questionnalre ware wfitten in
the form of close-ended questions.

- Data Gatherinz Processes

After the necessary permission for the study had been obtained from the
8ppropriate-administtative\persbnnel'of the school, arrangements were made
regarding the practical details for gathering the data. On the day agrsed
upon, in the month of October, 1973, a group of sociology graduate studenis
under the supervision of oue of the d2partmeni’s graduate faculty, went to
the school whera, with the appreciative coopara:zion of the faculty of the

high sehool, they spent the entire working day gathering the data. All the

42
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: questignnairma ware administered duriang the English classs -A graduate

| gtudent was aaslzaad to each class to suparvise the task. Before handing

out the guestionnaires, a short statemsnt of the objectives of the survey was

. gead. The students weare agked to respond to tha questions with seriousness

andrhonesty. Despite the anonymous nature of the lumstrument, it was*explieitly

' explainad to the studeats ¢hat Fhe regearche:s»were«coﬁmi&ted«tO“tteat all

respons2s as confidentlial. -The questionnaires were then handed out to the

students .and, after the instructions were read out to students:andnany~related

questions or problems were handled, respondents filled ocut the que3Ci9nﬁaires.

The first twenty-five minutes of the class were specifically set aside

~ for filling out tha questionnaires. . When:all students had finished filling

out their questionnaires, the supervising graduate student gathered them and

expressed his appreclation for the cooperation. of students. -The support and

. cooperation of the administration and faculty.is a fact that deserves:méntisn;
onstrable seriousness of students in their general approach to
The data were subsequaﬁtlyﬂtxansferred to Hollerith cards for

analysis and testing of hypotheses.

. The Interview

“In ovder to insure a certailn amount of valldity and reliability to the
study, it was dscided to supplement the questionnaire data by interviewing
some of the students. The content of thavintezview»wasVsubstantially the
- 8ame as the questionnaire in that it explored the sama behavioural and socilo-
cultural dimensions that were measured by the questionnalre.  The instrument
for the interview was a revision of the questionmaire. - Some questions were
added in order to £fill in gaps in the questionnaire data, and to-explore at
. Breateyr depth some other more relevant variables, The principal of the schopl

‘¥Was contacted for the necessary peraission to interview the students and to
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: de;:i de on the appropriate pléce for the interview.

| To szlect the interview sample, we obtained a computer print out of all
students indicating theilr year in school and grade point-average., From thesa
”’ources, a stratified random sample was selected agcording'to.two-characterf
istics: (1) ‘thirty students were selected from each class level and (2) of
:hesé stulents an equal number were high achievers, average achievers, and
jow achievers, the level of achigvement measured by whether -a student's grade
.vpoint average falls within A, B, or C category respectively. A total of 120
gtudents were chosen to be interviewad.

It was hoped that by this: type of sample wa would embrace a cross
gection of the student community. On that expectation, it was assumed that
the drug-taking bezhaviour ;f~this stratifled, random-sample would be a valid
index of the drug-taking behaviour of the-egtire-sﬁudeptrcommunity. -1t was
also hoped that a research strategy combiniﬁg questionnaire and dinterview
data would make it possible-to test: for validity and reliability and furthe:
enhance the value of the conclusions that'wouldﬂeventuailymbe.drawnufrom théA
study. |

Interview Procedures

A letter was sent ﬁo each of the selected studeats introducing thejinter—
viewer, describing the need for, and purpcse of the interview, and appaaling

to tha studené-to volﬁntarily participate in the‘sﬁudy.- A slip:of-paperkﬁas
enclozed in each letter on which the student was asked to indicateshia:willing-
ness to be interviewed, the most convenient time for an interview,'and his
homeroom number. This information was to be mailed to the researcher in an
enclosed, self-addressed and stamped envelope,

The first responses were not very euncouraging. Of the 120 students

Sent invitations, 20 xeplied and volunteared to be interviswed. Though this
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£esponse rate was low we nonetheless went ahead with the interviewing. Mean-
whil€s contact was maintained with other nonresponsive studants in order to
encourage tham to be more ccoperative. The result is that 76 of the originally
120 gelected students were interviewed. This represents 63,3 per cent of the
entire interview sample,

With regard to the interview itself, preliminary interviewing exercises
were undertaken with a group of students as a test of the interview instru-
ment and a training for the interviewer himself. On the basié of these pre-
interview exercises the interview instrument was revised for the actual
interviewlng.

1t was the policy of the researcher to adaﬁt himself to the convenience
of each student. As far as possible, students were interviewed on-the dayvand
at the time Indicated by them..  On the evening before the interview, .direct
contacts were made with students to finalize arrangements for the interview,
The facilities of the faculty parlors, physically removed from the main school
and administrative buildings were at our disposal. It was there that the
interviewing took pléce. All interviewing was done by the researcher. Inter-

viewass were generally communicative and- cooperative,

Ganeral Characteristics of the Student Community

and the Interview Sauple

The study involves the entire community of an all boys, Catholic high
school located in a suburban, middle-class neighbourhood. Current student
enrolluent was 1,200 students. On the day the questionnaire data were
gathered, there were 1,107 students in attendance, This vepresents 92.3 per
cent of the eantire student community,

The structure of tha student community in terns of peliglon is over~

Whnlmingly Catholic; these conatituta 94 per cent of the entire cowmunity.
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gmall proportion of them (3.2 per cent) are of an unspecified religlous

A
backgraund' and only a few (1.2 per cent) have no religious affiliation.

fhare ate & few Protestants, Orthodox, and Jewlsh, Ia terms of education,

the studants come from generally well educated famililes, More than one-half
(56.3 per cent) of their fathers and at least two-fifths (40.7) of their
pothers have at least a college education,: Thirteen per cent of their

f£athers and 5.1 per cent of their mothers have earnad a Master's degree, a
Ph.D., 0¥ & pbstgraduate profesaional degree, The occupatioﬁs of the students'
parents reflect their educational level. More than one-quarter (27,7 per cent)
of the fathers are professionals, that i3, lawyers, doctors, or executives or
owners of large businesses., Almost one-third (30.7 per cent) are either
business managars, owaers of small businesses, or teachers., - A small propor-
tion of the fathers (6.2 per cent) are either clerical employses or salesmen.
The rest (30.5 per cent) can be termed blue-collar workers, that is, craftsmen,
firemen, factory workers, and ﬁarious types of labourers. Almost one-half
(48.5 per cent) of the students' mothers are housewives; ocne-quarter (25.4 per
cent) work full—time; and another ome-quarter (24.1 per -cent) work part-time,
In swmmary, then, the students contained in the present sample come from pre-
dominanily Catholic, middle-class, suburban backgrounds.

- The Interview Sample

To what extent does the interview sample share the characteristiQS’af tha
entire student community? The sinllarities are greater than the differences.
Understandably, the overwhelming‘majority (26.1 per cent) are Catholics, with
1.3 per cent Protestants, 1.3 Orthodox, and 1,3 per cent belonging to other
religious groups. Both the educational and occupational status of their
pParents are high; for more than two-fifths (43.9 per cent) of thelr fathers

bava az least a college education. Of the rest, aluost ome-fifth (19,7 per
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;ent) Lave some college education; 28 par cent ave bizh school graduates, aad
only &1 insignificant wuwber (7.9 per centd are l2s3 than high gehool
graduatss. Slightly mora than two-fifths (44,7 per cent) of tha mothers of
’thhe ingerviev sample arve high school graduwates; 21,1 per cent have some
college education, and more than one-third (3%.2 per cent) have at least a
collez2 education. In'comparisoq with  the entire student community, fewer of
the wothers of the interview sample (42.1,per cent) are housewives, and more
(31.6 per cent) are professionals; almost one-fifth (18.4 per cent) are |
managess of businesses, 42.1 per cent are:-skilled workers, and only 5.3 per
cent ave wvaskilled labourers. It can ba said, then, that there is a correﬁ-
pondence in major characteristics of parents of the entire student community

and of the interview sample.

Background Charactaristics: of Students

It i3 of some relevance to further describe‘the students in terms of
their background characteristics: age, year in school and grade .point average,
In terms of age, students who are 14 years old accouat for'29.2’§er'cent of
the eatire student commmnity; almost one~quarter (24,7 per cent) of all
students are aged fifteen, and an z2lmost equal percentage (24.4 per cent) are
aged sixtesn., Exactly one-fifth (20.0 per cent) are aged seventean, and oaly
a vexy somall number (1.8 per cenl) are at least 18 years old (Table 1).
Distributian of yzar in school followa more or less. the age. compoaition,
0f all the students, 29.9 per cent are freshmen, 24,9 per cent sophomezeé, 22,9
per cent junlors, and 22.0 per cent are senlors; 0.3 per cent did not indicate
thelr year in school. Regarding grade point average, a rather small proportion
8.7 par ceng) of all students are A students; 35.0 per ceat are B studants;
and the rest (55.7 per cent) have a grade point average of C+ or less. It is

with vesard to this last characteristcic, that is. orads oing averans, that
<3 ® r S Wy
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TABLE 1

BACKGRECUND CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS

All Studeats ~ Ingerview Samole

» N Per Cent N Per Cent
J—
14 vears oy less 323 29,2 22 28.9
15 y2ars : 273 24,7 19 25.0
16 years 270 24,4 17 22.4
17 years 221 20.0 15 19.7
18 years or older 19 1.7 3 3.9
Total 1,106 99.9 76 100.0
Year in School
Freshmen 33 29.9 24 31l.6
Sophomoraes 276.  24.9 20 26.3
Juniors 254 22.9 16 21.1
Senlors 243 22,0 16 21.1
Tozal 1,104 99.7 76 160.0

Grade point Average

A and above ' 96 8.7 21 27.6
B to B 387 36.0 23 30,3
C= or less 615 55,7 32 42.1

Total 1,100 99.4 . 76 160,0
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large differ=nces betwesen the interview sample and the entire student community
exist, This 18 understandably so since grade point average was one of the
. pases on waich the interview sample was stratified. Other . than that, the
differences in characteristics between the interview sample and the entire
\sggdent body tend to be minimal and, therefore, should pose no - serious

difficulities in comparison,

Déacription of Variables

The main dependent variable of the present study is the extent of
involvement with psychoactive substances, which has been described as the
varying degrees of experience students have had with drugs.

Measure of experience with drugs is ‘designed to tap direct contact of
students with‘drugs'and frequency of use of~mind—altering substances. To
establish this fraéuency, students were asked: "During the past twelve months
have you used any of the following substances? Do not include -drugs given by
prescription or in the hospital, nor wine used inrreligioua*occasions;f This
question was followed by a list of twelve drugs and the frequency of use of
each drug was to be raeordad accordiag to the {ollowing categories : never,
onece or twles, 3~8 times, 19-49 times, 59 times or mcré; ‘The responses to

theae iceas were uwrilized to construct a flve~fold typology of student drug
¥ &y

users: (1) abstainers: students who have never tried any drug;. (2) experimenters:

students who have used drugs once or twice only; (3) casual users: students who.

have used the substances 3-9 timesy (4) regular users refer to students uzing
the drugs 10-49 times and (5) habitual users, those using the drugs more than
fifty gimes.

Social Chavacteristics

The problem of this study has boen defined as the interaats, activities

and soeial characteristics that differsntiate agrug-taking and non-drug-taking
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‘cudeﬂts' It is with regard to social chavacteristics that we recognize
. T

arious SOUrces of influences. These characteristics are identifiable in
v

germs of studzat's self-definition, lavel of achievement, sociczeconomic and

religlousd backgrounds, -

A student's self-identification was explorad by asking: '"Most students
can choos2 one group of people to which: they would like to belong. To which of
the following groups would you most like to belong? If one group does not
exactly dzscribe how you feel, choose the group that best describes your
desires: jocks, greasers, freaks, student leaders, scholars or colleglates,
other (specify)." Loglcally, it is of interest to see whether and to what
extent the student's self-concept related to other behavioural properties,

In this context, our attention focuses on: (1) the level of academic achieve-~
. ment of student: whether he is a high or low achiever in terms of the quality
of his grade point average; (2) whether he is of high or low socioeconomic
status in terms of the‘education and occupation of his parents, and (3) whether
or not he bas any formal religious affiliation, and thevlevel of his interest
and participation in religious activities.

The within-school variables are the locus of participatory involvement
with zecognized school organizations, clubs and activities, Since thiz is
one of the praedictor variables, it is crmcialito‘explére the quality and levela.
of student involvement with the school system. : More speeifically, we are
interasted ins (1) the nuumber of orzaaizations, clubs or formally orpanized
activitizs in which a given student participates; and (2) the naéute'of thaae
activicies or organizations. Two broad bases of activities are in mimd:
(a) athletic activities, consisting of tennis, soccer, golf, baskat ball, and
Cress country; and (b) academic-oriented activities: drama, music, student

Bovermment, and student publications. What is imperteont is what type of
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s;udEﬂt engages in what typa of organizatlon or activity, and how this activity
is related to differentials in use of drugs.

To:0 other sources of independent variables, that 1s, the family structure
and pecy zroup intevactions, will be defiped in greater detail in thz next

chaptet . It is sufficient to state here that the behaviounral and structural

propgrties of the family which will be analyzed are: (1) intactness: this is
determined by whether both the original parents live together at hone, or‘
wvhetherthere has been some disturbance in that original family structure;

(@ value transuission: whether at least one of the parents is involved in the
use of drugs, and (3) parent-child felationships: whather these relationships
can be described as satisfactory or unsatisfactory.

Regarding pear group relations, our interest focuses on the extent to
which a stu&ent is involved with drug-taking or non-drug-taking friends.

It is our prelimivary contention that the social characteristics, the
nature of interests and activities in and out of school, the patterns of peer
group relations, availability and quality of models for behaviour and the
quality of parent-child relationships all enter into the determination of
studentbdrug use oy nén use; these constitute the sources of.independent
variables for this type of adolescent behaviour. A systematic analysis of
these factors in order to delimit the parameters of their influence is crucial
for the understanding of this form of behaviour.

Analytic Frame

In the second chapter of this study a theoretical formulation was elab-
orated basad on the family-school-peer group interaction systems. There, the
Observation was made that the basic interactions of aﬁ adolescent revolve
around the family, school and peer group. The teenager is attached to the

.

largar society through vole relationzhips established within and beatween each




f;f.thesg units. All three spheres of activity are interrelated, aand all can
hbe expected to have impact on an adolescent's attitudes, values and behaviours.
ps Tec (1973) observaes: "to the extent that the family, school and peer group
he nost Important interaction systens, the appropriate strategy for the
“expla“ations of adolescent behaviouralypaﬁterns should be sought in terms of
all these statuses.” Thus, there is the need to delimit those properties
within these roles which increase the probability of drug use by aﬁy given
gtudent. The analytic model that gives direction to this study flows directly
from the conceptual model discussed above (Chapter II). The model focuses on
a number of units of interaction. These include the family system, the peer
group system, and the school as_é\unit of interaction.

Several important aspects of the paradigm are represented in Figure 3.
First, each of the predictor systems has a direct linkage with drug-seeking
behaviour. Second, each of the preceding three systems--the family, peer group
and school--has both a direct and indirect influence on selfndefinitiﬁn, that
is, the way in which a student conceives of himself. Indeed, it is conceivable
that a student's self-concept is a function of all three interacting systeﬁs
and can be an effective source of behaviour orientation. As Kinch (1963) has
observed: "the actual responses of others to the individual will be important
in determining how the individual will perceive himself; this perception will
influence his self-conceﬁtion which, in furn, will guide his behaviour."

Third, the schemes defines those properties of each interaction unit that can
explain the differences in student drug-using behaviour.

Data Analysis

To identify the predictive factors of drug use by students, the data
will be subjectad to various statistical analyses. First, the predictor and

Predicted variables will be broken down into parcentages, Vhere the outcoms
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Figure 3.--Analvtical Frame
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,—eas"mably strong, a correlational analysis will be made in order to
s :

etemine the strength of relationship between predictor and predicted vari-

pactial correlational analysis will then be made. This will make it

gbles:
\ssible to eliminate possible effects of other variables not included in the
0

model' gnacifically, there will be the need to control for the effect of back~
gtouﬂd variables like age, year in school, place of residence and previous

grade school. Holding these variables constant singly and simultaneously, it
will be possible to delimit the influence parameters of each predictor vari-
able. In addition, step~wise multiple regression analyses will be done with
all the predictor variables. It is hoped that, besides the explicit testing

of hypothases, the analyses will form the basis for_ the generation of other

gseful hypotheses for future study within the drug problem area.




CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

The observation has been made that the family, the school and peer group
constitute the most vital adolescent interaction systems. Furthermore, that
the adolescent 1is attached to the wider society through the role relationships
established within and between each of these units, The quality and type of
adolescent behaviour is largely a function of these three interaction systems.
The task of the section that follows is to subject to statistical tests the
hypotheses that have been formulated with reference to these three systems of

interaction.

The Family as a Unit of Interaction

Various aspects of the famlly nsed systematic exploration in order to
discover their relationships with student drug-using behaviour., Specifically,
this analysis will focus on family structure, socioeconomic status of parents,
- parents as behaviour models for offspring, and parent-child relationships.
First, family structuré.

Family Structure

The importance of both parents as models for ‘their children has been
recognized by sociologists and psychologists alike. Accordingly, the absence
of one parent 1s said to impede the process of identification leading to
Problems of adjustment and to different types of deviant behaviour. To
€xplore the relevance of this coancept to the community we are studying, we had

hypothesized that "the less intact the family, the more the likelihood thit

the offspring will use drugs."




56

Family intactness is measured with reference to the orizinal family

gructure within which students were raised for most of their lives. The
-8

gntact family is one in which both father and mother live together; the
ponintact family represents various forms of alteration or disruption of
the'oziginal family structure through divorce, separation or death of one of
the spouses.

To measure family intactness, students were asked: "For most of your
1ife, were you brougﬁt up by (1) your father and mother living together?

(2) Mother alone without stepfather? (3) Father alone, without stepmother?
(4) Any other situation involving one or both of your parents? (5) Any
situation involving neither of your parents?" The first response alternative
indicates a stable or intact family structure, the other alternatives‘Being
instances of various types of nonintact families,

The specific'type of family structure is our predictor variable., 1In
dealing with this variable, it is vital to define clearly what properties of
this unit go with what sort of adolescent drug~using behaviour, and the pre-
dictive power of such properties. To explore the level of influence of this
predictor variable on differential use of drugs by students, it is imperative
to compare the drug~using behaviour of students living under the different
types of family arrangements to see whether there exist any sigunificant dif-
ferences in this type of behaviour, In terms of our hypothesis, we would
expect differentials in drug use to correspond to differences in family
intactness. In other words, students indicating that they use psychoactive
substances would most likely come from homes in which some disruption of the
original family structure has occurred. In this case, a comparison of the
Proportion of drug users under the various types of familly arrangements will

make it possible to draw some inferences with regard to which type of
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ﬁdolescent drug-~using behaviour goes with what type of family structure,
The availlable data suggest some relatlonship between student use of
£0bacco and marijuana, and the type of famlly structure under which students

. pave been rearasd for the most part of thediyr 1ives; This affirmation is
suscainad by the fact that a remarkably greater proportion of students from
.nonintact families (51.7 per cent) than from stable homes (38.1 per cent)
jpdicate that they have smoked marijuana. For the interview data this is

50 per cent and 48 per cent respectively (Table 2). Other than that, the
general patterns of reported drug use suggests that family structure is not
the best predictor of student drug use. However, there is some exception to
this general statement, as is evidenced by the data in Iable 3. There, the
general pattern of drug use indicates differences in student use of the
various drugs among the varilous types of nonintact families; The evidence
invites the conclusion that, with the exception of tobacco and‘marijuana,
student use of drugs appears to be unrelated t& whether he has'been brought up
foi most of hils life by the father alone. Interestingly, at least three out
of every four students from this latter family categery ars users of marijuana,
In comparison, students who have been raised by the mother alone, or by any

. othay relative, demonstrate a consistently higher‘use of all drups except
marijuana.. What these data seem to.suggest is that although use of hard
psychoactive drugs is not a functicn of whether or not students are from
intact or nonintact families students who have been raised for the most part
of their lives by thelr fathers alone are the most likely to smoke marijuana,
and the least likely to use any other mind-altering drugs. BHowaver, the
relative small size of the number of students within this family category has
a mitigating effect on this general observation. This makes it imperative

to explore otﬁer characteristics and behavioural properties of the family, and

thely likely influepce on student use of druzs.
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TABLE 2

FAMILY STRUCTURE BY STUDENT DRUG USE

Per Cent Within each Family Structure Using Each Drug

All Students Interview Sample
yse of Nonintact Intact Nonintact = Intact
i—

Tobacco 76.8%2  60.8% 69.27 63.3%
Alcohol 89,7 87.4 92.3 83.7
Marijuana 51.7 38.1 50.0 40,0
LSD 6.9 4,5 7.7 4,0
Heroin 1.1 1.7 : 3.8 4,0
Opiates - 3.4 4.6 7.7 4.0
Amphetanines 8.0 7.6 7.7 6.0
Barbiturates 8.0 5.5 7.7 2,0
Cocaine 3.4 3.6 3.8 4,0
Methaqualone 8.0 4.3 15.4 6.0
Mescaline 4.6 4,2 3.8 2.0
Tranquilizers 8.0 5.4 7.7 2.0

N = 87 1020 26 50
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TABLE 3
SPECIFIC TYPE OF FAMILY STRUCTURE BY STUDENT DRUG USE

Per Cent Within each Specific Type of Family Cateecory
Using Each Specific Drug

‘scu&e nt Use of Father and Mother Father Other Nonrelative

Mother Alone Alone
e
obacco 61% 76% - 76% 65% 50%
Alcohol 87 90 90 97 63
Marijuana 39 55 78 b4 38
LSD ) 5 0 9 13
Heroin 2 0 0 3
Opiates 5 3 0 0
Amphetamines 8 8 0 9 13
Barbi turates 6 5 0 9 0
Cocaine 4 3 0 6 0
Methaqualone 4 8 0 13 0
Mescaline 4 5 0 6 0
Tranquilizers 5 8 0 13 0
N= - 1020 38 9 32 8
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Family Structure and Students' Self-Definition

In order to make a more indepth exploration of the family as a specific

gnits it is necessary to study the relationships between the way a student

kdefines himself and the type of family arrangements under which he lived for
post of his life. Such an exploration has the added advantage of aiding our
understanding of the familial aspects of one of the basic concepts of the
present stgdy: social characteristics of students., Theoretically, the way a
student defines himself is partly a function of the responses of immediate
others, and the §arious types of his behaviour are contingent in part on his
self lmage.

In light of the data in Table 4, it is evident that students describing

" "scholars," and "student leaders" are fairly distributed

themselves as '"'jocks,
among the various types of family structure. However, studeﬁts defining
themselves as ‘'freaks" and/"greasers" are differentially distributed. Of
students who have been raised mainly by the mbther alone, 23.7 per cent define
themselves as "freaks" and 5.2 per cent view themselves as '"greasers." Of
students reared mainly by the father alone, absolutely none refer to then-
selves as "freaks" and a fair number (11.1 per cent) define themselves as
"greasers." The implications of these differences for differentials in drug

use will be given detailed consideration in the concluding section of this

study. But first, socioeconomic considerations,

Socioeconomic Factors

A factor which seems to help in the definition of use of drugs is
socloeconomic status. One of the clearest and most often repeated findiugs
In social science research is that there is direct relationship between socio-

€conomic status and tolerance of unconventional, nonconforming or deviant

behavicur (Vestby and Braugart, 1970; Trent, et al., 1967; Eisenstadt, 1962).




61

TABLE 4

FAMILY STRUCTURE AND STUDENTS' SELF CONCERT

Students Describing Themselves As

paised Mostly Jocks Freaks Scholars Greasers Leaders Other Total N

by (354) (103)  (189) (69) (242)  (150) 1108
—— .

both Parents 32,57  9.1%  16.8% 6.22  21.7% 13.8% 100% 1020
Mother Alone  23.7  23.7  15.8 5.3 21,0 10.5 100 38
pather Alone  33.3 0,0 22,2 11.1 22,2 11.1  99.9 9
other Relative 28,1 12,5  15.6 6.3 25,0 12,5 99.9 32

Nonrelative 25.0 0.0 25.0 12,5 27.5 0.0 100 8

amp——
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0f all the ways of measuring socioeconomic status, level of formal

educational attainment is perhaps the most crucial. There is, of course,
gsually @ high correlation between educational level and other measures of
5ocioeconomic status, such as income or occupational prestige., It has
generally been found that the higher an individual‘s educational level, the
pore tolerant he is likely to be of behaviour generally considered to be
gnconventional, In his studies of attitudes towards cilvil liberties,
stouffer (1955) discovered that within each specific age group, a higher
educational level is invariably associated with greater tolerance of non-
conforming behaviour., Soﬁffet remarked that "just as education tends to
introduce shading of categorization between true and false, strong and weak,

etc., so presumably, it tends to encourage respect for dissenting points of

view . . "

In light of these and other observations, it was hypothesized that the
higher the socioeconomic level of parents, the greater the likelihood that the
offspring will use drugs. In other words, various levels of parental educa-
tion and occupation are expected to be positively correlated with differen-
tials in drug use by students. In operational terms, students of more highly
edumxadéatentg, that is, parents with at least a college education, would
most likely use drugs than will students whose parents have less than a
college education., If this position is tenable, it could further be argued
that parents with Master's degree, Doctorate degree, aud post-graduate'pro~
fessional degrees would be much more tolerant of nonconforming behaviour and
that, therefore, their offspring would more likély be involved in drug-using
behaviqur.

To‘measure the educational level of parents, students were asked:

h
hat is your father's education?” The response alternatives provided were:
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;,(1) 1 hava no father; (2) never finished high school; (3) high school com-
pletes (4) some college; (5) college graduate; (6) master's, doctor's or

postmgraduate professional degree, ‘The first three educational: levels are

Aéfinitely low; the last twa, high. Our hypothesis stipulates a scattering
of drug us2rs avound the first three categories, and a clustering of use;s
j’,around the latter two categories, that is, the highly educated parents,

The hypothesized relationships between student. use of.drugs\and.the
educational level of parents obtains selective factual support from a limited
pumber of drugs, a fact which demands hypothesis recasting., For it is evident
that, with the exception of marijuana; cocaine amphetamines, the ﬁse of drugs
by students appears not to be related with the educational level of.their
fathers (Table 5). The epidemiology of drug use is evenly distributed among
students of all educational levels, It is only with regard to use of wmari-
juana, cocaine and amphetamines that the educational level of fathers con-
gtitutes a significant determining factor. Students of. highly educated
.- fathers, that is, fathers who have a master's degree, doctor's degrese, or
post-graduate professional degree are tﬁexmcst.like%y to use marijuana;.

* almost one-half: (47 per cent) of them have ever smoked marijuana, Furthermore,
‘one-quarter. (25 per cent) of them are frequent users of marijuana, and an
.almost equal number (21 per ceant) smoke the drug habitually. In addition, one
out every ten students of highly educated fathers uses amphetamines, and an
almost equal ﬁumber.(S.O per cent) proceed to frequent use, And whereas abso-
lutely none of the students of low educated fathers had tried cocaine, at

least 7.0 per cent of sons of highly educated fathers have experimented with
this drug. Interestingly, the level of fathers' education appears to be

unrelated with the use of alcoholic beverages and tobacco. It is precisely in

this regard that important difference exist between the educational levels of

farhery snd mothers, and student diug use.
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TABLE 5

REPORTED DRUG USE BY EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF PARENIS

Level of Education of Father

Low | . . High

student Use of : 1 2 : 3 4 5

N = 98 N = 339 ‘N = 201 N =276 N = 147

;;;;cco 62.2% 62.8% 60.2% 60.5%2 61.6%
Alcohol 86,7 88.5 88.6 87.7 87.7
Marijuana 41.8 38.9 38.8 36.6 47.0
Heroin 1.0 1.2 2,0 1.8 2,7
Opiates 3.1 3.2 6.0 4,7 7.5
Anphetamines 6.1 7.7 8.0 8.3 9.6
] Barbiturates 4.1 6.2 5.5 5.8 6.8
f | Cocaine 0,0 . 3.2 3.5 4,0 8.0
' Methagqualone 4.1 4.b 6.0 4.0 6.2
LSD 4.1 4.1 5.5 4.0 6.8
Mescaline 4.1 3.2 4,5 4.3 6.8
Tranquilizers 6.1 5.9 6.0 5.4 4,8

- Student Use of : 4 Level of Education of Mother

Tobacco 65,27 60.0% 61.8% 62,3% 65.0%
Alcohol 85.5 98,3 90.7 84.3 . 82.1
Marijuana 39.1  37.2 42,2 39,8 45,0
LSD 4.3 3.2 6.4 6.8 5.4
Heroin . . .. 1.5 2.5 2.1 . o
Opiates 1.4 3.8 6.4 5.2 ’ 8.9
Amphetamines 2.9 7.9 8.3 8.4 7.1
Barbiturates 5.8 5.6 5.4 5.2 3.9
Cocaine 1.4 2,6 3.9 5.8 7.1
Methaqualone 2.9 4,1 4.9 4.2 15.0
Mescaline 4,3 2.8 5.4 6.3 7.1
Tranquilizers 10.1 5.5 | 4.9 5.2 8.9
N = 69 532 204 191 76
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Children of the lowest and highest educated mothers are the most likely

E co gmoke tobacco (Table 5), and at least one~fifth (41 per cent)} within each
category are habitual users of tobacco, Furthermore, student use of cannabis,
barbiturates’ cocaine and methaqualone would seem to be contingent on the
educational level of mothers. Students of highly educated mothers havé the
gteastast likelihood of usigg these'specific drugs. One might also observe
that low educated mothers appear to raise boozing offspring. Other than that,
the prevalence and incidence of all other drugs tend to be evenly distributed
among students of all educational levels, and do not seem to be a function of
this characteristic,
But how are these relationships between sﬁudent drug use and parental
educational levels to be interpreted? We might venture the opinion thatisince
a student's effective accessibility to drugs is contingent on whether or not
 he can afford the price, and since this bizying power might depend on his
parents’' income, certain groups of students would be placed.in a position of
limited opportunity wiﬁh respect to certain kinds of drugs. Indeed, Blum and
his associates (1969b) have discovered that certain drugs (cocaine, for
instance, and LSD) are "higher-class' drugs, with economically determined
differeutials in access to. them. Our findings suggest. a similar .explamation; .
differentials in parental educational levels appear to'be crucial deter—-
minants of which student will use certain drugs, especially cocaine, Metha-
" qualone and amphetamine, Even in the case of cannabis, differentials in
' educational level of parents seem to be an important determinant of use,.

Logically, therefore, if this contention 1s tenable, we would expect to dis-

cover supportive evidence from the occupational structure of parents, and its

Influence on student drug-using behaviour.
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Occupational Variables

In studying occupation as a predictor of student psychoactive sub-
gtance use, our primary'concern is to see what type of parental occupation
is relatéd to what type of student drug use. First, father's occupation.

It has already been hypothesized that the higher the occupational
status of parents, thé more the likelihood that the offspring will use drugs,
gince the theoretical justification of thils hypothesis has already been dealt
with, what remains is to explore the relevance of this conceptualization as
an explanatory framework of drug-using behaviour within this specific community,

Central referent of this hypothesis is the difference in occupational
statué. In order to measure this occupational variable, students were asked:
"What is your father's occupation?' They were then given a list of occupa-
tions, and were asked to indicate which cgrresponds to their father's, These
occupations were (1) professional or large business executive (lawyer, doctor,
owner of large business or firm); (2) business manager, small business owner,
school teacher; (3) clerical or sales work; (4) craftsman, fireman, factory
worker, labourer, domestic worker, other., Obviously, the first and second
types of occupation fall wiﬁhin a high occupational status category; the third
occupational type certainly is of medium status, and the fourth type of work
can be termed blue-collar occupation and belongs to the low occupational status,
Our hypothesis stipulates that higher occupational étatus will be linked with
higher probability of drug use by students. Stated otherwise, students saying
that they use tﬁe selected drugs are more likely to come from homes in which
the fathers have a high occupational status than students indicating that they
do not use drugs. To test this hypothesis, student personal use of drugs was
Crosstabulated with the occupation of theif parents, The evidence indicates

that a higher proportion of students saying that their fathers are lawyers,
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TABLE 6

OCCUPATION OF FATHERS BY STUDENT DRUG USE

—_—
Occupation of Fathers
student Bus. Owner,
use of Executive Business Clerical,
Professional Manager Sales Laborer Other -~ Total

;;;;;co 60,6% 58.67% 63.0% 64.27% 58.8% 61.3%
Alcohol 87.6 86,6 89.9 86,9 92,2 87.5
Marijuana 44,3 37.3 32.9 38,2 37.3 39.2
LSD 5.2 3.6 5.8 3.5 3.9 4,7
Heroin 2.0 1.5 1.4 3.8 0.0, 1.6

' Oplates 6.5 3.0 4.1 4,9 0.0. 4.5
Amphetamines 10.4 7.1 6.8 7.0 .0.0. 7.7
Barbiturates 7.5 3.6 5.5 6.7 2.0 5.7
Cocaine. 5.9 3.3 1.4 2,8 0.0, 3.6
Methaqualone 6.5 4.4 2.7 4,0 2,0 4,6
Mescaline 6.8 3.6 1.4 3.7 © 2,0 4,2
Tranquilizers 9.8 3.0 4,1 4,6 3.9 5.6
N= 307 338 73 327 55 1107
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- Joctors, OWNEers of large businesses, and business executives are users of
ésychotropic drugsf This is more so in the usz2 of marijuana, awphetamines,
and cocaine and tranquilizers, This fact 'is comsistent with the previeus dis-
covery, that children of highly educated parents are much more likely to use
these specific drugs.

Although our data do not warrant strong éonclusions.they:do~suggést
that, with respect to our community of study, occupatiohal gtatus is not a
‘crucial determinant of drug use by studenﬁs.' However, students whose fathers
are professionals, executives, or owners of big businesses are the most
likely to use cocaine, tranquilizers, and cannabis, Other than that, the
probability of use of all other drugs tends to be equélly distributed among
students of all sociloeconomic strata,

Occupation - of Mothers

Turning to the question of the cccupation of mothers, we are faced with
a somehow different problem. The issue is not so much that of occupational
' ‘status as that of having an occupation, The explanation why.children resort
to deviant -behaviour has often relied on several family variables, Of these
we have already discussed family structure and educational level of parents,
In dealing with the occupation of mothers and its relation to nonconfnrming
behaviour, students of the field tend to concentrate on whether or not the
mother‘has an occupation. For instance, a number of students have found that
children from homes in which the mother is employed are more likely to be
delinquent than are children from homes in which the mother ‘is not (Nye,
1958; Hoffman, 1961). In terms of our study, we found it to be of relevance
to tap the influence of occupation of mothers on student drug-using behaviour,
It was therefore hypothesized that students whose mothers have a career are

more likely to use drugs than students whose mothers have none, In other
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] qords, drug users are more likely to say that their mothers have an occupa-
4 tion outside their homes, and they are employad on a2 full-time basis on
¢heir job. Thus, fuli—time‘employed mothers, in éomparison with their part-
time counterparts and housewives, would most likely raise drug-using off-
gpring.

To measure this attribute, students were asked: "Wh#t is your mother's
occubation?" ‘The provided response alternatives were: (i)uno mother living;
(2) mother lives at home, does not work outside home; (3) mother works part-
time; (4) mother works full-time.

The available data (Table 7) indicate ﬁhat our hypothesis has factual
gsupport. At least two-fifths (43 per ceﬁt) of students whose mothers have
full-time c%reers indicate usiﬁg marijuana; a comparatively higher proportion
of these students are also users of barbiturates. Use of all other drugs is
more or less evenly distributed among all students. Indeed, the eviqence
indicates a consistent pattern of low use of all other drugs. But there are
observable differences within this low patterg of use. The pattern indicates
very negligible differences in,use among students whose mothers are housz-
wives and part-time employees, and a noticeable difference between these and
full-time employed mothers. Full-time career mothers appear to be the most
Iikély to raise marijuana-smoking offspring. Although our data cautions
against strong conclusions, there 1s ample suggestive evidence that student
drug use is inversely related to whether their mothera are housewives or part-
time employed, and directly related to fﬁll-time career nothers, In this
sense, our hypothesis has factual support.

Parents as Bshaviour Models

Turaning to the process of iumteraction within the family, it is of para-

mouat importance to explore the quality of parental behaviour itself in order




70

TABLE 7

CCCUPATION OF MOTHER AND DRUG USE BY STUDENTS

Mother's Occupational Status

| students’

yse of Deceased Housewife Part-time Full-time =~  Total
i

L obacco 57.9% 62.2% 58.8% 62,3 61.3

L jlcohol 84.2 86.2 88.8 89.0 - 87.5

L Jarijuana 37.9 36.3 39.3 43.4 39,2
LSD 5.3 4.5 3.0 6.8 4.7
Hefoin 0.0 1,5 1.5 1.8 1.6
Opiates : Q.0 5.0 2.6 5.3 4,5
Amphetamines 10.5 7.1 7.1 8.9 0.3
Barbiturates 0.0 4.8 4.5 8.5 5.7
Cocaine 0.0 3.9 2.2 4,3 - 3.6
Methagualone 5.3 4,7 2.6 6.0 4,6
Mescaline 0.0 4.3 3.0 5.7 4,2
Tranquillizers - 0.Q 5.8 3.7 7.5 5.6
N = 19 537 267 281 1104

Per Cent = 1.9 - 48.5 24,1 25.4 99.7




71

(th reach some undersﬁanding of its influence in the drug-usinz behaviour of
offspring. Students of the discipline have studied the possible relatiloanship
. petween parental use of drugs, and the drug—using behaviour of offsnring.
VThe observation has often been made that parental use of drugs obtained
through doctor's prescription or otherwise may either directly or indirectly
encourage adolescent experimentation with drugs. This implicitly suggests
that there may be a direct relati§nship between parental legal or non-legal
involvement with drugs on the one hand, and nonmedical use of drugs by
gtudents on the other., On the basis of these and other observations we had
hypothesized that: "the more involved parents are with drugs, the greater
the likelihood that their offspring will use drugs."
| The predictor variable in this case is the actual use of drugs by parents,
To measure this variable, respondents were given a list of behaviours and were
asked to place check marks against those which apply to their parents. >Ameng
the behaviours were use of tobacco, alcohol, LSD, marijuana, amphetamines,
barbiturateg and.heroin.

The rationale Eehind the measurement of the use of drugs by parents is
to determine whether, and to what extent this is a determinant of drug-using
by offspring. Otherwise stated, it is to determine the relationship between
the use of drugs by parents and the drug-using behaviour of their offspring. Imn
terms of our hypothesis, drug-using students would most likely indicate that
at least one of their parents has also used psychoactive substances, Thisg
would indicate that the nature of parental drug-using behaviour wili be one
of the basés on which to determine whether or not a given student will also use
druzs, Table 8 suggests this to be the case, Within each category of drugs,
a higher proportion of drug-using students élso indicate that the particular

subatance has been used by a parent. On the other hand, of students saving
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TABLE 8

PARENTAL DRUG USE BY STUDENT DRUG USE

Variable Students Students
Who do not Who
Use Use Total N
Tobatco ,
Neither parent uses 56,17 43,97 100.0 108
A parent uses 34.2 65.8 100.0 781
pon't know 59.5 40.6 100.0 37
Alcohol
Neither parent uses 29.9 70.1 100.0 109
: A parent uses 7.8 91,2 100.0 838
Don't know 27.0 73.0 100.0 27
Marijuana
Neither parent smokes 62.8 37.2 100.0 940
A parent smokes 22,2 77.8 100.0 18
Don't know 43,8 56.2 100.0 128
Aphetanines
Neither parent uses - 94.5 3.5 100.0 923
A parent uses 42,2 57.8 100,0 26
Don't know 82.0 18,0 100.0 133
Hexodn A
Neither parent uses 98.4 , 1.7 100.0 923
A parent uses heroin 50,0 50.0 100.0 8
Don't know 96.2 3.8 100.0 133

Note : Nonresponses are not included in the analysis.
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that none of their parents has used‘the selected drugs, few of them have
themselves used the particular substance in question., The general pattern
yndicates that the proportion of non-drug-using students increases with non-

. drug-using pérents, and decreases with drug~using parents. Correspondingly,

A the proportion of drug-using students increases with drug-using parents, and
declines with non-drug-using parents. In other words, the less involved
parents are with drugs, the less the likelihood that their offspring will use
drugs. And, conversely, the more involved parents are with drugs, the more
the likelihood that the offspring will aiso use drugs, However, since only a
few number of parents indicate using marijuana, heroin and amphetamines,
these general observaﬁions need be made with some qualification,

The present study does not address itself specifically to the actual
process of transmission of drug-suing values from parents to offspring. How-
ever, the available data éuggest that the drug-using behaviour of parents is
in itself one of the crucial factors in the determination of whether or not a
given student will abstain from, or experiment with drugs. One must be care-
ful to point out that the drug-using behaviour of parents does not cause
“students to use drugs; it may, however, be a potentiating factor leading the
‘exposed student to gselect this mode of behaviour. Beyond this, we would
suggaest that perhaps of far reaching importance and implications 1is the quality
of actual interaction between parent and student.

Parent-Child Relationships

Much of an adolescent's behaviour, far from being a random occurrence,
1s often a manifestation of the existing family relationships., Family struc-
ture, per se, is not a sufficient explanatory variable of why young people
behave the way they do. Such behaviour is.often an externalization of the

quality of relationships existing between parent and the adolescent, It is
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ﬁconceivable that thé degree of nurturi#g relationships existing between parent
and child éonstitutes a good index of the direction an adolescent's behaviour

is 1ikely to take, Thus, a deeper level qf analysis would require that we gé

%‘ peyond the external family structure to the actual family processes.

This aspect of the family was explored in the interview. The question
was asked: "How>wou1d yoh characterize your relationship with your parenté or
the persons acting in their pléce?” The alternative responses provided were:
(1) very good; (2) all right; (3) indifferent, and (4) not good. The first
two response alternatives define positivé parent-child relationships, the
last two, negative, less satisfactory parent-child relationships, The
specific hypothesis to be tested was formulated with regard to parent-child
relationships, namely, ﬁhat the less satisfactory parent-child relationships,
the more the likelihood thét the offspring will use drugs. In operational
terms, students who use drugs will indicate that the relationship between
them and their parents is "indifferent" or "not good." Failing to obtain
basic emotional needs at home, sﬁch students would compensate by some type
of nonconforming behaviour through other group processes which respdnd to
the nurturant sociability needs of the adolescent. It 1is suggested here that
the use of drugs by adolescents is a latent function of non-nurturant family
relationships. Table'? sﬁows this to be the case.

The data show that there is a direct relationship between students
defining their relationship with their parents as ''not good" and "indifferent"
.and their use of drugs (Table 9). For instance, of students defining their
relationship with their parents as '"not good," 100 per cent are users of
alcohol, and a significantly higher proportion (91.7 per cent) smoke marijuana.
Indeed, such students manifest a consistently higher use of all other psycho-

tropic substances, On the other hand, very good parent-child relationships
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TABLE 9

PARENT-STUDENT RELATIONSHIP AND USE OF DRUGS

Relationship with Parents Is

’ “Very Good All Right  Indifferent Not Good Total
L gtudent N = 23 N = 20 Nw= 20 N = 13 N = 76
b e of 30.3% 26,3% 26.3% 17.1% 100,0%
Alcoh‘ﬁl 82.62 85.0% ) 85.07’ 100.0% } 86082 )
Tobacco 56.5 55.0 75.0 83.3 64,5
Marijuarna 26.1 50,0 55.0 91.7 50.0
LSD 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 5.3
~ Amphetamines 0.0 5.0 10.0 ' 33.3 4,2
Cocaine 0.0 0.0 8.7 '25.0 6.6
Barbiturates 0.0 0.0 0.0 16,7 2.6
. Heroin 0.0 4.3 10,0 25.0 5.3
Mescaline 0.0 0.0 4.3 25,0 5.3
Oplates ' 0.0 4.3 5.0 16.7 5.3
Tranquilizers 0.0 0.0 5.0 16.7 3.9
Methaqualone 0.0 8.7 10.0 25.0 4.6
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§have an ianverse relaFion with use of drugs by students, These findings
;iinvite the conclusion that the less nurturing parent-child relationships,

E the moTe the likelihood that the offspring will use drugs and, conversely,
iAche more nurturing parent-child relationships, the less the likelihood that
the offspring will use mind-altering drugs.

When the degree of student involvement with marijuana is examined
within the context the context of family relationships, the same conclusion
geems warranted (Table 10). As the quality of parent-child relationship
improves, the proportion of students not using marijuana also increases, and
vice~-versa. For instance, of students defining their relationship with

their parents as very good, almost three-quarters (73.9 per cent) are non-
users of marijuana, and absolutely none is a dailly user of it., On the other
hand, of students describing their relationship with their parents as 'not
good,' only 2 few (8.3 per cent) are nonusers of cannabis, and more than two-
fifths (41.6 per cent) are daily users of this substance. It can be inferred,
therefore, that nurturinz family relations are inhibitive, nonnurturing
relationships promotive of student drug-using behaviouf.

The Religious Factor

It was stated abové that various degrees of alienation from religion have
been observed to be associated with various degrees of involvement with drugs
(Blum, 1969b). This phenomenon has been interpreted as a need on the part of
adolescent drug users to reject basic values of their parents (Breda, 1971;
Sommarhausen, 1971). Hence, we had hypothesized that the less religious the
background. of students, the more the likelihood that they will use drugs.

It is important to state our central argument. It is a fact that our
Population is by and large Catholic in religious background (94 per cent),

with a few Jewish, Protestants, Orthodox and others. OQur argument is that
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TABLE 10
PARENT-STUDENT RELATIONSHIP AND THE DEGREE OF STUDENT
INVOLVEMENT WITH MARIJUANA

|

e

- Freguency of Use -
parent-Child Not Once a Once a Several Daily Total N
Relationship  at All Month week Times N=15 N=76

N=38 N=11 N=13 a Week

K=9

e i
Very Good 73.9% 13.02 - 13.0% 0.0% 0.0% 99.9 23
All Right 50.0 10,0 20.0 15.0 5.0 100,00 20
Indifferent 45.0 20.0 15.0 20,0 0.0 100.0 20
Not Good 8.3 16.7 16.7 16.7 41.6 100.0 12
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,J‘he differentiating factor among religious groups in terms of psychoactive
i gubstance use is the lack of formal religious affiliation. In operational
terms, drug usaers are expacted to be those students who profess to have no
formal religious affiiiation. | |

One item in the questionnaire trled to tap the religious affiliation of

‘gtudents. Respondents were asked: "What is your religious background?" The

providad response alternatives were (1) Roman Catholic; (2) Jewish; (3)

protestant; (4) Orthodox; (5) other; (6) none, . It is expected that users of
drugs would be students who claim to have no formal religious affiliation,
Table 11 suggests that this position is tenable,

Classifying students into dichotomous categories according to whether
or not they profess to have any formal religious affiliation, there emerges a
_clear picture of the epidemiolsgy of drug use among students, Of students
saying that théy have no formal religious affiliation, a remarkably consistent
greater proportion use all drugs except alcohol, On the other hand, with the
exception of alecohol, fewer students with a formal religlous background are
also users of drugs.. The evidence, in the light of the strong differences in
. drug use by the two types of students, .lends support to the hypothesis: that
students claiming no formal religious affiliation are much more likely than
professed Catholics, Jewish, Orthodox, and Protestants to admit using psycho-
- active substagces. |

Dimensions of Religiositz‘

But merely to remain on the level of formal religious affiliation would
be superficial, the more so as the student community is overwhelmingly Catholic.
There is the need to measure the personai religious dimensions of students,

Tha depree of religlosity was explicitly explored by the interview; this

tapped the personal interest of students in religion, and the level of actual
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TABLE 11
FORMAL RELIGIOUS AFFILIATION AND STUDENT USE

OF PSYCHOACTIVE DRUGS

- :
yariable: Students who do Students who
yse of not have a have a Formal
Religion Religion
Tobacco 69.2% 61.2%
Alcohol 76.9 87.7
Marijuana 53.8 39.0
LSD 23.1 4.4
Heroin 7.7 1.6
Opilates 15.4 4,4
vAmphatamines 15.4 7.6
Barbiturates 30.8 3.4
Coainel 7.7 3.6
Methaqualone 23.1 4.4
Mescaline 15.4 4.1
Tranquilizers 30.2 3.2
N = 1,091
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‘;3rti¢ipation in religious activities. Of course, these two attributes have
_;; clos2 interdependence.
7 To measure the dapth-of religiosity students were asked: "Which of
‘~dwse best describes your present interest in religion?" The alternative
{?responses were printed on cards and presentad in turns to the interviewse,
ilrhese rosponse alternatives were: (1) no interest; (2) ohly an intellectual
?jn:erest (in Bible as literary-historical work, comparative religion, etc);
i,(3) mildly interested (including interest because of family tradition, or for
.gocial reasons); (4) deeply interested: coﬁsider self as deeply religious
; person; (5) don't know, A similar procedure applied to the exploratioﬁ of
gtudent's actual participation'in'religious services or activities. The
i varying degrees of religlosity, measured by'the freqnéncy of student's parii«
\Jcipation'in religious.activities ware : (L) neverzparﬁicipate.in religious
- services or activities; (2) participate 1-10 times a year; (3) participate
+1-2 times a momth; (4) participate about oace a week, and (5) participate more
" than once a week,

The reason behind measuring religioéiﬂyuisvto determine whether student
use of mind-altering drugs is in any way related to the degree in which hz con-
siders himself to be "reiigioﬁs." To determine this, we had hypothesized that

the less involved a student in religious activities the moré the likelihood

“that he will use psychoactive drugs. OCperationally stated,. student drug users
would be marginally involved in religious activities, and would tend to define
their own personal interest in religion as "none" or "imtellectual." Ana-
lytically, a comparison of the proportion of drug users within the various
categories of religiosity will indicate any meaningful relatiémship betwean

these two characteristics or attributes. In relating the extent of religlosity

to drug use, the data (Table 12) poiut that a higher desve2 of religicsity is
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TABLE 12

USE OF DRUGS

WITHIN FACH LEVEL OF RELIGIOSITY INDICATING

DIMENSIONS OF RELIGIOSITY AND DRUG USE: PER CENT STUDENTS

R  Interest of Student in Religion

pse of: None Iatellectual Mild Deep Undefinesd

N=9 N=13 N=26 N=25 N=5
S
" Aleohol 88.9% 84.6% 96.2% 78.3% 80.0%
Tobacco 77.8 84.6 69.2 47.8 40,0
Amphezamines 44.4 7.7 7.7 0.0 0.0
Cocalue 44.4 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
Marijuana 77.7 69.2 46,2 39.1 50.0
Barbiturates 22,2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
LSD ' 33.3 0.0 0.0 4.3 0.0
Mescaline 22,2 15.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Heroin 11.1 15.4 3.8 0.0 0.0
Opiates 22,2 15.3 0.6 0.0 0.0
Tranquilizers 22.2° 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0
Nethaqualone 4b.4 15.4 3.8 0.0 0.0

Fraquancy of Religious Particlpation
l1-10 1-2 Cnce Many Tinmes
Times a Times a a Week
Never Year a Month Week

Dae of : =6 N=22 N=15 N=21 Ne12
Alcohol 66.6% 90.0% 80,0% 100.0% 100.0%
Tobagco 83.3 63.2 60.9 66,7 50.0
Amphetamines 50.0 9.1 6.7 4,8 0.6
Cocaine 50.0 9.5 0.0 - 0.0 0.0
Marijnana 65.7 72.7 40.0 47.6 16.7
Barbiturates 16.7 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
LS3 33.3 4.8 6.7 0.0 0.0
Mescaline 50.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
Heroin 33.3 4.8 6.7 0.0 0.0
Harhaqualone 50.0 4.5 6.7 9.5 0.9
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;ﬂwersely related to the use of mind-altering drugs. As the degree of
,gteligiUBiﬁY (in terms of interest and participation in religious activities)
;?decliﬁesn the usage of drugs tends to xise., At the point, for exsmple, where
%*the student currentiy acknowledges\that he has no interest in religion, there
2 j5 very high chance that he will use the drugs except heroin. The same is

; true of students who never participate in religious activities, Interestingly,
F students who describe their intefest in religion as "intellectual” or who
participate only rarely (1-10 times a year) in religious activities, are
extensive users of marijuana (69.2 per cent and 72.2 per cent respectively).

Eifﬂ put if a student classifies himself as "deeply interested" in religion, or

. participates at least once a week in religious services, the likelihood of his
-using most of the selected drugs is negligible, Hence, the data invite the
conclusion that the degree of religlosity of a given student is one of the best
predictors as to whether or not he will use psychoactive drugs. High religi-
osity is inversely related with student drug use, while low religiosity is
directly related with it,

Ideal, Self, Religiosity, and Family Relations

It has already been established that differences in drug use correspond
to differences in dimensions In religiosity. To‘carry tnis analysis one step
further, there is’the need to examine whether differences in religiosity also
correspond to differences in student self—copception. In other words, the
issue 1s to explore the existing relationships between the way a student
defines himself, and the dimension of his religiosity. The data in Table 13

suggest the existence of such relationship. At least one out of every three

1t 1 L]

"jocks," "scholars," "greasers," and "student leaders" considers his interest

in religion to be dzep," and participates at least once a week in religious

activities, In coatradistinction, one out of every two "freaks" has no
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" TABLE 13

IDEAL SELF-IMAGE, RELIGIOSITY, AND FAMILY RELATIONS

Ideal Self

Studant
1 Jocks Freaks Scholars Greasers Leaders
. variable N=24 N=10 K=20 N=9 N=13
interest dn Relielon
Fone 4.2% 50,0% 0.0% © 0,0% 7.7%
Intellectual 8.0 20,0 25.0 33.3 23.0
Mild 33.7 10.0 25,0 33.3 30.8
Deep 41.7 20.0 41,7 33.3 38.5
Othey 12.4 0.0 8.3 0.0 0.0
Tozal 1000 100.0 100,0 99,9 100.0
Participation in
Religious
Activities
Naver 4.2 30.0 0.0 0.0 7.7
1-4 times a
year 12.5 30.0 8.3 0.0 7.7
5~-10 times a
y_ar 16.7 30.0 16,7 6.0 15.3
1-2 times a
month 20.8 10.0 16,7 33.3 7.7
Cace a Weak 41,7 0.0 33.3 33.3 30.8
Several times
~a Week 4,2 0.0 25.0 33.3 20.8
Total 100.0 1¢0.0 100.0 - 99,9 100.0
Feally Relations
Very Good 37.5 10.0 40.0 33,3 30.8
All Right 20,8 10,0 30.0 33.3 338.5
Indifferent 37.5 20.0 10.0 16.7 23,1
Not Good 4,2 60.0 20,0 16,7 7.7
Total 100.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,11
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jnterest im religion, and absolutely none of them participates weekly in
religious activities. Since high drug use is directly reiated to low religi-
osity, the implication is that students defining themsalves as "freaks"

would be the most likely users of drugs. |

A similar argument can be made with regard to the nature of family

: relations. Most "freaks" (60 per ceat) characterize their relation with their

parents as poor. In contradistinction, at least one~third of the students

1" LI 1}

typifying themselves as "jocks," "scholars," "greasers" and "student leaders"
describe their family relations as very good. It is suggested here that the
differences in religiosity and nature of family relations observed among the
various categories of students accouat in part fof'differentials in student

- drug use,

The School System

Certainly a major factor in the high school experience of any studeant is
his rated academic performance--his grade point average. It tells him, his
pears, and his family how well the system thinks he is doing. It also reflects
his ability and/or willingnéss to function within the system.

Self-reported grades turm ocut to have an important relationship to the
use of most drugs. That is, high grades are assoclated with low use.

The measure of academic grades used here is a self-report item in the
questionnaire., It reads: "What was your grade average last year?" The
student then selects one of a specified answer alternatives.

Turning to the grades in relation to drug use, we find that those with
lowest grade point average are clearly the most likély to use drugs. . Further-
mre, thers tends to be very great difference in illegal'drég'usage between
the two top grades, A and B. And this holds true for all drugs. For, with

the exception of marijuana, alcohol, tobacco, tranquilizers and barbiturates,
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!
TABLE 14

I
STUDENT'S GRADE POINT AVERAGE AND HIS USE OF DRUGS g "
\

|
— |
All»S;udents Interview Sample
gtudents’ A B C A B c
Use of N 96 385 617 21 23 .32 i
Tobacco 41.7  57.8  66.9 71.4 47.8 71.9 I
Aleohol 78.1  86.3  90.0 76.2 87.5 95,7 i
Marijuana 26,0 31,5  46.7 34.4 43.5 52,4 w
LSD 1.0 3.6 5.8 4.8 3.1 8.7 ‘
gerotn 1.0 1.8 1.6 0.0 3.3 4.3 |
Opiates 1.0 3.9 5.5 4.3 4.8 6.3
Anphetanines 3.1 7.2 8.8 0.0 3.0 13.5
Baributurates 4.2 3.4 7.5 ' 0.0 4.3 4.8
Cocaine 0.0 2.6 4.9 2.5 3.1 8.7
Mescaline 1.0 2.6 5.8 4.3 4.8 6.3
Tranquilizers 5.2 5.4 5.7 0.0 4.8 6.3

‘Methaqualone 1.0 2.6 6.5 2.5 8.7 9.4




86

3 the incidence of psychoactive substance usage among students within the B
grade point average category is from one to three times as is reported by
gtudents within the highest gradelpoint average (A students).

Turning to the specifics of drug use. The drug of preference of A
students is tranquilizers., But even in this case, usage is comparatively low.
It is interesting to note that absolutely none of them uses cocaine, and only
a very insignificant number uses LSD, mescaline, methaqualone, opiates and
heroia, that is, the hard drugs. Turning to B students, the énly remarkable
thing about them is their use of amphetamineé. But it is from the low-
achievers (C students) that we find the greatest incidence pf*all~drug use,
Furthermore, there is a noticeably great use by these students of marijuana,
barbiturates and amphetamines,

The data invite the conclusion that there is a correspondence b;tween

the use of drugs and the quality of a student's performance at school, The

2 _ higher the quality of a student's performance (as measured by his grade point

gverage), the less the likelihood of his using drugs; the lower the quality
of performance, the greater the likellhood of his using drugs.

Consideration of the various levels of involvement with marijuana
invariably leads ;O'the same conclusion (Table 15). On the one hand, almost
one-quarfer (24.6 per cent) of all low achievers (D or less students) are
habitual users of marijuana. By: comparisow, more than three—quarters.(76.6

per cent) of high achievers (A students) are: abstainers from marijuvana. As

F the quality of performance improves, the number of studsnts who had never

tried cannabis also increases. . Conversely, as the quality of performance
declines, the number of students who never tried the drug declines, while the
Number of more intensive users of it rises correspondingly.

But how are these relationshlps between high school grades and high




87

TABLE 15

GRADE POINT AVERAGE BY FREQUENCY OF MARIJUANA USE

Grade Point Average

Total

D

Frequency of A B C+ C  of Less D.K. N.

i Marijuana Use N=96  N=387 N=308 -N=240 N=63 = N7
. Never 76.6% 68.3% 57.9% 51.6% 37.7%Z  85.7% 667
3-9 Times 7.0 8.8 9.6 9.1 8.7 0.0 98
10-49 Tinmes 4,2 8.5 8.8 12,3 11.6 14.3 105
50 Times or More 5.2 5.9 11.7 1.0 24.6 0.0 107
No Answer 0.0 0.2 0.7 0.6 1.4 0.0 6
100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 99.9 - 100.0 1,107
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gchool student drug use to be interpreted? One is that drug use has con-
¢ributed directly or indirectly to a lowering of academic performance (Blum,
1969b) . Anothar‘is that poor grades led tha student to séek compensating
gocial rewards through drug use, Still aAthitd is that both poor grades and
active drug use result from the same prior determinants such as joining
deviant subgroups of students (Johnston, 1973). The latter explanation seems
plausible. However, this position would be tenable if low-achievers have
friends who are involved in drug-using behaviour, and if these friends are
also by and large low-achievers. Hence, it is cfucial to examine the identity
of students, agd how this relates both to their grade-point average and drug-
using behaviour. |

Identity, Performance, and Drug Use

In our theoretical discussion, the observation was made that self-concept
is both a dependent énd an independent variable., It is a function of the
responses of significant others and audlences located within various areas of
the social system. It is also the basis on which ego éelects and organizes his
behaviour within the context of the gsocial system, and the expectations of
organized other. It can be argued, therefore, that students who select a
.drug-using mode of behaviour do so as a result, in part, of the way thay con-
ceive themselves.. The school as a social sysﬁem definitely'constitueg cne of
the most vital sources of independent variables both for the evolution and
struéturingvof self-identity, and the behaviour consequent on that.

Examining students' self-definition in relation to their academic roles,

we notice that there is a negative relationship between students defining

1" on 1

themsalves as "scholars,” "'student leaders,"” and "jocks" and use of all drugs.
Students identifying themselves as "greasers' are positively related, though

very weakly, with the uae of all psychoactive drugs. But students typifying
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chems2lves as "freaks" show a comparatively stronger positive correlation
wigh use of all drugs except heroin and tranquilizers (Table 16). To
detevmine this relationship, gtudent use of the twelve selected drugs was
gichoiomized or converted into a dwmy variable, and phi coeffients werxe
then calculated to define the relétionships between use of these drﬁgs and
students' gelf-image,

That correlation is not causation .is a well known axiom within the
soclal sciences. But these correlational differences draw attention to the
possibility of the existence of acfual attributes differentiating the various
types of students: "freaks" and "greasers' on the one hand, and "jocks,"
"gtudent leaders," and "scholars" on the other. What do these diffe:ences’
tell us abﬁut‘the school system, and varying successfﬁl adjustment of
different types of students to the sch061 environmep;?

In our discussion of the relationship bet&een use of drugs and the levél
of academic performance, the conclusion &as drawn that lower grades have a
direct relation with use of most drugs, and high grades, and inverse relation~-
ship. This conclusion has various ramifications in the light of the correla-
tional differences between the various types of students and drug-using
behaviour. First, there is the implicatlion that students describing them-
selves as "scholars," "atuﬁant leadars" and "jocks" will also show a high
quality of academic pzrformance; fewsr students from these background are
users of drugs. The exact contrary would be true of students whe describe
thenselves as “freaks" and, to a. lesser extent, "gressers." It Is among these
two types of students that the majority of drug users are to be identified.:
Thase observations are consistent with the evidence in Table 17,

At least on2 out of every five high-achievers (A and B studenis)

"

d2fines hinself aa a "jock," "scholar,” or "student leaders.” 'Greasers” and
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- TABLE 16

H1 COEFFICIENTS DESCRIBING THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN
STUDENTS' SELF~CONCEPT AND USE OF TWELVE

SELECTED DRUGS

.
: Types of Students
Jocks Frezaks Scholars Greasers Leaders
prugs N=354 N=103 N=189 N=69 N=242
e
TobaCCO - 004 . 20 e 13 . 18 e 14
Alcohol ~.06 .17 -.21 : .11 -.17
LSD -,08 .17 -.05 .03 -,05
Heroin .06 .01 -.05 02 -.06
Opiaﬁes -005 . 22 -.03 ) 003 "008
Anphetamines -.05 .21 -.06 .05 -.10
Barbiturates -.04 .17 -, 04 .06 -.09
Coﬁ{aine : ‘ - '05 014 —003 ;08 "'.08
M&SCaline "'008 023 ".OS 003 ) —.05 ’
-.05

Tranquilizers -,03 .07 -.04 .07




951
TABLE 17

SELF-DEFINITION BY GRADE POINT AVERAGE

—

4 - gtudents Describing _Grade Point Average
Themszlves as: A B Cc+ C D cx
Less
P :
Jocks (354) 20,87 30.7% 35.8% " 37.0% 10,.2%
Freaks (103) ' 1.7 6.6 9.6 13.0 30,4
scholars (189) 29.2 21,7 14,2 11,4 8,7
Greasers (69) 5.2 4ot 5.8 8.4 8.7
Leaders (242) . 281 24.5 21.3 17.5 17.4
others (150) 15.0 12.1 12.3 12.7 24.6
Total (1107) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Na= 96 387 - 240 308 76
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ufreakﬁ" constitute an Insignificant aminority among h igh—achievers.
ndead, the latter group of students ("freaks") cluster around the lower end
of the achlevement continuum, |

Carrying this analysis one step deeper, it is necessary to zxamine how
1ow~achievérs tend to gravitate towards each other in terms of: the typeiof
close friends they bave. Theoretically, it is assumed that, like the lower-
class boys of Albert Cohen (1955), "greasers" and "freaks" would most likely
fac2 common problems of adjustment within the school enviroament, Hence,
there would be the tendency for such students. to gravitate towards each other
for suppoxrt. Table 18 suggests this to be the case, The general pattern
indicates that fewer "freaks'" and "greasers' report that none of their six
closest friends are users of marijuaha,»LSD, and amphetamines,: Conversely,
more of them indicate that at least four of their siX closest friénds use
these substances. This general pattern is more obvious - -the caée»of cananibis
use. Whereas at least two-fifths of "jocks," "scholars," and "student leaders"
- report having no drug—using friends, only very few ''freaks” and greasers"

- indicate the same fact; and at least two-fifths of "freaks" report that ail
- their closest friends ars smokers of marijuana. (Table 18)

Turning to.the question of ‘the relation between grade polni average,
type of close friends, and student drug-use, wa notice an interesting‘pattefns
(Table 19). As the level of academic performance rises, the proportion of
students saying that none of their six closest friends uses drugs also.rises,.
As the level of performance declines,. the propertion of students saying that
at 12azt four of their six closest frieands use marijuana aiso-rises.‘ Adn at
the point where students have the poorest performance, alwost one-quarter

(24,6 per cent) report that all of their six closest friends are users of

warijuana, LSD, and amphetanmines. This would appear to support the earlier




 TABLE 1B

TYPES OF STUDENTS BY NUMBER OF DRUG-USING FRIENDS

Freaks

Students Degeribing Themselves as

Total 100.0

100.0

Number of Close Jocks Greazers Scholars - Leaders Other Totazl N
Friends Using N=324 N=103 N=59 ¥=189 K=242 N=150 1,107
Marijuang |
Noae 41,5% 5.8% 5,8% 64.0% 70.7% 33.3% £7.3% 524
One 18.4 10,7 17.4 9.5 10.3 7.3 12,4 137
2-3 25.3 16.5 34,8 15.9 12.8 30.0 22,0 244
4 -5 5.6 23.3 30.4 3.7 3.3 14,7 7.0 78
All 8,2 43.7 11,5 6.9 2.9 14,7 11,2 124
Total 100.0 160.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 1107
5D
None 91.8 66.1 88.4 92.1 98.3 81.3 89.1 986
Cune 6.5 9.7 2.9 5.3 0.8 4,7 4.9 54
2-13 1.7 17.5 0.0 2.1 0.4 4,0 3.2 35
4~ 5 0.0 3.9 2.9 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.7 8
411 0.0 4.9 1.4 6.5 0.4 1.3 0.9 10
Don'¢ Xnow 0.0 0.0 0.0 4,3 0.0 7.3 1.3 14
Tozal 104.0 100.C 100.,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1107
Aumphotonines
None 88.1 55.3 84.1 87.8 96,7 76.7 84.8 939
one 74 9.7 4.3 9.0 2.1 9.3 6.7 74
2-3 3.7 22.3 7.2 2.1 1.2 6.7 5.2 58
4 - 5 0.3 8.7 1.4 0.5 0.0 1.3 1,3 14
&11 0.6 3.9 1.4 6.5 0.0 7.3 1,2 13
Don't Kuow 0.2 0.0 1,4 0.0 0.0 7.3 0.8 9.
100.0 100.0 100,60  100.0  100.0 1107




94
TABLE 19
GRADE POINT AVERAGE BY NUMBER OF SIX CLOSEST

FRIENDS USING MARIJUANA

Grade Point Average

A B C+ c D

Numbar:- of ) N
Marijuvana N=96 N=387 N=240 N=308 N=69

Using Friends

Nona . 56.3% 55.3%2 45.8% 38.3% 33.3% 524
One 14,6 11.6 12.5 13.6 8.7 137
2-3 16,7 18.3 23.8 26.6 24,6 244
4 or 5 4.2 7.8 6.3 7.5 8.7 78
All 7.3 6.7 10.8 13.6 24,6 119
No Answer 1.0 0.3 0.8 0.3 0.0 5
Total 100.1 100.0 100.0 99.9 99.9 1,107
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suggagtion that low-achievers would most likely assoclate with other low-
gehicvers. And that thelr selection of drug-specific mode of behaviour is a
;{ comp2nsatory activity to the problems of adjusting to the strins generated by
i“ mnsatisfactory performance in school, Therefore, failing to obtain gratifica-
tion from school, lcﬁ-performance~students would most likely select this mode
oflbahaviour—-drug—taking that is--as a compensatery response or readjustment,
The over~riding objective of their selecting this mode of behaviour would be
E-’for fun (Table 20). |

The foregoing observations do not have as their purpose the inference
of cause-effect telatioﬁShip;'our data do not'wa:rant'inferences of this
nature, But they do point to some of the social processes that govern and
determine thé interaction of students within t¢he school social system. The
implication is that the type of drug related behaviour a2 given student is
- -likely to seleet is a falr index of how well he performs in school,

- Studant Organizatioenal Partitipation

Part of the lore about drug use in high school is that.dr@g‘users tend
to be marginél people in the life of the:school, It hasialxeady been demon~
strated that drug users tend to be somewhat more marginal in the academic life
of the school, but that is only one part of the social milieu, Social con-
nectedness to peers in school, pariicularly in formal activities, is another.
Such connectedness is participation in some of the many extracurricular

activities is offered at most schools, We have chosen to compare drug use

for student who report varying degrees of extracurricular participation.

The questions pertaining to extracurricular participation were presented
in the self-administered questiomnaire and in the follow-up interview, - Students
vere asked: "How many school activities or organizations do you belong to?"

The provided respoase alternatives were: (1) nonz; (2) one; (3) two; (4) threa

to five; (5) six or more.
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TABLE 20

GRADE POINT AVERAGE AND REASONS FOR DRUG USE

- C

T
Reasons
Group :
Escape Rebel Acceptance Fun Other D.,K., Total N
GPA N=135 N=21 N=328 N=414 N-116 ©N=93 N=1107
A 11.5%  4.2% 41.7% 26.0%  7.3% 9.42 100.1 96
51.5 2.3 31.8 33.3 7.8 9.3 100.,0 387
10,4 0.6 27.6 43,2 12.3 5.8 99.9 308
D or Less 7.2 1.4 20.3 40,6 20,3 10.1 99.9 - 69
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In our discussion of the relationship between organizational participa-

gion and use of drugs {Chapter III) the point was made that experience with
Jrugs almost always occurs in socilal contexts, 1t was further recognized that
guch experiences are not equally distributed among all people within an}-given
community. It follows, logically, that the degree of experience with drugs

will be significantly related to the level and type of organizational involve-
ment of ;ny given student. Hence, we had hypothesized that the more iﬁvdlved

a student is ia sdhool organizations, the more the likelihoed that he will use
drugs. ~ And further;.that the pattern of his dxug»hsing heﬁavioux would most
likely be a product, in part, of. the type of organiz;tions to. which he belongs.

The first part of this hypothesis stipulates, .in operational terms, -
that .students belonging to school organizations or. other aschool activities
would also use drugs.. On the other hand, thelr nom-participating counterparts
would bé‘non-users of drugs.

As can be seen from Table 21, the exact contrary of this hypothesis is
trua, The data suggest that the lore about the more marginally involved being
the heaviest users does have much factual support, For students with no extra-

“eurricunlar activities do show a rewarkably higher usage than other studeants on
all drugs except heroiniy The differences. are .quite large in the case of
alcohol, tranquilizers, tobacco and warijuana. -Other than that, twice as many
non~active students as active students use all the other remaining eight drugs.
| A more detailed analysis of these findings shows differences .in drug use
to be related to varying &egrees of organizational involvement, .As. is eviﬁent
from Table 22, the number of organizations or school activities a student

“balongs to is a good predictor of the likelihood of his using or not using

drugs. Amoag parvticipants in extracurricular activities, the .difference of

drug-suing incidence is significant. With the sxception of heroin, amphetamines,
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TABLE 21

DISTRIBUTION OF DRUG USE ACCORDING TO WHETHER OR NOT A

STUDENT PARTICIPATES IN EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES

All Students Interview Sample

Non-~active Active Non~active-: Active
ggzigglas N = 281 N =824 N = 23 N = 53
Tobacco 69.0% 58.72' 64.2% 67.5%
Alcohol 89.3 86.9 85.7 88.7
Marijuana 47.7 36.5 61.9 47.2
LSD 8.9 3.3 4.8 5.7
Her§in 1.4 1.7 9.5 1.9
Opiates 7.1 3.6 9.5 1.9
Aunphetamines 13.2 5.8 14.3 7.5
Barbiturates 8.9 4.6 0.0 3.8
Cocaine 6.4 2,7 4.8 3.8
Methaqualone 8.5 3.3 4.8 3.8
Meszaline 7.1 3.3 4,8 3.8
Trangullizers 1.9
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TABLE 22

ORGANIZATIONAL PARTICIPATION AND USE OF DRUGS

;. s/tu—dam Number of O‘;:ganizat;ion. Student Participates In

3 use of ¢ 1 2 3-5 6 or More Nonz Total
f Jobacco © 59.6% 59.9%7  55.3%  64.7% 69.0%  61.3%
 siconol 84.3 88.7 87.9 94.1 89.3 87.5
yarijuana 38,7 37.2 35.3 34,1 47.7 39,2
; 15D 3.7 3.5 2.8 0.0 - 8.9 4.7
 ecoin 2.0 1.9 4.4 0.0 1.4 1.6
Opiates 5.6 3.0 2.1 0.0 7.1 4.5
: Amphetamines 8.0 3.9 3.9 11.8 13,2 7.7
| parbiturates 5.9 4.9 4.5 4.2 8.9 5.7
E Cocatne 3.7 2.5 1.5 0.0 6.4 3.6
b Jethaqualone 4.0 3.9 1.5 0.0 8.5 4.6
| Hescaline 4.3 2.8 2.5 0.0 7.1 4.2
; Tranguilizers 8.0 4.6 5.9 3.9 6.8 5.6
N = 324 283 199 178 283 1,107
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;'and tranquilizers a greater proportion of students who belong to one or two
3,extracurricular activities report more drug use than students beloaging to
i”more than two extracurricular-activities. ' Participation in six or more extra-~
curricular activities is negatively related to use of psychoactive drugs.

i Indeed, the evidence suggests an overall inverse relationship between use of

drugs and participation in extracurricular activities; participants in more

activities report less use than participants-in fewer organizations,

Specific Types of Extracurricular Involvement

sports |

Our interest in étudent organizational participation also focuses on the
pature and type of activity students are engaged in. One item of the study
explored the various types of sportive activities or organizations to which
students belong. The activities -students were asked to check as indicative of
their belonging to them were: tennis, golf, cross country, soccer,wbasebali,
and football. Our central concern is to explore the relation of definite drug-
using patterns to definite types of sport associations.. In light of the

evidence in Table 23, the following observations seem warranted, First, use of

alcohol, tcbacco and marijuana is heavy among all members of the various sport
clubs, Other than that, students who belong to tennis clubs tend to use
amphetamines and tranquilizers,  Almost allistudents who participateliﬁ-golf
(96,8 per cent) use alcohol. Also, their drugs of preference are barbiturates
and mescaline, For cross country runners, amphetamines seem to be the drug of
preference, Students who belong to baseball prefer cannabis and cocaine;
Inﬁereétingly, cocaine and heroin are the least used drugs by students who
participate 1in sports.

‘What all this ssems to suggest is that drug use patterns correspond to

patterns of Interzst in sports. Aand that srtudzois who balong to one type of

1
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TABLE 23

PARTICIPATION IN SPORTS AND STUDENT DRUG USE

P—
Per Cent Within Each Group Using Respective Drug
Cross ' Base

Tennis Golf Country Soccer Ball Nome D.K, Total
prugs (35) (31)  (26) (24)  (94)  (815) (82) (1107)
Tobaceo 48.6  54.8 50.0 47.1  59.6 63.4 59.7  61.3
Alcohol 82.9  98.6 84.6 85.3 87.2 88.1 81.9 87.5
Marijuana 22.9  29.0 30,0 26.5 42,6 40.0 47.2 39,2
LSD 5.7 3.2 1.7 2.9 4.3 4.5 4.3 4.7
Heroin 2.9 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 1.8 1.6
opiates 2.9 3.2 7.7 0.0 2.1 6.9 4.8 4.5
Amphetamines  11.4 3.2 11.5 5.9 4,5 11.9 7.7 7.7
Barbiturates 8.6 6.5 3.8 2.9 3.2 9.7 5.6 5.7
Cocaine 0.0 0.0 0.5 2.9 5.3 5.6 3.7 3.6
Tranguilizers 1l.4 3.2 0.0 0.0 4.3 8.3 5.8 5.6
Methaqualone 5.7 6.5 3.8 0.0 1.1 6.9 4.9 4.6
Mescaline 0.0 6.5 3.8 2,9 0.0 6.9 4.7 4.2
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: gpoOr £ organization are more likely than other students to use a given type

ot dg

Academic-Orienzed Associations

Turning now to the aqademic—oriented organizations and student drug use,
we notice that a similar patterﬁ obtains. Students were presente& with a
1ist of organizatiohs and were asked to indicate the ones to which they
pelonged and actively participated in. These activities include drama, music,
student government, and student publications. ‘Although use of alcohol and
smoking pfevails highly among all categories of students, it is more s0 with
those involved with student government and student publications (Table 24),
The latter group of students, that is, those engaged in student publications,
.. -are the most likely to use amphetamines and tranquilizers. With regard to the

- drug-using habits of students who belong.to.student music .clubs, 1t seems
. .clear that next to students interested and participating in drama, :they con-
stitute the largest ﬁarijuana using group (39.8 per cent). Other than that,
their general preference is .LSD and barbiturates, |
Of students who belong to drama clubs, at least one out of ten use
amphetamines, methaqualone and opiates. More importantly, more than one-
--half (53.3 per ceant) of these students use marijuana; this represents the
* highest -reported-use among the various organizations. . Of students who refused
to answer this question, a high percentage report use”of’alcohpl; tobacco and
marijuana.

The evidence above doés not warrant any strong conclusions, It does
suggest that students belonging to certain types of academic or profession-
oriented organizations also have the tendency to use specific types of mind-
altering substances,

But in order to have a clearer view of the identity of the student drug

usar, there is the need to explore the exteant and type of organizational
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TABLE 24

ACADEMIC~-ORIENTED ACTIVITIES AND STUDENT DRUG USE

—_—
Per Cent Within Each Organization Using Drugs
Student Studeat No

Drama Music Gvt. Publ, None  Answer Total
Drugs N=45  N=93 N=60 N=57 . N=822 N=30 N=1107
Tobaceo 64.4 53.8  50.0 54,4 62.9 73.3 61.3
Alcohol 77.8  76.3 88.3 86.0 - 89.4 86.7 87.5
Marijuana 53.3 39.8 31.7  29.8 46.7 39.7 - 39.2
LSD | 6.7 8.6 11.7 5.3 3.3- 3.3 bob
Heroin 46 3.2 3.3 0.0 0.0 1.3 1.6
Opiates 11.1 4.3 3.3 1.8 hoh 6.7 4.5
Auphatanines 11.1 6.5 3.3 12.3 7.6 13.3 7.7
Barbiturates 8.9 9.7 3.3 3.5 5.4 6.7 5.7 E
Cocaine 4.h 6.5 1.7 3.5 6.7 3.3 3.6 f
Methaqualone 11.1 6.5 1.7 5.3 6.7 4,1 4.6 |
Mescaline 6.5 3.2 0.0 3.5 6.7 4.5 4,2

Tranquilizers 6.5 6.5 5.0 10.6 5.0 10.0 5.6
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éparﬁicipation within the context of the student's: self-definition.

? It has already been established that the level of performance in school

?}was related to use of drugs by students. Furthermore, students classifying

i‘themsglves as "freaks" and, to a lesser extent, "greasers" are characterized

¥ py poor grades. Our analysis of involvement in student_organizationSvshowa the

?’d,ug~usar to be marginally involved in the school system:.  If this pbsiﬁian is

tenable, students identifying themselves as "freaks" should also be marginally

jnvolved in extracurricular participation: That this is the case is evident

L. from the data in Table 25, More than one-half (51.3 per cent) of "freaks"

and one~third of "greasers" do not belong to any organization or club., How--

1§.ever, wvhereas one out of every tweaty of "greasers" is affiliated with more
than six organizations, absolutely none of "freaks" is also highly-involvad in
a similar fashion, Perhaps, this explains why, of the two categories of
students, "greasérs" are less likely to use drugs than "freaks."

Consideration of the different types of organizational participation
leads to the same conclusion.: The fact ig that a comparatively higher pro-

- portion of "freaks" and "greasers" have no involvement in sports and other
academic-oriented organizations. Admittedly, the same is true. of "jocks"
with regard to participation in academic~oriented extracurricular participation
but, true to fheir4iden£ity,.thay are much nmore involved in spotts‘than'any
- other category of students,

It is perhaps useful to remark that this is not a causal argument. It
would be incorrect to argue that nonparticipation in student organizations
causes the student to use drugs. This position would be acceptable only if,
after accounting for ths effects of all other variables, the strength of rela-

tionship between use of drugs and participation in extracurricular activities

“Taemains high. The concluding chapter of . this stedy will show that this is
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TABLE 25

SELF-DEFINITION AND ORGANIZATIONAL PARTICIPATION

- _ Students Defining Themselves as
. organisational Jocks Freaks Scholaxs Creasers Leaders. - D.K, Total
3 participation - N=334 N=103 Ne=189 N=59 N=234 N=150 1,107
N
E;;:of Ozrganizations
None | 16.6%Z 51.5% 23.3% 33.32 24,02 24.7% 281
Oone 31.1 24.3 34.9 27.5 27.3 23,3 324
Two 29.1 15.5 28.0 23.3 25,2  23.3 284
Three to Five 20.1 8.7 13.2 10.1 19.4 24.7 199
S$ix or More 0.3 0.0 0.5 5.8 3.7 1.3 17
No Answer 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.7 2
Total  100.0 100.0 99.9 99.9 100.0 100,0 1,107
- Sports ' ’
Tennis 1.7 0.0 5.8 0.0 5.8 4,0 35
Golf 4.0 1.0 2.6 0.0 2.9 2.0 31
Cross Country 3.1 ~ 1.0 2.1 0.0 2.9 2.0 26 ‘
Soccer 4,2 1.0 2.6 4,3 2.5 2.7 34 |
Baseball 13.0 2.9 4.3 2.9 8.7 9.3 94 ‘
None 67.2 90.3 76.2 84.1 72,7 70.7 815
No Answer 6.8 2.9 6.4 8.7 4.5 9.3 72
Total 160.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 1,107
Acadenic-Orientad
Orzanizations
Drama 2.5 2.9 4.2 1.4 7.0 4.7 45
Music 4.0 11,7 10.6 10.1 11.6 8.0 93
Student
Government 6.2 1.0 4.2 1.4 8.3 5.3 60
tudent
Publications 3.4 5.8 7.4 1.4 5.4 7.3 57
None 80.8  78.6 70,9  82.6 65.7 70.0 822 1
Fo Answer 1.0 0.0 2.7 3.0 2.0 4,7 30

Total 99.9 100.0 100.0 ~ 99.9 100.0 100,060 1,107 l
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; pot the case. The substance of the argument up to this point-is that organiza-
i tional participation is simply one of several factors that differentiate drug-
i using and noa-drug~-using students.

RBut how afe these relationships between participation in extracurricular
5,8ctivities and drug use to be interpreted?  The preseant study does not address
f itself specifically to this question., It is suggested that, for-the participa-
tion a student demonstrates in extracurricular- participation, he obtains in

% exchange various types of social recognition and rewards from school; peers and
i family. Such socilal recognition directly or indirectly awards status to-

i involved students. Such responses from others reinforce student's self-con-

; cept and identity, and affect the subsequent selection, organization énd

i direction of his behaviour, Furthermore, these nurturing social;réwards and
3‘recognition respond to tha status needs of the adolescent,  and limit the

| paths to self-compensation through other»ty@es of anomic behaviour., ' On the
%‘other hand, nonparticipants, who-are not beneficiaries of this type of

f mrturant social and status awards and recognition, will also havé the

? tendency to»adopt alternative modes of response to status neads which might
iientail compensatory use of mind-altering drugs. This may explain the differ—

* entials in use of drugs among "jocks", "student leaders,"

and "scholars" on

| the one hand, and “"freaks" and "greasers" on the other. But even in this

i Instance, when the influence of other variables have been accounted for by the
step~wise multivariate analyses (Chapter V), the effects of student organiza-

tional participation appear to be comparatively minimal. Hence, it is safe to .

| conclude that student participation in extracurricular activities is not a

| causa of the use of paychotropic drugs by studeats.
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The Operation of Peer Group Influences

Turning now to the question of friends, it is crucial to conmsider the
E'egtgnt to which friendship aSSOCiatiéns-constitute an-independent variable for
! ¢he use of psychoactive drugs. It is suggested here that assoctation with 1
persons who a%e favourably inclined towards a givem type of behaviour has the | '
3 pocential'of'induCing‘eXPQ§ed . svhjects to a favourable -definition of, and-
'i‘a;tiﬁude towards, -the-given-behaviour., This would hold true:for' drug-using
3 pehaviour among students.: Within a high school environment, patterns of
friendship constitute the most common type of association.- These patterns of
association would tend to determine the -attitude of any given student to any |
ifgiven type of behaviour. -We could,  -within this theoretical context, posit a I
"positive relation between the perceived use of drugs by one's friends and one's
é »persanal'usa'of drugs. Hence, we had hypothesized that a substantial portion of

drug-using youngsters would alsohave drug-using friends. -In operational terms,

|
|
1
1
\
drug users are more likely to stite that many or most of their closest -
friends use drugs; non-users, fev or nona. The theoretical justification of \ N
this hypothesis is thét one's clusest friends generally constitute ene's‘sig~ lb
nificant others; there normally exists a deeper level of-identification with |
such close friends. They constitute an in-group, and behaviour reinforcement i
contingency; Glaser (1956 :442) irgued, in substance, that a person pursues a M
specific type of behaviour "to the extent that he fdentifies himself -with real
or imaginary persons from whose jerspective his ., . . behaviour seems acceptable," l
To explore'the possible relationship betwean the use of drugs by one's“. ‘
closest friends and one's persoml use of it, students wvere asked : “Consider N
your six closest friends. How mny of them use tobacco?" The response alter-
natives provided were: (1) nomne of them; (2) one; (3) two or three; (4) four or 1

 five; (5) all of them., The sameprocedure was applied to all the other druzs

vader consideration.
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The data in Table 26 indicate that drug users are much more likely than '
: \
pon-users to report having at least two or three close f:iends who have tried
each of these drugs, With reference to LSD, amphetamines and marijuana, én W
intezesting pattern emerges. This concerns two extreme categories of students -
3 gbstainers and habitual users. A very high proportion of abstainers ma}ntain ‘H
that none of their closest friends use marijuana, LSD, and amphetamines. Of : LM
the habitual users a very high proportion also indicate that most or all of- 5%
.their closest friends are also users of the selected drugs. ' These findingas {
ghow that the reported patterns of drug use have g strong positive relationship ‘
. to the relative number of respondents' close friends who have tried the drug.
Thus, nonusers of these specific drugs, that is,iLSD, marijuana,  amphetamines

-and, to a lesser extent, tobacco and alcohol, are most likely to report haviang

. no close friends who tried any of these-drugs, followed in order by experi-

hand, most often indicate that all their f£riends have each tried these drugs.
This in§ites the conclusion that the likelihood of any goven student using
drugs is largely contingent on whether he assoclates with drug-using or non-
- drug~using friends.

Peer Groupn Processes and Mariduana Use

‘
| |
- menters, occasional users, and regular users,. -Habitual users, on the other
|
I
|
To further substantiate this point, it was judged necessary to explore
the friendship processes thamselﬁas that govern the initial use of marijuana. |
In the;r dizcussion of the social processes that govern the initial use of ‘
cannabis Becker (1963), Blumer (1967), and Goode (1970) recoguize the pre- - |

‘pondaraut lmportance of friendship relationships. In taking this view, theay

underscore the necessity of the avallability of learning and performance

structure for smoking the drug; it is these who legitimize, reinforce, and

positively reward the marijuana-smoking behavicur--processss which are pre-
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TABLE 25
REPORTED DRUG USE BY NUMBER OF SIX CLOSEST FRIENDS WHO
HAVE TRIED SELECTED DRUGS (N=1107)
—_—
- Nonusers Drug Users
Number of -
close Friends Experi~ Occasional Regular . Habituwal Other
vho Tried Nonusars menters Useaxs Users Users
. Tobacco
None 41.9% 22.27% 9.3% 10.6% 2,5% 37.5%
One 18.3 22.8 13.9 -8.9 2.5 0.0
2or 3 27.4 45.5 48.1 37.4 25,3 12.5
Lot 5 7.1 6.6 17.6 28.5 33.1 12,5
All 2.9 2.4 9.3 12,2 34.2 12.5
D‘Kl 2.!‘ 0.6 1.9 2v4 2.5 25.0
Total 106.0 100,0 100.,0 1060.0 100,90 100.0
N = 420 167 108 123 281 8
Alcohol
Yone 43.8 27.5 8.8 1.0 0.5 20.0
One 14.1 14.8 5.0 1.6 0.0 0.0
2 or 3 26.6 35.4 28.6 11.5 4.5 20.0 I
il
&b or 5 10.9 10.5 29.8 29.5 9.5 10,0 M
All 3.9 12.0 27.8 56,1 84.3 20,0 I
D.K, 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.3 1.4 30.0 t;
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 i
N= 128 209 238 305 217 10




TABLE;26(Continued)

o

; yumbar of Drug Users
¥ Close Friends Experi- Occasional - Regular  Habitual  Other
. who Tried Yonusers menters users users users
:? —
- Marijuana
Nona 72,4 22.6 6.1 1.0 1.9 83.3
One 13.3 21.8 11.2 5.7 3.7 0.0
2or 3 11.7 41,1 53.1 41.9 17.8 0.0
4 or 5 1.2 7.3 16.3 25,7 16.8 0.0
All ilﬁO 7.3 12.2 25.7 58,7 16,7
D.K. 0.4 - 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.9 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
N = 667 | 124 98 105 107 6
Amphetamines .
None 89.6 35.9 23.1 28.6 16.7 60.0
One | 5;4 30.8 23.1 7.1 0.0 0.0
2 cor 3 3.3 17.9 34.6 42,9 16.7 v20.0
4 or 5 0.4 10.3 11.5 14.3 16.7 0.0
All 0.2 2.6 1.7 7.1 50.0 0.0
D.K. 1.1 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
N = 1017 | 39 26 14 6 5
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TABLE 27

FRIENDSHIP PROCESSES AND ACTUAL USE OF MARYJUANA

Variable Frequency
N Per Cent
who provided vou with the first marijuwana you smoked?
Parents. (either father or mother) 4 0.9
Brother or Sister. 35 . 8.2
Friends of the same sex 321 73.6
Some other Person 75 17.2
. Total 436 100.0
Did your close friends use marijuana before you did?
Yes 235 51.8
No 61 16.0
We all started at the same time 124 28,4
lo answer 26 3.8
Total 436 1060,0
Is marijuana usually present at parties you attend?
Never i5 3.5
I don't think so 37 8.5
I think so, but I do not know for sure 28 6.4
Ye3, some of them 226 51.9
Yes, moat of or all of them 130 29.6
Total 426 100.0
Note: This analysis specifically deals with the subpopulation of marijuana

users only. It excludes non-smokers and other non-respondents who
number 671,




112

requisite for the pleasurable perception of the drug. Evidence from Table 27

1 support these views., For not only did an overwheliming majority of all smokers
‘(73.6 per ceat) receive their first “joint" from a friend. (Table 24), but it
was these friends who legitimized the behaviour by being an example : for one
cut of every two marijuana smokers (51.8 per ceant) indicated that their friends
smoked marijuana before they did. It appears, then, that close friends con-
‘gtitute both learning and performance structure for marijuana smoking, and
would seem to be vital for the continuance of the behaviour. ' The implication
‘is that marijuana smokers would most likely interact selectively, associating
with those who approve of, and reward the behaviour, avoiding those who sanction
it. This observation is sustained:by the fact that most of the smokers attend
partieé at which the drug is present. In sum, the role of close friends
appears to preponderate im the determination of any given student to smoke
marijuana., This evidence further supports the argument that association with
drug~using friends is a crucial determinant of drug use by students.

Multivariate Analyses

In ofder to reléte data to theory and discover the extent ot their con-
vergence and divergence, it was judged necessary to subject the data to multi-
variate analyses. A theory is an interrelated set of ", . ., constructs
(concepts), definitions, and propositions that present a systematic view of
phenomeha by specifying relations among variables, with the purpose of
explaining and predicting phénomena" (Kerlinger, 1964:11). One of the major
concerns of the social sciences is explanation and prediction. Indeed, the
stated purpose of the present study is the explanation of studeant drug-using
behaviour, and the definition of the incluence parameters of the various

daterminants of this behaviour. To realize this objective more satisfactorily,

there 4ds the need to subject our data to step-wise multivariate regression
, J P 1 5




113

:Bnalygesn Procedurally, student use of the twelve selected drugs was dicho-

:;omiZEd or converted to dummy variables, and a step-wise regression analysis

Vﬁwas performed on each of the following predictor variables:

1. Use of drugs by closest friends.

2, Use of drugs by a parent.

3. Grade point average,

L. Participation in student organizations.

5. Occupation of fathers,

6. Year in school,

7. Family structure.

8. Education of . parents.

9, Student's self-concept.

10. Occupation of mothers,

In each analysis, after the fifst six variables wére selected by tha
step-wise procedure, the inclusion of additional‘variables.resulted,in negligible
increase in the proportion of total variatiorn in the ecriterion wariuble that was
o explainad, or predictable, by the linzar tombimatien of the first six variables.

| Table 28 illustrates the proportion of usage of the various drugé
-explained by the sa2t of ten predictor variables, The six characteristics
selected as the best predictors of marijuana use and théir contribution to the.
R? statistic (.408) are: (1) drug use by close friends; (2) drug use by a
parent ; (3) year in school; (4) grade point average; (5) participation in
extracurricular activities, and (6) education of parents, |

The leading factor explaining the use of LSD, and accounting for 11 per

cent of the variability are (1) use‘'of the drug by close friends; (é) use of

drugs by a parent; (3) mother's occupation; (4) organizational participation;

(5) grade point average; and (6) year in school.




TABLE 28

ORDER OF SELECTION OF TEN VARIABLES IN STEP-WISE REGRESSION ANALYSES AND
THEIR CONTRIBUTION TO THE TOTAL Rz

. I0bacco Alcohel LSR Marijuana Tranquilizers Methaqualone
Variables Grder R° Order R® Order R® Order R* order R® Order R®

1, Friends' drug use 1 .235 1 .,272 1 .099 1 .361 1 .061 1 .081
2, Porents' drug use 2 .257 3 .320 2,104 2 .387 2 .089
3. Grade point average 3 .275 4 ,323 5 L1111 4,404 4  ,067 4 .091
4, Extracurricular activities 4 .281 5 .325 4 L1105 ,607 5 .092
5. Fathers' occupation 5 .284 6 .326 : 3 .,09%0
&, Yothers' occupation 3 ,108 6 ~ .067

7. Year in school & .2856 2 .,299 6 .112 3 .309 2,066 6 .093
§ Family Structure 3 .066

9, Self-Concept 5 .067 =
10, Pareats’ education ' : 6 .408 &

Variables Heroin Opiates Awphetamines Barbiturates Cccaine Megcaline

1. Friends' drug use 1 .051 1 ,076 1 .1i30 1., 111 1 101 1 L0653
2. Parents' drug use 4 L055 2 ,085 2,137 2 .123 2,107 2 .076
2, Gyrade Point average 5 .055 6 ,143 4,127 5 .113 3  .079
&, Extracurricular activites 4 081
5. Fathers' occupation 6 .129 5 .083
6, Year in School 3 054 6 .093 4 .141 3 .126 ;L1112

7. FTanily Structure

8. Self-concept ' 2 ,053 3 .088 5 L143 5 ,128 6 114

9. Methers' Occupation , 4 ,090 : 6 .084
10, Parents' Education 5 .092 3 .140 3,110
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The most important contributors to the explanation of the variability in
the use of heroin (R2 = ,055) are, beside drug use by close friends and parents,
grade point average, student's self-concept, and year in school,

Only 9 per cent of the variability in the uée of opiaies has been
i, explained by the six predictor variables. The best predictors are: (1) drug
use friends; (2) drug use by parents; (3) student's self-concept; (4) mother's
occupation; (5) parental education and (6) family structure,

The variables cited as the best predictors of amphetamines use (R2 = ,143)
are: (1) use of drugs by close friends; (2) use of drdgs by parents ; (3) edu-
cation of parents; (4) year in school; (5) self-concept and (6) grade point
average.

Factors selected as the strongest prgdictots of barbiturates (R2 = 129)
are: use of drugs by (i) close friends; (2) by parents; (3) year in school;

(4) grade point average; (5) student's self-concept and (6) occupation of
fathers,
The best predictors explaining the variability in the usé*of cocaine

2 . .114) are: drug use by (1) close friends; (2) by parents; (3) education of

R

parents; (4) year in school;(5) grade point average and (6) self-concept of

students, ' S : . ‘
Major factors explaining the use of methaqqalcne are : use of drugs by:

(1) close friends; (2) parents; (3) occupation of fathers; (4) grade point

average and (5) year in school. But all these factors account for only 9 per

cent of the variability in the use of this-drug,
Characteristics cited as the best predictors of use of mescaline

(R2 = ,084) are: use of drugs by (1) close friends; (2) by a parent; (3) grade

point average; (4) participation in student organizétions, occupation of

fathers and (6) occupation of mothers.
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The leading factors explaining the use of tranquilizers (R2 = ,067) are:

(1) use cf drugs by parent; (2) year in school; (3) family structure; (4) grade
point average; (5) student's self-concept and (6) occupation of mothers.

The initial six predictors which account for 29 per cent of the vari-
abllity in the use of tobacco are: use of drugs by (1) close friends; (2)
parents; (3) grade point average; (4) organizational involvement; (5) occupa-
tion of fathers and (6) year in school. This last predictor is cited as the

- second most important factor in the explanation of use of alecchol. All six -
.. characteristics account for 33 per cent of the variability in alcohol use. K

The predictability of the best six attributeé was reasonably. good for
sone of the regression analysis, but poor for others, - As measured by the Rz
statistic, the proportion of criterion variability explained is 6 per cent for
use of heroin and tranquilizers, 8 per cent for use of mescaline, 9§ per cent
for use of opiates and methaqualone, 11 per cent for use of LSD and cocaine,

13 per cent for use of barbiturates, 14 per cent for use of amphetamines, 29
per cent for tobacco use, 33 per cent for élcohol use and 41 per cent for use
of marijuana. Evidently, tobacco, alcohol and marijuana use are best predicted

by the initial six prédictor variables. But in the analyses of use opilates,

mathaqualone, tranguilizers -and: mescaline, less than 10 per cent of the cri-

terion variability is explained by the first six variables in each case.




CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS

The Family

The family as specific unit of interaction constitutes one of the most
crucial sources of independent variibles of various and varying types of
adolescent behaviour. This is one of the basic ténets of the present study.
Vital to an adolescent's behaviour are certaiﬁ characteristics of the
family, characteristics which we have defined in terms of structure, and the
quality of therongoing interactional process within this structure. With
regard to the latter aspect, the elements that are basic to the directioﬁ an
adolescent's behaviour is likely to take depends on (1) the quality of
parental models of behaviour and (2) the quality of existing parent-studept
relationships.

In exanining the drug—using behaviour of students in the light of our
data, it would appear tﬁat this behaviour does not necessarily depend on an
unstable family situatlon. Admittedly, students from broken homes are the
nost likely to use the soft psychotropic drugs. This is especially true of
students who have been reared for the most of their lives by their fathers
alone. But equally true is the fact that such students are the least likely
to use any of the hard mind-altering drugs. On the other hand, students from
stable families afe the most likely to use hard drugs. However, use of hard
drugs is noticeably low among all categories of studehts. What the data
suggest is that the use of drugs is not mainly a function of whether or not a

student comes from a broken home or from o stable family, but that certain

more fundamental family processes have a stronger predictability as to which

117
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; grudent will use or will not use drugs. These processes have been identified

as parental drug relatedness, and quality of parent-child relationship.

1t is common sense knowledge that exposure to specific types of behaviour
or attitudes has the potential of generating attitude formation or attitude
change towards those behaviours. This general principle is applicable to drug-
using behaviour of students. It is true that although students are exposad to
various ﬁypes of behaviour, it is the parents who constitute a crucial behaviour
reinforcement contingency. In the case of\drug-using behaviour of students,
the quality of parents as nodels appears to be‘crucial. Indeed, the attribute
often selected as the second most important predictor of drug use by thza
step-wise multivariate analyses was drug use by parents. Perhaps, this may
be a potentiating factor. But it can fairly be concluded that for parents
who are in any way involved with drugs, the probability of their raising drug-
using students is greater than parents not in any way involved with drugs.

But how does student use of drugs relate to his religious characteristics?
Is the fact of formal religious affiliation alone competent to explain this
behaviour? Our data suggest this is the case. However, there is,ﬁwre to it
than that. Admittedly, students without formal religious.affiliation, in
comparison with their counterparts, have a higher probability of ﬁsing drugs.
But that is more important is the degree of the studént's own personal
attitude to religion. Religious attitudes are defined by the student's own
description of the type of his interest in religion, and behaviourally, by
his actual jnvolvement in religious events and services. This, more than the
fact of formal affiliation, is the best predictor of the likelihood of his
using drugs. The various explorations of the existing relationships between

religiosity and drug use suggest the conclusion that use of drugs is

directly related to whether (1) a student has no formal religion; (2) has no
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interest, or has only an intellectual interest im religion and, (3) is mar-
ginally involved in religious activities. On the other hand, it is inversely
related to (1) formal affiliation to a religion; (2) deep interest in
religion and, (3) high level of participation in religious services or
activities.

The School System

Turning to the school as a specific unit of social system, we recognize
that of the factors that are of vital importance for the student, performance
level and participation in student organizations are predominaht. For the
quality of a student's academic performance is a good index(sf whether or not
he will uée psychoactive substances. In their discussion of the relation-
ship between student's grade~-point average and the use of drugs, Blum and
his associates (1969b) came to the conclusion that no observable connection
exists between the two. In their view, drug use is in no way related to the
level of a student‘s‘performance in school. But the conclusion suggested by

. our study is the exact contrary of this position. Our data suggest a direct
relationship between the quality of a student's grade-point average and his
use of psychotropic substances. High grades are inversely related with low
‘use, and low grades are directly related with high use of drugs. This.
supports the hypothesis, that the poorer the performance at séhool, the more
the likelihood that students will use drugs.

Evidence from the multivariate analyses strengthens this conclusion.

Grade~point average was selected as a highly relevant attribute to the use of

all drugs. This characteristic was often selected as the third most important
predictor of student drug use. This affirmation is further sustained by the
R2 statistic. TFor the proportion of variability accounted for by grade-point

- average 1n conjunction with peer group and parental-drug~using influence is
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31 per cent after the tenth stepwise regression (Table 26). It is clear,
therefore, that the student's grade-point average, even though it may not be
the cause of drug use, is indeed a fairly strong predictor of the likelihood
of the selection the drug-using behaviour by a given student.

Turning to the area of student's organizational participation, we recég—
nize a similar phenomenon: the use of psychotropic drugs appeérs to be'linked
with the degree to which the student is involved in extracurricular activities.
Contrary to the findings of other stu&ents of the field, (for instance,
Nechama Tec, 1972:660), the drug-using student is one who is either not
involved or only marginally involved in student organizations and activities.
On the other end of the continuum is the highly involved student, that is,
the one who participates in at least three student organizations. More
involved students are the least likely to use mind-altering drugs. Further-
more, the specific organizations to which a student belongs play a selective
role with regard to the type of drugs he is most likely to use. For instance,
whereas studeants wﬁo participate in student government prefer alcohol, those
participating in drama and student publications have amphetamines as their
Qrugs of choice. For baseball players, cocaine is the drug of choise; in
contradistinction, students who belong to tennis and cross country clubs
would prefer amphetamines.

The importance of organizational participation for student behaviour is
further underscored by the fact that this attribute has been prominently
chosen in each stepwise multivariate analysls as a leading explanatory factor
of student drug use. It is to be emphasized, however, that organizational
participation is not considered as a cause of drug use. Rather, it is one of
the best indicators of the likelihood of a student selecting a drug~using

mode of beshaviour. In the light of this and previous findings, the conclusion

- = - =
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can be drawn that the less involved a student is in organizational participa-
tion, the more the likelihood that he will use drugs, and vice-versa,

The Peer Group

By far the most crucial predictor of student drug use is peer group‘
influence. Of all the ten predictive variables considered in the multi-
variate analyses, use of drugs by friends 1is always selected as the most
important predictor of personal drug use. This predictor variable--that is,
drug use by close friends--accounts for the highest proportion in the vari-
ability of use of drugs within every drug category. This finding is con-
sistent with the findings of other studies, which ascribe to association with
friends a role of central importance in drug-using behaviour of students. In
light of these repeated findings, the conclusion can be drawn that, all other
things being equal, the probability of any given student using or not using
drugs is contingent on whether or not he associates and identifies himself
with drug-using or non-drug-using friends.

Student Drug-User and Non-Drug-User: Composite Profiles

The foregoing considerations bring us to the point where composite
profiles of the typical student drug-user and non-drug-user can be drawn,

Différent high school students define themselves variously. Some define

mn n 1]

themselves as ''scholars,” "student leaders," or "jocks." Some describe
themselves as "greasers."” Still others define themselves as "freaks." From
responses of students, a number of polythetic taxonomies of students could
be constructed. In one class it would include "scholars,” "jocks," and
"student leaders;" common to all these students is that they are from homes
in wﬁich both parents live together; or, in the case of broken homes, the

majority of them have been raised for most of their lives by their fathers.

There interest in religion is sericus and participation in religious
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activities is high. The relationship with their paren£s can be characterized
as good. Students within this category are high academic achievers, wore
jovolved in extra currvicular activities, and tend to associate with non-drug-
using friends.

A second group would include students vwho define themselves as "freaks."
In terms of family structure, they tend to come from broken homes where a
father figure is absent. 1In térms of the school system, they are marginal both
in academic achievement and participation in student organizations. They show
little interest in religion (or at most only an intellectual interest) and
their participation in religious services is marginal. The relationship with
their parents is either indifferent or poor, and most or all their close
friends are user§ of drugs.

Between these two extreme categories is a third group of students: the

"greasers," sharing some characteristics of the "freaks," and other charac-

teristics associated with "scholars,“ "jocks," and "student leaders." Like
the latter group, the ''greasers" are high academic échievers; like the former,
they are marginally involved in extra curricular activities.

The typical student drug user more closely conforms to the portrait of
the student who typifies himself as a "freak." ‘He is most likely to ﬁome
from a non-intact family;-:he has no interest in religion or, at best, only
an "intellectual" interest; he participates very infrequently in religious

activities, has a grade-point average of C+ or less, andbiS'marginally

involved in student extra curricular activities, Finally, he characterizes

most or all of his close friends as drug users.
The typical non-drug-user, on the other hand, is most likely to define
himself as a "scholar," "jock," or "student leader." He participates fre-

quently in religious services, and considers himself a deeply 'religious"

'------------------lII-IIllllI.ll.-l---I-----;amnmur*
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person. The quality of his relation with his parents is characteristically
very good. He is well integrated into the school system in the sense that he
is likely to be at least a B student, is more involved in student organizations {
or activities, and most of his friends abstain from drugs.
Discussion m

What implications do these findings have for theory and research?. |

For the student of sociology, human behaviour is conceived as a depend- w
ent variable, that is as a function of factors located in the personality
system, cultural system, and societal system, These systems are both inter- 4
related and interdependent. Any explanation of human behaviour must address
itself to factors emanating from these systems of action. Drug-using
behaviour is simply one instance of this general postulate and hence can be
understood and explained only within the framework of these systems of
action.

In utilizing this conceptual model of human behaviour, we assumed that
adolescent drug-using behaviour was basically a specific type of rational, l

human action amenable to ratiomal, systematic stuﬁy. It was further postu-

of general theory of interaction and reference group theory. This theoretical 1

lated that this behaviour can be handled theoretically within the framework {
approach has been supported by the findings of the present study. But to

develop this justification, there was need to analyze drug-using behaviour

within the family-school-peer group interaction model. It was necessary,
therefore, to subject the student's self-concept to critical examination

ways. Our theoretical orientation also signalled the need for a theoretical

conplenentarity in order to take into account the normal social processes

within this model, for it is conceivable that each of these systems can '

contributed to the emergence and evolution of the self-concept in different - I
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which exist among close friends. Consequently, the analysis of dyug use
within this theoretical model has brought us to the point where observations
of an innovative nature can be made.

At the behavioural level, within the c0mmunity‘we have studied, the dis-
tinction between socioeconomic levels tend to disappear. Indeed, demographic
factors of drug-using behaviour have progressively become problematic, if not
altogether unreliable bases for explaining drug use. Increasingly, more
reliable data discount the traditional explanation of drug use as an anomic
adaptation to structured socioeconomic strains, or the more recent §iew that
such behaviour is the latent function of middle~-class, wealthy families.
Reliable documentation of the prevalence of drug use among all socioeconomic
strata of society tends to obliteraté the middle-class—~lower-class distihction
with respect to this behaviour.

Similarly, although the distinction between stable and non-stable
families may serve a heuristic purpose for initial rgsearch, this distinction
need to be accepted with a caveat. The theoretical basis of the distinction
may be convincing, but supporting data do not invariably sustain these
theoretical contentions. Both stable and non-stable families are character-
ized by certain properties that seem to influence adolescent behaviour.

These more basic properties--for example, parental modeLs for behaviour and
the nature of ongoing parent-child relationship-—need systematic exploration
within both stable families and broken homes. Moreover, each type of non-

intact family needs to be considered in its own right. Differentials in drug

use within various non-stable families suggest the need for such an approach.
The present study suggests that the most important distinctions with
regard to student drug use occur in terms of three pairs of dichotomies:

marginality versus integration, non-religlosity versus religlosity, and non~
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purturant versus nurturant family relationships. It sﬁould be emphasized that
these dichotomies are theoretical constructs and not monothetic categoriles.
pith regard to religiosity-non-religiosity dichotomy as well as the nurturant-
non—nurturént continuum and the role of close friends, the findings of this
study are consistent with other studies. What our data add to the results of
previous analyses is information on students' sélf»concept within the context
of religiosity, parent-child relationships, academic performance and student
organizational participation, and types of close friends.

Analyses of drug-using behaviour within the integration-marginality con-
ceptualization has yielded evidence that cannot be labelled traditional.
Admittedly, students who are marginal in both the academic and extra curricu-
lar sphere of lifé are the most likely to use drugs. It is egqually true that
- a greater proportion of their close friends also use drugs. Future research
needs to address itself to two questions: (a) how and why do marginal students
first use drugs, and (b) what are the factors that determine these students'
choice of friends? |

A related and crucially important issue is the self-concept of students.
The fairly consistent pattern between students' self-concept and drug use |
invites more indepth exploration. For example, what social forces impinge
upon the high scﬁool student so that.he defines himself the way he does?

What major factors determine the evolution of this self-concept, how is self-
concept related to and dependent on other relevant variables? What socia;
factors differentiate the "freak" from other students and how do these factors
differ from what moulds other students? Indeed, the high relatedness of
"freaks" with all types of drug’use provides more questions thanvanswers.

The need exists, therefore, to explore how the family, school, and friends

contribute tc the evolution of the "freak" and also contribute to the inter-
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personal attractions both among "freaks" and between "freaks" and other
students. This kind of research would make it possible to disentagle the
labyrinth of sociél forces that influence the students' adoption of specific
attitudes towards various types of behaviour. It is our contention that an
exploration of this is vital for the generation of a theory thatrwﬁuld mark a
significant departure from the'traditional.deviance orientation to a more
relevant and articulate explanatory framework. The conspicuous absenée of a
theory dealing with the drug-using behaviour of middle-class adolescents is

a thwarting problem in sociological research. It is our belief that the con-
struction of such theofy would include among its major elements the family

 , system the school system, the peer group séstem.and the self-system. The .
extent of chése systems' interdependence with, and relatedness to specifici

formsof adolescent behaviour would then be the additional task of further

sociological analysis.
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¢525 North Sheridan Road, Chicago, Illinois 60626 * (312) 274-3000

DEPARTIMENT OF SOCIGLOGY

April 4, 1974

To: (Name of selected student)
From: Yvon Yangyuoru
Subject: Collective Behaviour

Dear . . .:

A few months ago the Center for the Study of Adolescent Drug Use, Loyola Univer-
sity of Chicago, did a survey of students' attitudes towards drugs. However, a
closer look at the data calls for further information if the conclusions to be
drawn from them are to be fair to school and students.

The purpose of this communication is to request your voluntary participation in
a proposed follow-up study. It is our judgment that such a follow-up study is
necessary if the findings of the survey are to be of much value.

It is our intention, therefore, to interview a limited number of students. The
students to be interviewed have been selected on a purely random basis, and you
are one of them, The interviewer will be Yvon Yangyuoru, a graduate student
currently pursuing a doctoral degree in sociology, Loyola University of Chicago.:

We would like to emphasize our concern for confidentiality; and to give unequivo-
cal assurance that whatever will be learned in connection with this study will
be kept confidential. Demands of fairness to school and students dictate this.

We would like to express the hope that no obstacles will place themselves in the
way of your participation and cooperation in this study, and that you will find
it convenient and useful to give us a few moments of your time.

Please fill in and detach the required information at the bottom of this page,
seal it in the pre-stamped, enclosed envelope, and drop it in the mail.
Arrangements for the exact time and place of the interview will be made through
the appropriate channels, and you will be duly informed.

-Hopeful that this request will meet your favourable attention and response, and
wishing you all the best in studies.

Sincerely,

Yvon, Yangyuoru

Please indicate two dates judged by you to be most convenient for an interview:

Date 1 Time - Date 2 Time

Homeroom number
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! | LOYOLA UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO ‘

4525 North Sheridan Road, Chicago, Illinois 60626 * (312) 274-3000

DEPARTHIENT OF SOCIOLOGY

April 9, 1974

To: (Name of Principal)
From: Yvon Yangyuoru
Subject: Drug Research

Dear (Name of Principal):

Enclosed is a copy of the letter requesting students' voluntary participation
in the proposed follow-up drug study. Hopefully, it will be possible to
begin interviewing as soon as school resumes after therEaster.reCeSB-

Wishing you a very happy Easter.
Sincerely,

Yvon Yangyuoru

147




148

Drug-Using Behaviour: Follow-Up Interview

Year in school
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior

|

Age at last birthday

14 years or less

15 years old

16 years old

17 years old

18 years old or over

I

Residential area
Skokie
Morton Grove
Niles
Chicago
Other (please specify

1]

Grade-point average
C or less
B- to B+
A- and above

|

How many school clubs, teams, organizations and recognized groups do

you hold membership in right now?
None '

One

Two

Three to five

Six or more

Do you currently belong to any of the following?

Tennis

Golf

Cross Country -

Soccer

Basket Ball

Football

Other (please specify)
____None of the above

In which of the above do you actively participate in?

R

B e R ———



15.

16.

.17,

18,

19.

20.

- 150

Indicate the frequency of your participation in religious
activities and/or religious services?

Never participate

One to four times a year

Five to ten times a year

“One to two times a month

About once a week

More than once a week

i

What is the highest level of education completed by your father?
Some grade school
Finished grade school
Some high school
Finished high school
Some college
Completed college
Postgraduate study

| I

What is the highest level of education completed by your mother?
Some frade school

Finished grade school

Some high school

Finished high school

Some college

Completed college

Postgraduate study

HH!

Below are some categories which include different types of occupations.
Which category do you think comes closest to descrlbing your father's
occupation? :

I have no father living

Farmer

Unskilled worker (assembly line, factory worker, ete)

Skilled, blue-collar worker (machinist, tool and die maker, etc.)
Service (T.V. repairman, policeman, fireman, etc.).

White collar employee

Professional, executive, large business owner

Don't know

What is your mother's occupation?
No mother living
Mother lives in the home and does not work out the home
Mother works part-time '
Mother works full-time

|

For most of your life were you brought up by your:
Father and mother both living at home
Father (separated or divorced from mother)
Mother (separated or dlvorced from father)
Father (mother deceased)
Mother (father deceased)
Father and stepmother
__ Hother and stepfather

__ Soma other relative
. A pon-relative

T
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21. If you were not brought up by both parents at home, how old were you
when tha change took place?

0 - 5 years

6 - 11 years

11 - 15 years

16 years and over

22. How would you characterize your relationship with your parents or the
persons acting in their place?

Very good (we are close)

All right (we get along)

Indifferent

Not good (we disagree a lot)

|

23. During the last twelve months have you taken any drugs other than those
prescribed by a doctor?
Yes
No (if no, proceed to item 41)

1f yes, which of the following drugs have you taken and how many times have
you taken them? - '

Not Less ~ About About Several

at often once once . times -

all than a a

monthly month week week Daily
24, Alcohol 1 2 3 4 5 6
25. Amphetanmines -1 2 3 4 6
26. Cocaine 1 2 3 4 5 6
27. Marijuana 1 2 3 4 5 6
28. Barbiturates 1 2 3 4 5 6
29, LSD, DET, DMT 1l 2 3 4 5 6
30. Mescaline 1 2 3 4 5 6
31. Heroin 1 2 3 4 5 6
32, Opiates (opium,
codeine, demeral) 1 2 3 4 5 6

33, Tranquilizers 1 2 3 A 5 6
34, Methaqualone 1 2 3 4 5 6
35. Tobacco 1 2 3 4 5 6

36. Who provided you with your first marijuana?
Parents, either father or mother
- Brother or sister

Friends of the same sex

Some other person (specify)

I have never used marijuana

|11
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37. Did your close friends uses marijuana bafore you did?
Neither I nor my close friends smoke marijuana
Yes, they smoked marijvana before I did
No, I smoked marijuana before they did
We all srartad at the same timz, some bzfore, s
I do not smoke marijuana, but some of my close

2 afrer me
tiends do

1

OY"’T
iz
38. Is marijuana usually present at parties at which you attend?
Never ' '

I don't think so

I think so, but I do not know for sure

Yes some of them
_Yes, all or almost all of then

]

39. Did you have your first experience

Alone ‘ : |
With a brother, sister, or other relative ) i
With one close friend - |
With an acquaintance

With several persons

At a party ‘

[T

40, Where do you most often obtain drugs that ybu get high with?
I do not use drugs , :

" Prom medicine cabinet at hom

From pharmacy

From friends

Other sources (please specify)

{1

41, ‘Uéually when you go out with your friends to some place where you ara
alone with them, how many of them will use: .

All of Half of ~ One Quarter None of
them - them- of them then
Tobacco 1 2 3 4
Aleohol 1 2 3 4
Marijuana 1 2 3 4
L5D, peyole’ 1 2 3 - 4
Amphetamines 1 2 3 4
. . Barbiturates . - , 1 2 3 4
T TR T SO R k- O
How many brothers and sisters do you have altogather?
One : ' ’ : -
Tro ’

et e

Three or nore

|
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48. To the best of your knowledge, does any of yoﬁr brothers or sisters use:

Yes No Don't Know
Tobacco 1 2 3
Alcohol 1 2 3
LSD 1l 2 3
Marijuana 1 2 3
Amphetamines 1 2 3
Barbiturates 1 2 3
Heroin 1 2 3

To the best of your knowledge, has either your father or mother used any of
the following: - '

Not Less About About Several
at Often once once times
all than a ' a a
monthly month week - week Daily Don't know

49. Tobaqco 1
50. Alcohol 1
51. Marijuana 1
52, LSD 1
53. Amphetamines 1
54. Barbiturates 1
~55. Heroin 1

56. Tranquilizers 1

NMRONDNNNDN
WWWWWWWW
s~$~e~¢~a~c~s~c~
uruaustV1U1U|uw
c\c\c\qv?§oxc\0\
4\§~{sf\;\:~1§{w

57. Most students can choose one group of people to which they would like to
belong. Which of the following groups would you most like to helong?
.Even if one group does not exactly describe how you feel, choose the
group that best describes your ideal?

Jocks

Freaks

Scholars or collegiates

Greasers

Student leaders

Other (specify)

1

58, To the best of your knowledge, which type of students usually take drugs?
4 Scholars or collegiates

Student leaders

Jocks

Greasers

Freaks

Other

11
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59, Which of the following reasons do you think best describes the
motives for student drug use? .

Curiosity, just to find out what it is like

"gicks," an enjoyable experience, to feel good

Escape from problems or depression

Boredom, for something to do

Social pressure, to go along with friends

Expression of rebellion or resistance

Relaxation

Other (specify)

Don't know

T
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